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PREFl\CE 

This brief sUMJ:lary has heen prepared to provide the 

CIlIT Board Hernbers and Iianager,wnt wi th sorne perspective on the 

rnarket situation of CIl\T's commodities. The first part of this 

report, which includes information that could serve as a frame 

of reference, is planned to be updated once every tl'lO years. 

The second part, directly concerning CIAT's cOlTlI'lodities, \Viii 

be updated t\'lÍce ayear. 

In preparing this document, considerable use has be en 

made of a previous report by Scobie and Valdés (15) • 
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I • FRAIlE Ol" REFERENCE 

A. Relative Importance of Agriculture in Latin l\r1erica 

Production 

1.01 Agricultural gross domestic product (GDP) as per-

centage of total GDP varies amonq Latin American countries from 

7 percent (Venezuela) to 48 percent (Haiti) reflecting different 

degrees of development of non-agricultural sectors and the 

importance of agricu1ture throughout the region (7a))le 1, Column 

1) • 

Rural Income 

1.02 Average per capita income in the agricultural 

sector is significantly 10wer than total per carita income in 

al1 countries, except Uruguay (Table 1, Co1umn 2). Due to high 

unemployment rates in the agricultural sector, the qap hetween 

rural and urban income has persisted and even widened during the 

past 15 years. This was so, "despite a heavy drain of rural 

population, most of which emigrates to the great metropolises. 

Altogether it is estimated that rural-urban migration represented 

a movement of around 18 mil1ion inhabitants between 1961 and 

1970" (ECJ"A-FAO, 8) • 

1. 03 The rural population, though still representinq a 

large proportion of total population, percentage-wise i8 declin­

ing consistently through time (see Tahle 2). l!m"ever, in nearly 

all Latin America countries the agricultural labor force 

continues to grow, ,,,ith the exception of Argentina and Uruquay 

which shm" a necline, ,,,hile Chile and Venezuela show a halt. 
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Trade 

1. 04 In terms of value, world exports have increased 

over ten times during the last 25 years (Table 3, Colunn 1), 

while Latin America exports have increased about four times, 

implying ¡¡ consistent fall in the region' s share of \vorld 

exports during the period (Table 3, Colunm 3). Foreign trade 

has thus represented a rather limiten source of c¡rO\~th for Latin 

America. 

The rec¡ion's share of worlcl agricultural exports 

has also fallen consistently during tlm last quarter of a 

century (Table 3, Colurnn G). This reflects a general inability 

to generate surpluses over clomestic consumption as ,~ell as the 

existence of tariff and non-tariff barriers to world-:-Hü1e trade 

of agricultural products c¡ro,m in the region. 

1. 05 Agricultural exports are an important source of 

exchange earnings in most Latin American countries (Table 1, 

Column 4). In general, increases in agricultural production for 

domestic consumption and export (or inport substitution) are 

considered at the policy level as the solution, not only to 

balance of trade deficits, but to inflation, food shortac¡es, 

unemployment, and grO\~th. 

B. Use ¿¡nd Distribution of the Land 

1. 06 Latin America has a tremendous potential for agri-

cultural production. Thc arca being cultivated with annual amI 

permanent crops amounts to 6 percent of total farm land. Prom 

an agrononic standpoint, this percentage can bc increased about 

six times (see Table 4). aouever, given present problems of 

infrastructure, the location of the population, actual prices 

and technoloc¡v, such expansion might not be economic at present; 

though it coulrl be in the future. Tlle region's proportion of 

tlle land suitable for cultivation (35 percent) is even larger 
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than in the U.S.A. (20 percent). 

1. 07 The average size of farms in Latin America is about 

one half as large as the average in the U.S. (see Table 5). 

Moreover, the average area of cultivated lana per farm is about 

one-tenth of that found in the U.S. (63 vs. 6 has). Even 

ignoring unevenness in the distribution of the lancl, such dif­

ferences in the average size of farms reflect the existence of 

different farm structures. l'lhe.n distribution of the land is 

taken into account, even larger differences in structure appear. 

Fignre 1 is included to illustrate this case. The further a",ay 

a curve from the diagonal the more uneven is distribution of the 

land l. All Latin American countries except Haiti, ~1O\lld fall 

further a,~ay from the diagonal than the U.S.; reflecting, in 

many cases, the existence of dual structures of the minifundia­

latifundia type. 

C. Population and Nutrition 

Population Growth 

1. 08 The population of Latin l\merica, represonting 8 

percent of the world's population, is grOlving at arate of 2.8 

percent per annum, somewhat faster than in other less developed 

countries (LDC) of the ,,,orld (Table 6). ¡vithin Latin l\merica, 

10 outof 24 countrios surpass the 3 percent per year rate 

(HeXico, Dominican Republic, Honduras, Ecuador, Venezuela, El 

Salvador, Nicaragua, Panamá, Colombia and Perú). These 10 

countries account for 43 percent of the population of tlle arca. 

rf the grOllth rate of 2.8 is maintaine<1 for the 

area as a whole, population ",ould double in 25 years. rf the 

A wond 06 wannlng la ln anden when lntenpnetlng thla hlnd 06 
gnaph alnce unevenneaa may be dtle to a numben o~ nea60na 
auch aa quallty and claa6ea 06 land, de~eetlve ownenahlp, 
lnSnaatnuetune and locatlon 06 populatlon. 
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average grOl~th rate happens to fall to 2.3 per year, population 

would double in 30 years. 

Per Cap ita Food Production 

1. 09 In all regions of Latin ~merica, food nroduction 

has staqnated sincc 1970, resulting in declining output pcr 

capita. This decrease contrasts \'1ith the improvcment in food 

production per capita in all regions, except the Caribbean, 

during the 19hO's (see Table 7). The growth in total agricul­

tural output per cap ita \1aS even slOlmr, indicating that declin­

ing food output per capita has not be en associated vlith majar 

increases in non-food agricultural output. Excluding the four 

leading producers (Brazil, 11exico, Argentina and Colombia), per 

capita food production of the remaining 20 countries has fallen 

evcn more sharply (see last r0l1 of Table 7). 

Pood Consumption and Nutrition 

1.10 (Catoltie¿,) Table 8 is included to provide a broad 

perspective of the severity of the nutritional problem in Latin 

America. According to FAO (lO), per capita food supplies should, 

in the case of developing countries in general, exceed minimum 

energy requirements by at least 10 percent in order to compensate 

for uneven food distribution and const~ption. Only ten of the 

24 countries considered, \~ith ha percent of the population of 

Latin America, meet energy requirements using this criteria. 

1.11 (Plto;(;eiM) Average per capi ta protein supplies 

appear to be adequate for most countries (except Bolivia, Ecuador, 

El Salvador and Haiti). Since there is no general agreement 

about protein requirements, no standard is presented for compari­

son. HOIvever, in the case of proteins, the argument of uneven 

distribution of income becomes stronger than in the case of 

calories (for example, compare third and fifth rOlvs of Table 9). 

Also, whenever calorie deficits exist, part of the protein con~ 



• 

-

• 

• 

5. 

sumption might be used as an energy source, an<l honce net avail­

ability of protein might be inadequate. 

1.12 Consumption of calories and protein varies consid-

erably among countries and even '-li thin each country. A survey 

conducted in Brazil in the early 1960's may serve as an example. 

A daily consumption of 1,407 calories among the 10lJest in come 

brac);et in the Northeast \,¡as reported, ¡-¡hile the highest income 

brackot in the South had a daily consumption of 4,023 calories 

(11). Although less dramatic, the case of Cali, Colombia may 

also serve as an example (see Table 9). 

Information available on caloric and protein intake 

by sub-regions and socioeconomic strata is nonsystematic, or 

does not have an acceptable coverage. IlOl,¡ever, thero is no doubt 

that many people are malnourished (betlVeen 10 and 15 percent) 

and that between 25 to 40 percent of the population are belOl'¡ 

safety levols of caloric and protein intake. Figure 2 is includ­

ed to illustrate such deficits in the case of cereals. 

1.13 Table 10 shows the importance of nutrition-relatod 

child mortality. Rates in snecific locations of Canada and U.S. 

may be used for comparison. Since samples are rather location 

specific, mortality rates cannot be goneralized at the country 

level. Ilowever, these high nutritionally related death rates 

are another reflection of the food problem in Latin America. 

D. Fertilizer Situation and Forocast 

Production and Consumption 

1.14 Latin America, with 8 percent of the 1V0rld popula-

tion, consumes 5.7 percent of the fertilizer produced in the 

1V0rld (1) and has to import nearly 60 percent of its needs. TlVo 

countries --Brazil and Mexico-- account for over one-halE of 

the region's fertilizer production and consumption, IVhile five 
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countries --inclurling in addition, Colombia, Chile and Cuha-­

account for three-fourths of the total, reflecting different 

degrees of use of this input among countries (see Table 11). 

The region as a whole produces roughly 55, 60 and 2 

percent, respectively, of the N, P, and K it consumes. By 

comparison, other developing market economies produce roughly 

60, 70 and 30 percent, respectively. 

1.15 Regional consumption of fertilizer has increased 80 

percent in the last five years (Tables 11 and 12), while it is 

expected to increase by only 65 percent between 1974/75 and 

1980/81 (six years) 2. Nitrogen consumption is forecasterl to 

increase at an annual grm~th rate of 8.6 percent, while phos­

phates and potash consumption would increase at 6.7 and 10.4, 

respectively. 

On the basis of information for plants under con s­

truction, contracted for and planned, nitrogen and phosphate 

production is forecasted to increase at higher rates than con­

sumption (Table 12). llence, imports of these nutrients would 

fa1l somel~hat by 1980 in relation to total consumption. That 

would not be the case of potash, of Hhich import rec¡uirements 

are expected to increase substantially. 

Prices 

1.16 After the drama tic increase of 1974, prices of N 

and P decreased sharply in 1975, and in early 1976 reached 

levels comparable in real terms to those of the mid-1960's 

(Figure 3). On the basis of latest projections, continuing 

improvement of the world fertilizer supply-demand balance can be 

expected through the late 1970's (Figure 4). Ilence, prices of 

2/ COlt<lwnpt'¿on iÍolteca.6t.6 alte 06 "en!Ject'¿ve rlemand" :taiúllg '¿Ilto 
account the ab.6oltpt'¿ve capac,¿ty o~ both ~altmelt.6 and countlt'¿e.6 
a.6 wetl a.6 plt'¿ce n0lteca.¡,:t.6. SOfLltCe: FAO/WJIvo/r'Joltlrl Banh 
r~oltlú!1g GltOUp on FelttiLizelt.6; "Long Teltm Feltt,¿t'¿zelt Stl/1ptV,/ 
Vemand pO.6.LUon and Elemen:t.6 olÍa WotrJd Felt;f:;.t'¿zelt Poll.ctf'" 
FAO, AGS: F/75-7, Matf 1975. 
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fertilizer (particularly of N) are not expected to rise in real 

tenIS (Table 13). 

1.17 Phosphates, however, are a question marle in the 

long run, the reason being that two countries, Horocco and 

Spanish Sahara (sea Tabla 14), hold GG percent of worlcl.'s phos­

phate rock resource (economically exploitable at today's tech­

nology ana prices) and 75 percent of total l:nO\VD resources 

(including reserves recoverable at higher prices ancl.!or ,,,ith 

improved technology). Even the U.S., shortly after the enu of 

this century, might cease to be self-sufficient (Fic¡ure 5). 

Given the lack of effective multilateral agreements for beef 

trade, such uncertainty about phosphate prices cast oark shadows 

on phosphate-based legumes as a long-run strategy for development 

of the beef industry. 

Relative Prices 

1.18 Input-output price ratios, as well as their behavior 

through time, vary from country to country. This can he seen in 

Table 15, ,-,here the urea-rice price ratio is presented. Between 

1970 ana 1974 the price of urea vs. rice increaseu four-fold in 

Chile, while it actually fell in Venezuela. In the latter 

country (where fertilizer is heavily subsidized), a ton of rice 

would buy nearly eight times more urea than in Chile and 22 per­

cent more than in 13.5. (1974 prices). 

1.19 The case of becf was even more dramatic since prices 

fell drastically as result of the \"orld beef crisis and thc 

import ban adopted by the European COl1\Il\on f.larket. This occurred 

at the same time that fertilizer prices rose sharply. In 1972 a 

ton of beef (FOB, carcass weight) in Argentina woul,l buy over 10 

tons of triple superphosphate, but in late 1974, it ,,,ould barely 

buy 2.5 tons¡ in early 1976, tlle conparable figure ,,,as S tons • 
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II. CIAT' s CO!1I10DITIES 

A. Production 

2.01 Production of beef, cassava, beans and rice has 

increased on1y slightly in the last 10 years (see Figure 6). In 

fact, in 1974, the output of all cornmodities (except rice) was 

egual to or les s than the production in 197 O. The grO\~th in 

output of all commodities (except beef and pork) was much slower 

from 1967 to 1974 than in the period 1960-67 (Table 17). Iden­

tifying tlle causes of this slO\~-dmm \wuld help establish the 

relative influences of weather, domestic policies, and techno­

logical change. 

2.02 (Bee61 Details of the grO\~th of cattle nUI"1bers 

and output between 1960 and 1975 are given in Table 18. While 

growth of output in Latin America appears to have be en highest 

during the second half of the 1960's (Table 18, last row), real 

growth, measured by increase in herd size, slacl~ened during that 

periodo In the region as a \'Ihole, growth has been higher in the 

1970's than it was in the 1960's. This trend varies from country 

to country and was affected --mostly in the River Plate area-­

by the recent world beef crisis. 

Table 19 illustrates the differences amonq Latin 

American countries in terms of livestock inventories and output. 

As a region, Latin America has 30 percent more cattle per 

inhabitant than the U.S. 1l00~ever, the relative density of cattle 

varies considerably amonq cOllntries, from 0.14 head per person 

in sorne Caribbean countries to 3.6 head per person in Uruguay. 

In spite of the high relative cattle density, \vith the exception 

of the River Plate area (temperate climate), per capita beef 

output varies from one-tenth to one-half that of the United 

States. Extraction rates, measured as output per head in stock, 
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is included to illustrate the efficiency gap among countries 

(Table 19, last column). 

2.03 (PoJtld Hhile Latin l\merica has twice as many heef 

cattle than the U.S., it has ahout the same numher of hogs. The 

number of hogs per inhabitant is 25 percent smaller than in the 

.U.S. (see Tahle 20). Due to a numher of factors, such as breeos, 

and quality of animals, health, feeding and management practices, 

production efficiency is rather low. Extraction rate, measured 

as output per hog, is only 26 kilograms per year, a figure sub­

stantially lower than the 102 kilograms obtaineo in the U.S. 

(Tahle 20, last column). Though the efficiency gap is still 

rather wide, efficiency of production appears to be improving 

through time, particularly in Brazil, Venezuela ano Colombia (see 

Table 21). 

Pork consumption, a1though varying among countries, 

is also lm~. Apparent consur:lption for the region as a \~hole is 

about six kilograms per capita per annun, barely one-fifth of that 

in the U.S. Brazi1, !1exico and Venezuela are among the few 

countries I-lhich have increased IOer caIOita consumIOtion of pork 

during the last 15 years (see Table 22). 

2.04 (Caaaava) Total as well as IOer capita IOroduction 

l' of cassava increased consistently during the 1960' s but decreased 

during the first half of the 1970's (Table 23, last row). This 

\~as due to the influence of nrazil, where per capi ta production 

fell near1y 10 percent from 1970 to 1974. This latter country 

accounts for more than 85 percent of total production in Latin 

America. Although production statistics are not reliable, Table 23 

is included to illustrate the variability of per capita production 

of cassava throughout Latin l\merica • 

2.05 (Beana) Production of beans increased at a high 

rate during the period 1960-67; but since then, it has been prac­

tica11y stagnant (Table 17 and Pigure 6). Per carita production 

of beans in Latin America has shown a cleclining treno ouring the' 
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l1\st 10 years (Table 24, last row). Brazil and nexico account 

fór more than RO percent of bean production in the region. 

~
2 06 (R~cel Latin American rice production has increas-

e at an annual rate of 4.8 percent during the period 1960-67, 

t at a slOlver (2.4 percent) rate during the 1967-74 period 

(Table 17). Consequently, per capita rice production in the 

¡e 9 ion has declined slightly during the last 10 years (Table 25, 

ast row). This was due to the decline in per capita production 

f Brazil, Perú, Argentina and Uruguay, contrasting Ivi th increases 

n most other countries, particularly Colombia, 11exico, Venezuela, 

,uyana, Ecuador and Costa Rica. Currently, Brazil accounts for 

55 percent of the region's rice production, while in the early 

1960's it accounted for nearly 70 percent. 

2.07 (Co~n) Production of corn increased at a high rate 

(6.6 percent annually) during the period 1960-67, but at a much 

lmver rate (1.5 percent) during the period 1967-74 ('I'able 17 ólnd 

Figure 6). Consequently, per capita corn production in the region 

has declined near1y 10 percent between 1970 and 1~74 (see Table 26). 

'rhis "'as due to the decline in per capita production of most 

countries, except in Brazil, Argentina, Chile and Uruguay. The 

larger declines "'ere observed in }1exico and Central America. Sub­

stitution for sorghum roight partial1y explain such reductions in 

corn production. 

B. Yielrls 

2.08 Bean yie1ds have been constant at around 600 kg/ha 

for the last 20 years in Latin America (see Figure 7). 

2.09 Rice yie1ds ",ere constant at around 1.7 ton/ha 

until 1969 and then juroped to alroost 2 ton/ha by 1974. Approxi­

mately hi't1f of Latin America's rice comes froro the up1and sector 

of Brazil Ivhere yielns are 101>/ and con¡;tant. Hence, the rise in' 
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the, total Latin American yield from 1.7 to 2. O ton/ha is a sig­

ni~icant change and indicates much larger increases in irrigated 

areas. Colombian irrigated yields, for example, rose from about 

3.0 to 5.4 ton/ha in the last 10 years, due to the introduction 

of Inew varieties developed by ICA 3 and CIAT. 

i 
I 

By 1971 cassava yields have risen consistantly to J 20 ;0 
14.0 ton/ha, falling in 1973 to the lowest level in 20 years. 

Su h a fall was apparently due to poor seasonal conditions in 

Br~,Zil. 

2.~1 The 

cent from 1965 to 

region's average corn yield increased 25 per-

1970, reaching 1.5 ton/ha. Since 1970, average 

yi ld has been stagnant, fluctuating bet\veen 1. 1\ and 1. 5 ton/ha 

(pOgure 7). 

2. 2 As shown in Table 27, much of the expansion in the 

ou put of rice, beans, cassava and corn between 1960-64 and 

19 ,0-74 carne from area expansion rather than yields. This reflects 

Latin America' s extensive land endOlvment. HOIvever, during this 

perion and for the region as a v¡hole, increments in yields have 

be en a rather important source of increments in production in the 

case of beans and corno 

C. Volume of Trade 4 

Latin America is a net importer of rice and beans; 

th~ volume of imports while fluctuating has not changed substan­

tidlly in the last 15 years (Table 28). In both cases, Latin 

Amarican imports are a very sruall proportion of consumption, as 

we:Dl as of \-lOrld trane of these cornmodi tias. 

3/ In<l;tLtlda Ca.f.omb¿ana Agflorec.u.afl¿o • 

• / Na data ¿<I ava¿.f.ab.f.e 60fl c.a<l~ava alld ¿t~ by pflodl!c.t<l flegafld~ 
¿ng ;tflade óflom afl w¿tlún La.Un Ámefl¿c.a. 
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2.14 Bccf is a major export commoaity, and Latin Arncrica 

qccounts for a significant part of Ivorla trade. HOl'1ever, both 

absolutely, and relative to world trade, Latin American beef 

J

xports have declined drastically. Rising internal demand, 

ogether I'lith a large decline in beef imports into the EEC, the 

nited States and Japan, resulted in reduced exports in 

1
974 an<1 further reductions in 1975, although a partial recovery 

as noted in 1976. Thc EEC, the United States and Japan account 

or about 75 percent of I'/Orld becf trade, and large fluctuations 

j¡n theirimport demands, particularly in those of the ERC, have 

erious rcpercussions on the dcvclopmcnt of the bccf sector in 

atin America • 

• 15 Latin American nct cxports of corn increascd nearly 

5 percent from 1960 to 1970. Thereafter, stagnation of regional 

j
rOc1uction and yields, and the increase in the region's needs, 

mplicd a reduction of net exports (Table 28). This Ivas mainly 

ue to the reduction of production in Hexico ancI Central l\merica 

(Table 29). Such reduction has strengthened the declining trend 

iJn Latin Arlerica' s share of the world corn marJ:et. 

2.16 Details of the trade in beans, beef and rice by 
! 

qountry in Latin America for 19G5 and 19'74 are given in Table 30. 

Hhile Soutll America as a region is a net exporter of beans ana 

rice, Central America and the Caribbean are net importers, Cuba 

by far thc largest importer of thesc comnodities. 

Export Prices 

21. 17 

bbans and 

Export prices received bv Latin Arlerica for hecf, 

rice are shmm in Figure 8. In tlle beginning of tlle 

1970's, sharp rises in export prices of all commodities VIere 

expericnced. To a large extf'nt, cJ.omestic markets ",ere insnlated 

from these price increases by trade barriers and price controL;; 

cbnsc'1uently, these rising \Vorlo priccs have not gencrally 
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stimu1ated domestic production. 1\.s noted earlier, there has 

been virtua1ly no grmith in output since 1970. 

2.18 Table 13 presents one set of price forecasts for 

rice amI heef, together \iith nitrogen amI phosphate. By 1985, 

prices of rice are predicted to decline to levels of the early 

1970's, while beef prices are to continue to rise. Fertilizer 

prices are predicted to decline corapared to 197<1, although not 

to levels of the 1960's, when rauch of the new fertilizer-intensive 

technology was developed (see nuraerals 1.16 through 1.19 of this 

report) • 
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TABLE 1. LATIN AMERICA: RELATIVB SITUATION OF AGRICULTUREa. 

Agricultural GDP Inco¡:¡e External Trac1es 

Country 

Agricultural 
GDP over 
Total 

Agricultural Average Aqricultural Agricultural 
GDP per Agricultural -Exports I¡:¡ports over 

Inhabitant Inco¡:¡e Over Over Total Over Total Agricultural 

Agricultural 
I¡:¡ports 

Over Total GDP Total Average Exports I¡:¡ports Exports 
per Inhabitant Incoroe 

------------------------------------- Percentage -------------------------------------
Argentina 
Barbados 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Colombia 
Costa Rica 
Cuba 
Chile 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Guyana 
Hait! 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
!1exico 
Nicaragua 
Panamá 
Paraguay 
Perú 
Dominican Rep. 
Surinam 
Trinidad & Tobago 
Uruguay 
Venezuela 

12 
12 
21 
18 
29 
22 . . 

9 
26 
27 
28 
20 
48 
35 

9 
11 
2!l 
18 
34 
16 
22 
• • 

7 
20 

7 

SOURCE: ECLA, CELADE, FAG. (8) 

82 
56 
37 
43 
67 
49 .. 
38 
49 
49 
46 
63 
65 
50 
37 
25 
51 
44 
64 
37 
34 . . 
43 

123 
2fl 

fl5 
56 
39 
46 
70 
55 

40 
51 
53 
47 
63 
G5 
52 
37 
28 
54 
44 
G7 
40 
35 

43 
126 

29 

84 7 9 
61 24 145 

9 20 177 
67 9 18 
81 10 14 
75 13 2(, 

. . 
3 19 567 

89 9 12 
64 12 21 
60 7 13 . . 
79 10 13 . . . . . . 
35 8 33 
75 10 16 
64 11 56 
67 8 13 
18 1fl 84 
84 12 17 

5 17 303 
8 10 159 

25 
1 11 615 

a./ Tne data refer to the year 1972, except for external trade where they refer to 1971, with the 
exception of Colomhia (1970), Chile (1969), Uruguay (1972) ano Surina¡:¡ (1970). 
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TAIlLE 2. RURAL POPULATIOllS, PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL, 1950-70 

Country 

U.S.A. 
Mexico 
Caribbean 
Central America 
South America 

Venezuela 
Andean 5 
Brazil 
River Plate 

Latin Amcrica 
Latin America (2) 

1950 1960 1970 

------------- Percent ------------

3!i. O 30.1 26.5. 
57.4 49.3 42.3 
82.6 77.9 68.6 
68.9 67.5 57.3 
56.9 46.8 38.4 
46.3 32.6 21.6 
59.2 48.7 40.1 
63.9 53.7 44.1 
38.9 28.2 22.8 

58.5 49.6 41. 6 
74.4 67.1 58.6 

SOURCE: USDA (1); Rural percentages based upon population 
estimates for nearest census. America en Cifras, 
Situaci6n Demogr1i.ficn. OBA, Washington, D.C. 1960-
1974. 

(2) SOURCE (9): Estimates by Social AffaimDivision. ECLA-illl 

> 
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TABLE 3. LATIN Z\ltERICl\: 5HARE OF HOnLD l\UD AGRICUJJTURAL TRADE, 1950-75 

Total Exports Agricultural Exports Share of Agriculture 
on Total trade in: 

Latín Latín Latín Latin 
¡"Iorld Ameríca America World Ameríca America Latín 

Period (Billion (nillíon Share (Bíllion (Bí11íon Share \~orld America 
US$) US$) (%) U5$) US$) (%) (%) (%) 

1950 61. 20 6.80 11.1 20.60 4.31 20.9 33.7 63.4 

1951-55 Avg. 84.82 7.66 9.0 27.50 4.82 17.5 32.4 62.9 

1956-60 Avg. 113.32 8.47 7.5 31. 62 4.95 15.6 27.9 58.4 

1961-65 Avg. 157.52 9.85 6.3 313.68 5.61 14.5 24.5 56.9 

1966-70 Avg. 248.13 14.07 5.7 47.70 6.89 14.4 19.2 49.0 

1971-75 Avg. 616.99 29.47 4.8 95.83 12.38 12.9 15.5 42.0 

50URCE: USDA (1). 
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TABLE 4. PEUCENTAGE DISTRIBUTlm¡ OF PRESENT AND POTENCIAL LNlD USE 

Present Use Potential Use 

Country and Cultivat- Sub- Crop Pasturc Sub- Non- 3 
cd Pasture Forest and Regions 

(CroEs) Total Land' Forest 2 Total Arable Total 

------------------------------ percentage ------------------------------

U.S.A. 16 30 32 78 20 58 78 22 100 

Mexico 14 36 17 67 22 45 67 33 100 

Central Arnerica 9 17 50 76 42 34 76 24 100 

Venezuela 6 15 50 71 51 20 71 29 100 

Andean 4 19 41 64 34 30 64 36 100 

Brazil 4 12 63 79 40 39 79 21 100 

River Platc 9 51 25 35 26 59 85 15 100 

South Arnerica 5 22 49 76 37 39 76 24 100 

Latin Arnerica 6 23 46 75 35 40 75 25 100 

SOURCE: USDA (1) • 

,/ Includcs land with rcstraint to land use (classes 1 , 11, 111, and IV). 

2/ Includes land vlith strong restraints to its use as agricultural land (classes V, VI 
- and VII). 

Y Class VIII. 
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TABLE 5. AVERAGE SI7,E OF HOLDINGS, AVF.RAGR AREA 
01" CULTIVATED LAND PER 1l0LDRR, AND AVERAGE ARBA al" 

CULTIVATED JJlIND PER INHABITAHT 

Country and 
Regions 

Average -Average Area of 
Size of Cultivated Land 
Holding Per Holder! 

Average Area of 
CultivatedLand 
Per Inhabitant 

----------------- (Ha) ------------------

North Ancrica • 209.0 69.1 0.8 
(j.7 
1.3 

U.S.A. 230.7 63.3 2 

Canada 187.5 76.0 

Latin America 112.1 6. O; 0.3 
0.2 Hexico s 54.3 10.0 

Central America' 25.2 3.5 0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
(j.2 
(j.3 
0.2 

Costa Rica 40.5 5.9 
El Salvador 5.4 2.8 2 

Guatemala 8.3 2.5 
Honduras 13.6 3.0 
Nicaragua 47.7 5.3 
Panama 22.2 3.3 

Caribbean' 9.5 n.a. 
Dominican Republic 10.7 5.2 0.3 
Haiti 1.4 n.a. 
Jamaica 3.2 n.a. 
Trinidad & Toha']o 6.0 n.a. 

South America 
, 

126.0 5.9 0.4 
0.2 Venezuela 

Andean' 
Colombia 
Ecuador 
Chile 
Perú 
130livia 
Brazil 
River PI ate • 
Ar']entina 
Uru']uay 
Paraguay 

82.4 
129.0 

26.4 
11. O 

120.9 
17.7 

379.2 
59.4 

322.3 
374.1 
214 .1 
108.7 

5.3 
4.6 
3.8 
5.3 
6.9 
3.1 
8.3 
5.3 

21. 8 
60.0 
20.2 
4.1 

... 
(j.2 
0.5 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.3 
1.2 
1.3 
0.5 
0.4 

$OURCE: USDA (1) • 

1/ ... 
:...1 
!.I 
~X 

• 

Incluues annual and permanent craps and cultivated pasture 
land. 

Includes fallol, land. 

Excludes Caribbean. 

Regional average ,':ere IJeighted hy agricultural area 
(Column 1), by number of land holders (Column 2), and by 
1974's population (Colurm 3) of eaeh eountry. Information 
used correspond to latest census ilvailable for eaeh country 

Non ejido sector only. 
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TADLE 6. LATIN AHERICA. POPULATION GROl'7TI! RATES 1 

1975 
Country or Region 1960 1%5 1970 1975 Population 

(Hillions) 

Mexico 3.1 3.5 3.4 3.4 59.9 

Caribbean 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.6 23.0 

Central Americil. 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 19.2 

South Am8rica 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.7 217.0 

Andean 5 2.9 2.8 2.9 2.9 63.9 

VeneZ118la 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 12.7 

Brazil 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 10B.8 

River Plate 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 31. 5 

Latin America 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 319.5 

LDC's except Latin 
America 2.0 2.1 2.2 ') ') 

-.~ 2,529.0 

Horld 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 3,971.0 

SOURCE: USDA (1) • 

:../ Compound annllal rate during the five year period ending \lith the year 
shm·m. 
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TABLE 7. INDICES OF PER CAPITA FOOD 
PRODUCTION IN LATIH AHERICA 

Region 1961-65 1970 1974 

l1exico lOO 107 98 

Caribbean lOO 89 91 

Central America lOO 113 110 

South ll.merica 100 106 105 

Anc1ean 100 102 99 

Venezuela lOO 117 112 

Brazil 100 112 116 

River Plate 100 105 104 

Latin lunerica 100 106 104 

Latin J\r\erica 
b 

100 104 97 

SOURCE: USDA (1). 

103 

85 

109 

lfJ5 

97 

116 

115 

105 

104 

9G 

!!:/ Calculated from published (2) and unpublished data 
provided by USDA and 1inked to 1974 values. 

~/ Excluding r1exico, Colombia, Brazil and Argentina 1"hich, 
Hith 69% of the population, account for 80% ofthe 
estimated value of Latin America's agricultural produc­
tion. 
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TA13LE 8. APPARENT DAILY CONSUliPTlm¡ OF CALORIES 
N1D PROTEINS, 1971-73 

Enerqy as Protein 

Country Percentage of (g) 
Requirement a 

Argentina 122 95 
Uruguay 115 9!l 
Brazil 115 F,7 
Ilexico 115 61 
Chile 114 77 
Jamaica 114 67 
Costa Rica 114 63 
Guyana 112 56 
Panamá 111 62 
Nicaragua 110 69 

Barbados 108 75 
Paraguay 108 70 
Cuba 108 (,3 
Perú 101 62 
Trinidad & Tobago 99 65 

Venezuela 99 62 
Colombia 94 Sr¡ 
Guatenala 93 58 
Honduras 93 53 
Dominican Republic 92 50 
130livia 85 47 
Ecuador 84 43 
El Salvador 83 51 
Haiti 79 39 

Latin l\Inericab 112 66 

SOURCE: USDA (1). 

a.1 Based on minimum requirement estimated by PAO for each 
country. 

~I Average minimum requirement 2,320 calories daily. 
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Tl\BLE 9. ESTIHATED CALORIE MID PROTEIN INTl\KES AND DEFICIT OR 
EXCESS BY STRl\TA IN CALI, COLOHBIA, 1975 

S t r a t a 

I II III IV V 

Income ranqe 
U.S.$/family/month -37.5 37.5-50 50.1-100 100.1-150 +150 

Estimated daily intake 
of calories per capita 1904 2119 2510 2831 3836 

Intake in percent of 
requirementsa 89 99 117 132 178 

Estimated daily intake of 
protein per capita (g) 44.6 51. 6 64.6 81.1 126.4 

Intake in percent of 
requirements 72 83 104 131 204 

SOURCE: CIAT (12). 

I!::../ Based on estimated requirements for ColoMhia (,ililliaMson et. al.) 

~'-

Average 

2552 

119 

69.2 

112 
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TABLE 10. AMERICAS (SF:LECTJ~D AREAS): PERCENTAGE RATES OF 
NUTRITIONALLY RELATED DEATHS I 

IN CHILDREN ill1DER 5 YEARS OF AGE. 1968-72 

ARGENTINA 
Chaco Province 

Resistencia 
Rural Departments 

San Juan Province 
San Juan (City) 
Suburban Depts. 
Rural Depts 

BOLIVIA 
La Paz 
Viacha 

BRAZIL 
Recife 
Riberao Preto 

Riberao Preto (City) 
Franca 
Communities 

Sao Paulo 

CANADA 
Sherbraake 

CHILE 
Santiago 
Comunas 

COLOHBIA 
Cali 
Cartagena 
l1edel11n 

EL SALVADOR 
San Salvador 
Rural Hunicipios 

JAl'IAICA 
Kingston & Sto Andrew 

MEXICO 
l10nterrey 

U.S.A. 
San Francisco 
California Suburban 

TOTAL 

Total Deaths 

Number 

864 
837 

326 
780 

1.050 

4.115 
161 

3.635 

464 
434 
228 

4.312 

371 

2.489 
225 

1. 627 
1. 255 
1. 348 

2.738 
1. 082 

1. 903 

3.953 

234 
664 

35.095 

Rate 
Over Total 
Population 

2.07 
2.39 

1. 29 
2.20 
2.40 

2.66 
4.81 

2.93 

1. 09 
1. 94 
1. 30 
1.77 

0.41 

1. 30 
1.40 

1. 61 
1.46 
1. 45 

2.64 
5.05 

1. 04 

1. 81 

0.54 
0.41 

1. 67 

Nutritionally 
Related Death 

Rate 

1.29 
1.22 

0.69 
1. 27 
1.32 

1. 27 
1. 97 

1. 95 

0.76 
1.24 
0.87 
1. 04 

0.20 

0.72 
0.74 

0.90 
0.95 
0.90 

1.43 
2.77 

0.61 

0.99 

0.29 
0.23 

0.95 

SOURCE: Puffer, Ruth Rice and Carlos V. Serrano, Patterns of 
Hortality in childhood, PAIlO, 1973; fram USDA (1). 

~/ Inclu(les deaths in ¡,¡hich nutritional deficiency and imma­
turity were identified as underlying or associated causes. 
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TABLE 11. FERTILIZER PRODUC'l'IOll, CONSUHPTION AND BALANCE BY 
REGIONS. 1%9/70 to 1973/74 

1969/70 1971/72 1973/74 

---('000 tons N.P.K. llutrients)---

HEXlCO 
Production 477 4StJ (,31 
Consumption 529 693 748 
Balance -52 -205 -117 

CARlB13EN1 1 

Production 110 106 140 
Consumption 149 121 246 
Balance -39 -15 -106 

CENTRAL AIffiRICA 2 

Production 22 28 34 
Consumption 213 240 324 
Balance -191 -212 -290 

RlVER PLATE 
Production 23 62 56 
Consumption 122 146 147 
Balance -99 -84 -91 

ANDEAN 
Production 278 298 357 
Consumption 456 510 736 
Balance -178 -212 -379 

BRAZIL 
Production 124 298 512 
Consumption 601 1,076 1,673 
Balance -477 -778 -1,161 

SOUTH AHElUCA 3 

Production 421 658 920 
Consunption 1,198 1,750 2,';78 
Balance -777 -1,092 -1,658 

LATIN NillRICA 
Production 1,033 1,294 1,756 
Consumption 2,556 3,096 4,173 
Balance -1,523 -1,802 -2,417 

SOURCE: FAO, Data reported in (1) USDA. 

~/ Includes nitrogen production for Netherland Antilles. 
Consumption also includes !1artinique, Virgin Island and 
Sto I\itts, Guadaloupe, Sto Lucia, Sto Vicent. 

Consumption includes Belize. 

~/ lnclunes Guyana, Surinam. 
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TABLE 12. LATIN AMERICA: FORECAST OF FERTILIZER SUPPLY, 
CONSm1PTION AND BALANCE. 1974/75-1980/81 

Estimate Forecast 

• 

Annual 
GrOlvth Rate 

Fertilizer 1974/75 1976/77 1978/79 1980/81 1973/74 to 
1980/81 

-------------- (1li11ion metric tons) --------------

NITROGEN (N) 
Supp1y 1.1 1.7 2.1 2.3 14.3 
Consumption 2.0 2.4 2.8 3.2 8.6 
Balance -0.9 -0.7 -0.7 -0.9 (O. O) 

PHOSPHATE (P 2OS ) 
Supply 0.9 1.0 1.4 1.6 10.4 
Consumption 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.2 6.7 
Balance -0.6 -0.7 -0.5 -0.6 (O. O) 

POTASH (K2O) 
Supply 0.1 0.2 39.0 
Consumption 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.8 10.4 
Balance -1.1 -1.3 -1.4 -1.6 (9.5) 

TOTAL (N,P,K) 
Supply 2.0 2.7 3.6 4.1 12.9 
Consumption 4.6 5.4 6.2 7.2 8.1 
Balance -2.6 -2.7 -2.6 -3.1 (3.6) 

SOURCE: FAO Data reported in (5) USDA. 
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TABLE 13. PRlCE FORECAST 

Beef 

Ycar 

197311. 

197411. 

1975 

1980 

1985 

Rice 
FOB, 

Exports fron 
Latin l\r11erica 

------------ (US$/ton, 

350 1.451 

542 1. 485 

311 n.a. 

2<1fl n.a. 

240 n.a. 

SOURCE: IBIm - July 1975. 

n.a.: not available. 

ClF, 
froro Argentina 

in Europe 
Constant 1973 

3.180 

n.a. 

n.a. 

3.350 

3.720 

Nitrogen 
(Urea) 

• • 

Phosphate 

prices) ------------

95 119 

260 274 

222 252 

102 155 

116 162 

a.1 1973 and 1974 are actual data; 1975, 1980 and 1985 are price 
- forecast. 
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Tl\BLE 14. ¡'IORLD PllOSPHATE RaCK RESOURCES 

Regíon Known 
Reserves l 

Percent 
of Total 

Other 
Resources 2 

All Percent 
Resources of Total 

-------------- (Bíllion metric tons) ---------------

United States 2.3 14 4.1 6.4 8 

U.S.S.R. 0.7 4 2.9 3.6 5 

Africa 11.6 72 49.0 60.6 80 
Morocco 9.1 3 57 45.4 54.4 71 
Spanish Sahara 1.5 4 9 1.8 3.4 4 
Tunisia 0.5 3 1.4 1.8 2 
Other Africa 0.6 4 0.4 1.0 1 

Asia 0.3 2 1.8 2.1 3 

Australia 0.9 6 1.8 2.7 4 

Other 0.2 1 0.5 0.7 1 

Total Horld 16.1 60.0 76.1 

SOURCE: USDA (5). 

1/ Estimated recoverable reserves at $30.49 per metric ton for 70 BPL 
rock BOF Florida, the price fixed July 1, 1974 by the Phosphate Rock 
Export Association and effective when these estinates were made. 

2/ 

:.; 
y 

Includes reServes recoverable at higher prices, with improved tech­
nology, etc. 

Reserve may be as high as 36 hillion tons. 

Reserve may be as high as 9 bíllion tons. 

, 
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TADLE 15. Sr.LECTEn COUlJTIUl:S: UREA/RICE PInCE MTIOS 

ClIILI' 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

COL01Unl\. 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

EL SJ\LVJ\DOR 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

NICliHl\.r;UA 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

PERU 

1972 
1973 
ln~ 

UNITr::n STñTes 

1970 
1071 
1972 
1973 
1974 

VEHl~ZVJ-:Ll\ 

1970 
B71 
1972 
1973 

·1974 

SOtlI<C¡·': USDiI (1). 

1970-74 

Urca Pricc Rice Price 
Urca/Rice 

Pricc H..:ttio 

----,---------~------ r::scudos/ton --------------------

1. 040 . 956 1. 08 
1. 003 1. 204 1. 50 
1.619 1.505 1. 07 

17.119 6.615 2.58 
282.235 70.000 4.03 

--------------------- Pesos/ton ---------------------

2.000 
2.350 
2.580 
4.980 
6.870 

203 
208 
19B 
341 
769 

516 
405 
704 

1.100 
3.520 

3.063 
5.419 
8.7 Q O 

91 
90 
90 

100 
202 

2.05fJ 
2.050 
2.050 
2.426 
3.023 

Colones/ton 

275 
323 
330 
333 
529 

O)rc1ohas/ton 

1.5G5 
1.40S 
1.547 
1.633 
1.775 

t)ules/1;:.un 
'i.OOO 
5.000 
6.000 

Doll.:trs/ton 

109 
114 
118 
148 
304 

0.97 
1.15 
1. 26 
2.0S 
1. 30 

0.74 
0.G4 
O.GO 
1. 02 
1.45 

0.32 
0.27 
0.45 
0.67 
1.98 

0.77 
1.00 
1. 47 

0.83 
0.7B 
0.76 
0.67 
0.66 

------------------- nolivurcs/ton -------------------

423 620 0.G3 
1\23 630 0.67 
423 660 0.64 
423 (i90 0.61 
438 800 O.~),l 
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TAl3LE 16. í10RLD PHOSPHATE ROCK PRODUCTIOl¡ CAPACITY 

Region 1973 1974 1980 

-------- mi1lion tons --------
United Sta tes 40.2 40.8 02.(, 
U.S.S.R. 22.3 22.8 32.7 

Africa-Near East 31.8 34.2 58.6 
florocco 17.4 19. O 27.2 
Tunisia 3.7 3.6 5.9 
Togo 2.4 2.4 3.0 
Spanish Sahara 1.8 1.8 9.1 
Scnegal 1.8 1.8 2.3 
,Tordan 1.2 1.2 2.7 
South Africa 1.4 1.6 3.2 
Israel 0.7 0.9 1.8 
Algcria 0.7 0.9 1.8 
Egypt 0.6 0.5 0.5 
Syria 0.1 0.5 1.1 

China, Peoples Rep. 3.2 3.2 6.3 
Nauru 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Christmas Island 1.6 1.(, 2.0 
North Vietnam 0.5 0.8 1.4 
Ocean Island 0.8 0.8 
Other 1.2 1.5 7.2 

World Total 104.3 108.3 173.2 

SOURCE: Bureau of Mines, "Phosphate Rock", a 
Chapter from Mineral Facts and Problems, 
1975 edition, p.2., from USDA (5) • 
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TADLE 17. LATIN AMERICA: AHNUAL GROWTH Rl\TES 
OF OUTPUT FOR SF.LECTED CO/1MODITIES 

Rice Beans Cassava 

Deef 
and 
Veal 

Pork Corn 

• ' . 

Total 
Agricultural 

Production 

----------------------- Percentage -----------------------

1960-67 4.8 6.1 

1967-74 2.4 -0.5 

1955-74 4.3 3.3 

SOURCE: USDA (1). 

5.9 

-0.9 

3.8 

1.8 3.6 

1.8 4.3 

1.6 3.2 

6.6 

1.5 

4.5 

3.3 

2.6 

2.9 
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TABLE 18. LATIN AHERICl\: GRONTll Rl\TES OF BEEF CATTLE 
STOCKS l\ND SLl\UGIlTER, 1960-75 

Country 

Hexico 

Caribbean 
Dominican Republic 
Haiti 

Central America 
Costa Rica 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
Nicaragua 

South America 
Andean 

Venezuela 
Bolivia 
Chile 
Colombia 
Ecuador 
Perú 

Brazil 
River Plate 

Argentina 
Paraguay 
Uruguay 

Latin America 

SOURCE: USDl\ (1). 

~ Period L970j74. 

1960-65 

Cattle 
Stock 

3.9 

0.9 
-0.5 

0.7 

3.3 
4.1 
2.7 
5.4 
1.2 
1.0 

2.3 
2.4 
3.1 
1.9 

-0.3 
2.5 
1.9 
3.1 
2.9 
1.5 
1.5 
1.4 
1.5 

2.5 

Slaughter 

5.5 

1.5 
-0.8 

3.7 

5.5 
3.3 
2.0 
4.3 
4.9 

10.8 

1.8 
3.9 
6.0 
0.7 

-0.3 
5.1 
1.1) 
6.6 
1.9 
1.1 
1.1 
1.3 
1.1 

2.1 

1965-70 

Cattle 
Stock 

3.4 

1.6 
0.0 
6.3 

3.6 
5.4 
2.5 
0.8 
1.2 
7.6 

0.0 
2.9 
3.0 

-2.6 
0.9 
3.5 
7.1 
2.5 

-1.4 
0.3 
0.7 

-<1.4 
-0.5 

0.6 

Slaughter 

5.0 

1.13 
5.2 

-1.7 

7.4 
9.2 

-1.0 
6.3 
9.6 

11.4 

4.2 
3.2 
4.4 

-1. 3 
5.1 
2.4 
1.9 
3.7 
4.3 
4.5 
5.6 

-0.5 
-1.8 

4.2 

1970-75 

Cattle Slaughter 1 
Stock 

2.4 

3.8 
11. 5 
-4.7 

2.5 
<1.0 

-6.8 
7.1 
0.9 
<1.8 

3.1 
1.9 
1.4 
0.3 
0.7 
2.8 
2.0 
0.4 
3.0 
3.13 
3.8 
~.1 

5.3 

2.9 

9.4 

3.6 
5.9 
2.2 

4.0 
8.4 

11.6 
2.1 

11.9 
-5.4 

-1.1 
-0.6 

7.7 
0.5 

-4.6 
-3.9 
11.9 
-6.9 

3.3 
-4.4 
-4.0 
-8.1 
-5.4 

0.2 
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TABJJE 19. LATIll AllERICA: llLHlnr:R OF CATTTJE BY COUNTRY 
AND PER nlHABI~AUT, PER CAP ITA 

BEEF OUTPUT, Alm OUTPUT PER HEl\D IN STOCK; 1975 

Country 

United Sti'ltes 

l1exico 

Caribbean 
Dominican Rep. 
Others 

Cuba 

Central j\r:terica 
Costa Rica 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Nicaragua 
PanaP1a 
Honduras 

Andean 
Venezuela 
Bolivia 
Chile 
Colombia 
Ecuador 
Perú 

Brazil 

River Plate 
Argentina 
Paraguay 
Uruguay 

South America 

Latin America 

SOURCE: USDA (1). 

Stock 
l1i1lion 

Heads 

131. 8 

28.1 

3.2 
1.9 
1.3 

7.6 

10.4 
1.8 
1.0 
2.0 
2.5 
1.4 
1.7 

44.5 
8.9 
2.1 
3.1 

23.2 
2.7 
4.2 

91.1 

71.8 
56.0 
4.8 

11. O 

207.4 

256.8 

Ilead per 
Inhabitant 

0.G2 

0.47 

0.23 
0.38 
0.14 

0.82 

0.54 
O. 'l1 
0.24 
0.34 
1.11 
0.84 
0.53 

0.58 
0.70 
0.45 
0.30 
0.90 
0.38 
0.27 

0.84 

2.28 
2.16 
1. 117 
3.59 

O. CJ6 

0.80 

Output 
per-capita 

Output 
per Ilead 
in StocJ: 

---- (kgs!year1 
)----

50.3 

14.6(+) 

5.1 
8.1 
3.4 

21.~ 

15.~ 
29.9 
7.8(+) 

10.8 
22.0(-) 
24.7 
15.2 

13.3 
22.0(+) 
10.3 
14.1'i 
14.G(-) 
9.9 
5.4 

19.9(-) 

82.3 
87.2(-) 
36.0 
82.8 (-) 

26.8 

22.7 

80.8 

30.7(+) 

21. <) 

21. 7 
22.2 

25.5 

28.4 
:n. 8 
30.r;(+) 
32.3 
20.0(-) 
30.0 
28.3 

22.7 
30.5(+) 
22.8 
SO.3 
1fJ.1(-) 
26.1 
20.S 

23.8(-) 

35.5 
40.5(-) 
19. O 
22.7(-) 

27.7 

27.9 

:./ Year 1974; slaughter only (excluding changes in stoc];s, 
smuggling and exports on foot). 

(+) Indicates high slaughter year, hence figures overestimate 
actual values. 

(-) Indicates 1m" slaughter year. 
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T!\BLE 20. LATU¡ N-lERICA: llUIIBER OP HOGS BY COUNTRY 
AND PER INHA13 rE !\IlT , PER-CAPITA 

1974 1 PORK OTJTPUT, AND OUTPUT PER !:lOG III STOCK; 

Stock Output 

Country Hillion Head per Output per Head 
lleads Inhabitant 12er-ca12ita in Stock 

---- (kgs/year) ----

United States 61.1 0.29 2<1.5 102 

Mexico 11.7 0.20 6.1 30 

Caribbean 2.6 0.19 2.9 15 
Dominican Rep. 0.5 0.10 3.7 36 
Haiti 1.7 0.34 2.4 7 
Others 0.3 0.07 2.2 30 

Cuba 1.5 0.17 4.2 25 

Central America 2.8 0.15 2.8 19 
Costa Rica 0.2 0.10 4.1 40 
El Salvador 0.4 0.10 2.7 28 
Guatemala 0.9 0.16 1.6 10 
Honduras 0.5 0.16 1.3 ¡¡ 

Nicaragua 0.6 0.27 7.8 26 
Panama 0.2 0.12 2 .. 5 20 

Anc1ean 9.6 0.13 3.8 29 
Venezuela 1.6 0.13 4.2 33 
Bolivia 1.1 0.21 3.9 18 
Chile 0.'3 0.09 3.9 43 
Colombia 1.8 0.07 3.8 53 
Ecuador 2.4 0.34 4.4 13 
Perú 1.9 0.13 3.0 24 

Brazil 35.0 0.33 6.8 21 

River Plate 6.2 0.20 9.2 46 
Argentina 5.1 0.20 9.1 45 
Paraguay 0.7 0.28 11.2 40 
Uruguay 0.4 0.13 8.6 65 

South America 50.8 0.24 6.1 25 

Latin America 69.4 0.22 5.9 26 

saURCE: USDA (1). 

~I Figures must be interpreted with caution since output as 
Hell as stock are estimates antained by using different 
critería, and unregistered slaughter ís a rather high 
propartion af total slau<]hter, except in the U.S. 



TABLE 21. PORI,: rumuAL OUTPUT PER llEM 

IN STOCK, SELECTED YEARS (kg) 1 

Region 1960 1%5 1970 1974 
• 

United States 89.2 90.1 106.8 102.1 

Mexico 23.0 26. O 30.8 30.4 

Caribbean 14.0 11. 6 13.1 14.9 

Central America 19.4 17.6 18.9 19. O 

Andean G 21. ') 21.1 25.1 29.3 
Venezuela 15.0 17.4 26.2 33.1 
Colombia 30.S 22.8 34.4 52.6 

Brazil 7.9 8.2 20.4 20.7 

River Plate 47.8 52.5 47.7 46.3 

South America 13.0 12.9 24.7 25.4 

Latin America 14.8 14.5 25.0 26.3 

SOURCE: lJSDA (1). 

~I See Footnote Table 20 • 

• 
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TABLg 22. PORK: ESTHlATED PER CAPITA PRODUCTIOlI FOR 
SELECTED YEARS (J;qs per inhabi tant) 1 

Region 1 C)(j O 1%5 1'170 1974 

United Sta tes 29.1 7.6.0 29.8 29.5 

l1exico 4.7 5.2 6.3 6.1 

Caribbean 2.9 2.3 2.5 2.9 

Central America 3.6 3.0 3.4 2.8 

Andean 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.8 

Rrazil 5.1 5.6 6.8 G.9 

River PIate 9.2 9.4 8.7 9.2 

South America 5.3 5.6 (,.1 6.1 

Latin America 5.0 5.3 5.8 5.'3 

SOURCE: lJSDA (1). 

~/ See footnote TabIe 20. 
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TABLE 23. Li\TIt! AHERICA: TOTAL l\lID P:r;R CAP ITA PRODUCTIOtJ OF CASSAVA 

1965 1970 1974 

Country Total Per Capita Total Per Cap ita Total Per Capita 
Production Production Production Production Production Production 

('000 tons) (kgs) (' 000 tons) (kgs) (' 000 tons) (kgs) 

Brazil 24.993 309 30.074 322 30.000 290 
Colombia 800 44 1. 250 5'1 1. 320 55 
Paraguay 1. 512 745 1. 7fl2 746 1.108 413 
Ecuador 254 49 410 67 543 79 
Venezuela 301 33 317 30 325 28 

Bolivia 174 47 221 45 270 50 
Perll 449 38 498 37 2fi6 18 
Cuba 200 26 220 26 238 26 
Dominican Rep. 152 42 170 42 205 46 
Argentina 265 12 2'l2 12 203 8 

Haiti 112 25 130 14 137 14 
Pan ama 45 36 43 30 41 26 
Honduras 16 7 35 14 40 14 
Nicaragua 13 8 17 9 18 8 
Jamaica 9 5 20 11 15 7 

El Salvador 8 3 11 3 15 4 
Costa Rica 8 5 13 7 14 7 
Guyana 10 15 12 .. 14 18 
Guatemala 3 1 6 1 7 1 
Puerto Rico 5 2 4 2 5 2 

French Guyana 5 143 3 60 4 73 
Trinidad & Tohago 5 5 3 3 5 5 
Guadalupe 5 16 5 15 3 8 
!1artinica 3 ') 3 9 3 8 
Surinam 2 7 1 2 2 5 

Total Latin American 29.349 154 35.540 165 34.801 146 

SOURCE: FAO (6) 
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TABLE 24._ I,ATIN AMERICA: T(l'I'1\:I, mm PER CAPITA -PROmJCTION OF DRY BEANS 

1961-1965 1970 1975 

Country 
Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita 

Production Production Production Production Production Production 

(' 000 tons) (kgs) (' 000 tons) (l:g s) (' 000 tons) (kgs) 

Brazil 1. 928 23 2.211 23 2.7.71 21 
Mexico 740 17 1. 000 20 1.130 19 
Argentina ... <lO 2 109 4 
Guatemala 36 8 70 13 76 13 
Chile 87 10 65 7 74 7 

Colombia 44 2 4fj 2 62 2 
Honduras 45 10 55 11 52 13 
Nicaragua 34 20 44 23 52 23 
Venezuela 40 4 55 5 42 3 
El Salvador 14 5 30 3 37 9 

Perú 39 3 53 4 36 2 
Paraguay 39 2n 35 15 30 12 
Ecuador 24 5 35 (; 30 4 
Dorninican Rep. 21 6 25 r, 28 6 
Bolivia 14 3 14, 3 2'l 4 

Costa Rica 17 11 8 ') 16 8 
Panama 6 5 3 2 4 2 
Cuba 23 3 23 3 . . 
Haiti <'!l 10 42 ') . . 
Uruguay 2 0.7 2 0.7 

Latin America 3.194 15 3.8% 14 4.059 13 

SOURCE: USDA (1 and 2), FAO ( (j) , and Argentina (14) • 
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Tl\BLE 25. LA'}'I)! At!IW.ICA~ 'Pe'i'M, mm PEIl-CAPITA PRODUCTIOll OI" RICE 

1961-1965 1970 1975 
Country Total Por Capita Total Por Cilpita Total Per Capita 

Proouction Production Production Production Production Production 

('000 tons) (J:gs) (' 000 tons) (}:gs) (' <)01) tons) (kgs) 

Brazil 6.123 78 6.648 70 6.500 60 
Colombia 576 33 752 34 1.614 63 
Mexico 314 8 405 8 615 10 
Peru 324 29 587 44 456 29 
Argentina 193 9 407 17 351 13 
Venezuela 136 16 226 21 37 O 29 

Guyana 239 394 210 292 321 396 
Ecuador 173 36 232 38 321 45 
Dominican Rop. 130 38 210 50 202 40 
Uruguay 136 51 226 78 188 61 
Panama 122 105 131 92 175 105 
Costa Rica 64 46 79 45 168 85 

Nicaragua 44 28 75, 39 118 52 
El Salvador 27 10 44 12 92 22 
Haiti 64 16 80 18 82 16 
Chile 85 10 76 8 76 7 
Bolivia 43 11 64 14 75 14 
Guatemala 16 4 26 5 64 11 

Paraguay 18 9 37 16 SO 19 
Trinidad & Tobago 10 11 10 11 19 20 
Honduras 24 11 6 2 16 5 
Jamaica 4 2 1 0.5 3 1 

Total Latin America 3.365 40 10.532 39 11.876 38 

SOURCE: USDA (2) • 
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TABLE 26. LATIN AHERICl\: TOTAL AND PF,R CAPITA PRODUCTION 
OF CORN BY COUllTRIES, SELECTED YEARS 

1965 1970 1974 

Country Total Per Capita 
Production Production 

Total Per Capita 
Production Production 

Total Per Cap ita 
Production Production 

(' 000 tons) (kgs) (' 000 tons) (kgs) (' 000 tons) (kgs) 

Brazil 12.112 150 14.216 153 16.065 154 
Argentina 5.140 228 9.360 385 9.900 385 
Mexico 8.678 203 9.000 177 7.784 134 
Colombia 972 54 800 37 775 32 
Guatemala 678 153 719 141 613 107 
Venezuela 521 57 710 66 500 41 

Perú 591 51 615 45 472 31 
Chile 221 25 239 25 367 35 
El Salvador 203 69 363 105 359 91 
Bolivia 239 58 283 61 277 54 
Honduras 356 156 390 144 260 84 
Ecuador 191 37 221 36 255 37 

Paraguay 210 103 259 108 250 90 
Haiti 234 51 235 45 250 43 
Uruguay 63 23 139 48 225 74 
Nicaragua 171 98 190 94 193 84 
Cuba 117 15 115 14 125 14 
Panama 86 69 85 58 60 36 

Costa Rica 78 52 86 49 55 28 
Dominican Rep. 50 14 45 10 38 8 
Jamaica 4 2 4 2 12 6 
Trinidad & Tobago 3 3 3 3 4 4 
Guyana 1 2 2 3 3 4 
Surinam 1 3 1 3 

Total Latin Anerica 3 0.920 128 38.080 137 38.842 125 

SOURCE: FAO (6) • 
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TABLE 27. LATIN AHERlCAH: IUCREllEllTS TO PRODUCTIOH ATTRIBUTED TO 
ClIAllGES nI AREA AND YIEIJDS 1960-64 TO 1970-74 

Rice Beans 1 Cassava Corn 

'000 m.t (%) '000 I'l.t (%) '000 ffi.t (% ) '000 m.t 

2.743 (83) 474 (55 ) 7.366 (82 ) 6.857 

431 ( 13) 334 (39) 1.191 (1'1) 4.089 

Combined 143 ( 4) 59 ( 6) 389 ( 4) 1.111 

Total 3.316 (100) 867 (100 ) 8,.946 (100) 12.057 

SOURCE: USDA (1). 

:J Excluded Central America and the Andean Zone. 

(% ) 

(57) 

(3 <1) 

( 9) 

(100 ) 
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TABLE 28. VOLUHE OF TRADE: !lE':' EXPORTS FRO/I lATIJ! AlIERICA 11. 

Product 1960 1965 1970 1')74 

-------------------- (metric tons) --------------------

Beans -72,300 -R1,600 -142,420 -fi1,420 

(5.3)b (3.6) (7.9) (3.5) 

Beef +351,343 +466,381 +648,895 +387,852 

(36.2) (32.2) (31.4l (17.0) 

Rice -217,400 -99,600 + 9,740 -212,520 

(3.2) (1. 3) (0.1 ) (2.4) 

Corn 3.020,000 4.392,100 5.263,689 3.902,881 

(26.0) (13.0) (18.0) (8. O) 

SOURCE: FAO (fil. 

~/ Imports froro, minus exports to, third regions. 

P'/ FirJures in parentheses represent the proportion of Horld trade. 
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Tl\.BLE 29. LATI!l l\!1EIUCA: CORl¡ IU::", EXPORTS IW COmlTRIES, 
YEARS 1965, 1970 11.110 1974 

Regions 

South l\r<lerica 

Argentina 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Chile 
Colombia 
Ecuador 
Guyana 
Paraguay 
Perú 
Surinam 
Uruguay 
Venezuela 
Others 

Sub-total 

Central l\r<lerica and Mexico 

Costa Rica 
Cuba 
Dominican Rep. 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
lIaiti 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 
Panana 
Triniélad & Tobago 
Others 

Sub-total 

Total Latin America 

SOURCE: PAO (6) • 

1965 1970 1974 

-------('000 tons)-------

2803 

558 
-12 

2 

-1 
fl 

-4 

-1 
-42 

3308 

-8 
-114 

3 
-58 
-11 

63 
-23 

1335 
-5 
-2 

-26 
-11 

1113 

41\21 

5233 
1 

1469 
-264 

6 

-6 
23 
-2 

-11 

-109 
-312 

6028 

-31 
-170 

-3 
15 

-16 

15 
67 

-760 

" 
-47 

43 

915 

6943 

5600 
-3 

1102 
-1'14 
- 50 

-8 
5 

-270 
-14 

-260 
-182 

5726 

-42 
-341\ 

-70 
10 

-65 

-106 
-1270 

-1 
-23 

60 
-6 

-1857 

3869 



• 'rAllJ,E 30. LATIll Nn;IUCA: nm\Ns, BEEP l\Un RICE, NE~' 

EXPORTS llY COUNTRIES, YEl\RS 1%5 l\ND 1974 

• nEl\NS 
BEi,!' RICE 

Regions l\live ¡¡eef 

1~6S 1974 1965 1974 1%5 1<>74 1965 1974 

• -('000 tonsl- -('000 hea<ll- --------- ( , O O O tonsl--~------

SO\1 'h }\m~rica 

• Arg ntina 31.5 59&5 93.B 16.7 349.2 109.6 43.3 48.0 
Bol 'via -0.3 O 12.0 -12.0 0.4 2.0 -0.3 0.07 
Bril .u -9.2 24.9 5.3 50 .. O 35.8 78.6 2%.8 56.,3 
Cl';' e 0.8 37.2 -79.9 -150.0 -6.4 -3.4 -10.7 -22.6 
Col mbia -0.4 13.4 56.5 319.8 4 .. 5 18.9 -0.5 60.0 
Ecu dar ........ .. ...... 3.7 4.8 15 .. 7 O -20.0 
Guy na -3.6 -2.5 0.4 0.8 0.4 ...... ~ 95.1 40.0 
Par guay ........ O -0.2 -67.0 4.8 15.7 O 0.6 
Per -3.8 O -G6.a -60.0 -58.2 -7.0 -91.9 -42.9 
Sudnam -1.5 -1.5 -O. I¡ -O. '1 O 21. O 32.6 
Uru'luay -1,,3 -2.1 5.4 O ........ 94.2 10.0 73.3 
Venczuela -:19.4 -23.7 -:,.6 -150.0 O 20.0 34.6 

Oth1rs -0.3 -0.2 -0.3 -O.~ 0.2 -0.3 O -1. O, 

• 
Sub~~rl'otal -17 .. 5 105.0 20.2 -43 .. 3 451.5 324.0 331'.6 259. e 

• 
Centk!'ll\meriCa 

and tlCldco 

Costa n.ica -2.7 -6.1 12.9 -1 .. 5 4.6 25.4- -~.1 11.6 
Cuba -68.2 -93. ~ -7.3 -3.3 -280.0 -220.0 
Domíl1 ican Rcp. -2.0 1.4 -0.1 -1.1 O 6.7 -~2.1 -70.3 
El S~lvador -17. O O 6.2 -0 .. 2 O 5 .. 5 2.8 2.5 
Guat.~mi11a -3.9 -5 .. 0 33.4 0.9 5.8 12.9 2.2 -5.4 
Hait:(. .. .. .. .. . ...... ........ 0.7 -0.1 -0.07 
liond~ré1s 22,4 8.0 24.6 O O 17,3 0.3 -1\.5 

""'"T 
-3.0 -2.4 -0.1 -0.2 -2.2 -3.9 33.4 39.4 

Ncxí o 2~.3 42.4 525.9 337.1 22.1 13. B -lG. G -67.1 
Nica agua 2.3 -3.9 0.4 -1. 4 10.2 1~.7 -9.4 10.0 
Pan,} a -3.3 -3.5 5.2 0.3 O 0.1 -0.4 -0.2 

• '1'r j n {1<lel & Tobaqo -2.8 -2.1 -31. O -38.5 
Othe.s 12.6 -15.1 -12.9 -14.4 ........ .. ...... -()2.6 -43.1 

Sub-110ti..ll -63.2 -77. G SBR .. 7. 316.2 27.5 n.1 -31l8.8 -3f\S.7 

Total 

• lúll.in l\rncricil -80.7 27.4 608.4 267.4 4'1'J.0 HG.1 -~)7.2 -126.7 

SOURCE: fl\O (6) • 



• 



~. 

• • .. L _>L 

, 

FIGURE l. 'LORENZE CURVES 01' AGRICULTURAL LAND DISTRIBUTION 
BY OPERATIONAL HOLDINGS 
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FfGjJRE'T 

L!\.~\MERICA: FOOD DErrCIT OEVELOPING ~IARKET EC00iO\IlES* 

CEREALS: PROOUCfION ANO CONSU~IPTION 1960-75, 

PopuJatíon 

1970 Ese 161.5 mUIJQIl 
1985 Proj. 249.6 million 

Consurnption 

----- p¡ úcuc.:tion 

AND PROJECTED 1985 
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SOURCE: IFPRI (13). 

* '::x"l uding Argentini'l ".nc' "'faz il. 
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FIGURE 4 

ESTIMATEO 
WORLD FERTILlZER 
SUPPLY ANO CONSUMPTION 

MIL. TONS OFNUTRIENT ______ -, 
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SOURCE: . USDA (3) 
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FIGURE S 

UNITED STATES PHOSPHATE ROCK 
SUPPLY·DEMAND PROJECTlONS 

MIL. METAIC TONS _______________________ --, 
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SOURCE: 8UREAU OF MINES. U.S. DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR, from USDA (5) 



'1 

i 
1 
~ 
i , 
~ 
.; 

'1 

1 
J :¡ 

1 
1 
1 
1 . 
\ 

~ -., 

~ 

f 

~ " 
: -¡: 

'" • ~ 

'. ,'" 

, i 

• 

,. 

" 

, • • 
,,' 

FIGURE 6. TRENDS IN PRODUCTION IN LATIN 
AMERICAN SELECTED PRODUCTS 
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FIGURE 8. AVERAGE UNIT EXPORT PRICES RECEIVED BY 
LATINAHERICAN EXPORTERS (VALUE/QUANTITY) 

P.::-ice 

. ' 

t.:'S$ ~e= ton 
tSear-.s a:1d Rice) US:;; 

• 
, 

':'0:1 

"'J 
'""t 

I 
I (Dee::! 

200 

~ 
100 

, -' , / 
--.... ~_J 

--""/, 
,. 

, 
~i.ce 

, 
'" 

• , - 1500 

1400 

i ... 1300 1 0'_ 

t'12~0 
_ 1100 

11000 

¡ 
950 T 

I 
T 8eO , 
I 7no 

1 600 
I 

1965 56 67 63 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 yC"~S 

SOURCE: FAO {6} 

!/ r; 

, . 


