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APRESENTAGAO

. A reprodugdo e difusdo dos Relatérios de Con-
sultores, no dmbito restrito das Diretorias das Unidades
do Sistema Nacional de Pesquisa Agropecudria, vinculado &
EMBRAPA, tem . como objetivo principal o de divulgar as
atividades desenvolvidas pelos consultores e as opinides
e recomendagOes geradas sobre os problemas de interesse
para a pesquisa agropecuéria.

As atividades de consultoria sao realizadas no
dmbito do Projeto de Desenvolvimento da Pesguisa Agrope-
cudria e Difus3ao de Tecnologia na Regidao Centro-Sul do
Brasil-PROCENSUL 1II, financiado parcialmente pelo Banco
Interamericano de Desenvolvimento-BID e a EMBRAPA confor-
me 08 contratos de Empréstimo 139/IC-BR e 760/SF-BR,
assinados em 14 de margo de 1985.entre o Governo brasi-
leiro e o B1D.

As opinices dos consultores 8do inteiramente
pessoais e nado refletem, necessariamente, o ponto de

‘vista do IICA ou da EMBRAPA,

A coordenagdo dos Contrntos ITCA/EMBRAPAN  aqgro-
deceria receber comentérios sobre estes relatérios.

. Horacio H. Stagno
Coordenador Contratos I1CA/EMBRAPA
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Report to DEP-EMBRAPA on Ex-post evaluation system for PROCENSUL 11
From: John Strauss

An important part of the evaluation procedures for the PROCENSUL 11
project consists of a series of baseline farm surveys done (or to be done)
separately in each of the national program centers in the PROCENSUL 11 region,
and planned follow up surveys. Jhe follow up activities are designed to be

longitudinal, lasting two years or so, and intensive, with monthly household
visitations.

I have talked about these surveys extensively with Mariza Barbosa,
Flavio Avila, José Anchieta Monteiro and Carlos Ayres, in Brasilia, with Edgar
Lanzer, Ivo Ambrosi, and Roque Gilberto Tamasini in Rio Grande do Sul; and with
‘Sonia Teixeira in Goiania. While 1 no doubt would have benefited from talking
with others; 1 have been able to form same clear impressions. These follow up
are organized first around the baseline surveys, and second around the proposed
follow up surveys. Following these two sections I conclude with observations on
each center I visited or talked with a representative of.

1. Observations on the Baseline Surveys

The baseline surveys were iniended to provide information critical to
the follow up activities in particular to provide the basis for a typology of
farms. They were supposed to focus or two broad types of questions: first on what
I will call traditional farm management questions (on inputs and outputs), and
second on questions related to the end acquisitfon of specific technologies and
the use or not of "recommended® cropping practices. Both kinds of information are
essential for EMBRAPA's activities, though by know pretty good traditional farm
management data seems to exist in many centers.

The major impression 1 came away with regarding these baseline surveys
is their unevenness in both coverage and how questions were asked. At one extreme
is the Grape and Wine Center's questionaire which is fairly complete in coverage
and seems to be of high quality. The beans Questionaire is pretty good but has
same holes on the technology side and on the labor side. Also inputs are not crop
specific, which can be important for modern each inputs such as chemical
fertilizers, fungicide, inseticide, etc. The wheat center's questionaire {s
pretty good on the technology‘side. but weaker on the farm management side,
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especinly regarding labor inputs. The rice and soybean questiomires seem
weak, lacking many important questions.

One of the most fundamental problems of the baseline surveys is the
absence of a probability based sample for some of the centers. Again there is
variation, with the Grape and Wine Center and Weat Center having used probability
samples, but not the Beans Center and the Corn Center in Minas Gerais in its
non-irrigated upland crops survey. This is an important point because if the -
follow up surveys are to track "representative® farms then the data used for
classification should itself be representative, that is from some kind of random
sample (which could however be stratified).

Clearly with variation in quality of the center economists as well as
in the competing demands on their time, there will be corresponding variation in
the quality of their work. Still, if phase II, the follow up surveys, are to be
useful their will need to be much ‘more uniformity, by improving the lower quality
work. This will have to involve coordination, by Mariza, Lanzer and perhaps Sonia,
of much of the work. I understand the difficulties in doing this since the center
economists have other important work in progress and also are respensible to the
center heads. Indeed given the necessity of center economists to evaluate new
technologies as they come onstream as one of their main Jobs, and the fact that
many centers have very few economists, very real problem§ of time allocation and
purpose are raised. To these I turn next.

2. Observations on the Follow up Surveys

The first question to be asked regarding the follow up surveys are
their purpose, especially given their intensive proposed nature (monthly interview
frequency), and consequent demands on the scarce time of economists. My impression
is that, when clear the purposes vary from center to center. This will make any
common analyses difficult to organize. One purpose, clearly, is to get technical
agricultural scientists talking to farmers about their problems. Much of this is
intended to be in the form of open-ended interviews, without quesgvionajres. This
follows very much in the spirit of farming systems work as a way of orienting
researchers to some of the on farm problems experienced by farmers. To the extent
however, that only unstructured interviews are performed, as is intended in the
non-irrigated study by the Maize Center in Minas Gerais, there will be little
possibility of building, and estimating (either econometrically or by programming
methods) models explaning behavior. Here is one example of the problems which
may be caused the multitude of purposes of different centers. The nature of the



visits also implies that most are likely to be :near experiment stations given

scarce time of the scientists. This has very.:important implications, discussed
below. : .- : i

Other than 3 way of getting technical scientists to see farm problems
first and the purpose(s) of the follow up surveys seem much more vague. For some,
eg. Lanzer or Mar'iza. the general goal is clear--- to.measure various farm
household level impacts of technology; certainly a logical interest for EMBRAPA.
However for other economists, such as Ivo Ambrosi at Passo Fundo, the goals seem
unclear. From his point of view\he already has much input-output data and now he
has a technology questionaire as well. He is not sure what else he needs and is
worried about h;i's time allocation. This view seems shared by some other center
economists as well, particularly those without modeling experience.

It iis clear that the center economists will have to see something in
these follow up surveys for their work (that is in addition to abstract mdeling),
if they a:;e goi:ng to invest the necessary time.to do a good.job. Certainly the
getting the teéhniég'l scientists involved may be one incentive. Another important
incentive may be provided by adjusting plans so that technoiogy monitoring becomes
a major focus. I found, especially in Goiania,=a demand for this by the breeders.
To explore other benefits we need to examine what information might be collected

for modeling purposes, and perhaps make same adjustment for suit the needs of
center economists.

.

Table 1 contains a suggested set of.variables which would be important
in any analysis to trace farm and household impacts of technological improvements.
1 identify four broad groups of variables. The-.first group, traditional farm
managenient data, is usually collected except for land quality measurements and
sometimes land use histories. The baseline surveys have questions in these areas,
although the land quality variables may need to be made more precise. Family
labor and credit information is tupically not strong and value of payments and

other contract information maybe weak because of inflation. In general input use,
' eg. fertilizers, fungicide, insecticide, herbicide, is not by crop. Getting such
_input use by crop would be desireable.

Some technology questions were included in the baseline surveys,
though as mentioned with unever coverage. It is vitally important to get seed
use by cultivar and to get a retrospective history of individual cultivar use
over say a three to five year period. Use or not of various recommended cropping
- practices was obtained by several of the baseline surveys as was information on
farmer contacts with extension, cooperative or private firms, or consultants.

[T



The third and fourth group of variables have not been collected, -
except very sporadically and incompletely, by EMBRAPA. What I am calling farm
household variables, principally expenditures (including auto-consumption) and
labor supply data, can be very useful for several reasons. First, expenditure
data including consumption from home production may be less error ridden as a
measure of income that collecting all sources of income separately. In addition
expenditure is usually thought to be a better measure of long run, permanent,
income than is current income, which may include large positive or negative
transitory components. Having an income measure will allow an examination of
the distributional impacts of EMBRAPA technology.

Having both purchase and sales data for the same crop and for labor
will allow construction of measures of net marketed surplus by crop and for
labor. While this will simply equal sales for many commercial crops, for other
such as beans or labor it will not. Net marketed surplus is important for .
exploring the distributional impacts of technological changes. We know that
any induced price change will benefit household in proportion to their net
marketed surplus. The extent to which technology benefits most.those with large
net marketed surpluses is debated worldwide. Some answers, for the PROCENSUL Il
region, can be generated by the availability of net marketed surplus data togéther
with technology adoption data. Since early adoptors are likely to obtain increases
in income, possibly only temporarily, it would be useful to match who these
households are with those who are the households to benefit or lose from
subsequent price declines, or wage increases.

Labor supply by sex and age, especially off-farm labor supply can
useful, also be as can details on contract terms for hired labor (penn&nent and
temporary). In North America over half of net income of farm hpuse_h_old§ comes
from off-farm labor. While this may not be the case yet in Bra‘zi‘lh..qf;f}'-,fq‘rpﬂ
Tabor opportunities are increasing, as indicated by rising wages in urban areas
pulling up wages in rural areas, with a consequent drop in den;andhfor farm hired
labor. The few interviews I conducted with farmers in Passo Fundo and Bento Gon
calves indicated this fairly clearly. Thus on the one hand the off-farm labor
possibilities through the opportunity cost of labor will affect adoption or not
of various EMBRAPA technologies, and on the other hand direct changes in income
and any indirect changes in wage rates will affect off-farm labor supply.

Comdnity varfables of various kinds: prices, wage rates on and off-
farm and infrastructure of various kinds such as roads, extension services
(number of workers, expenditures, average education and years of work experienge) .



EMBRAPA activities, school availability, bar{king services, etc. are extremely s
fmportant :to collect even if the fam household type information is not collected.
These data need to be collected for the community, not at the individual farm
level. They will help predict the use or not of various technologies, which will
be important when attempting to trace technology adoption through to its farm
level impacts. This importance arises from the endogenous nature of technology
adoption and of such factors as extension contacts. That is technology use or
extension contact may be given credit for impacts really due to farmer education
or land quality. Indeed the technology questions from the baseline surveys will
be much less useful without these community variables. Consequently its would be
quite important to collect this information retrospectively (prices and wages

may be a problem because of inflation but infrastructure should be easy to
collect) for thé communities surveyed in the baseline questionaires. This will
allow analysis using those questionaires of determinants of technology adoption
and its effect on yields and input use,

If we look at the kind of information on Table 1, much of the farm
management, all jof the technology use information, and the community infrastructurée
data can be obtained from one interview per cropping season, say after the main
harvest of each season (since in some ares there will be double cropping). On
the farm management side, family labor data and input expense data can be inproved
in quality by more frequent interviews (For hired labor inputs it is the input
values, not quantities, that are at issue here, this because of inflation).
Expenditure side and labor supply data are probably best done with a weekly
recall (Mariza has possible questionaires). Because of seasonality differences
this implies getting such information several times per year, say every three or
two months. (Three months is probably adequate, ‘though two provide more insurance
that_seas@mal differences are not dominant). Thus it is probably not necessary
for economists to participate in the interviews every month.

The intended samples for several centers is ten farms, divided between
each “"representative® type (for instance Bento Gonagves, Passo Fundo and the
‘Minas Gerais non-irrigated study). Since analysis of technology adoption, input
use and outputs will need to be done by pooling farms across similar environments

and crops (that is it does not make sense to pool grape farmers in Bento Gongalves
" with wheat farmers in Passo Fundo for analysis of production side issues, but it
may make sense to pool the Passo Fundo, Londrina and Dourados samples), this
effectively rules out econometric analysis (though not linear programming) of
production issues {f only the follow up surveys are to be used. Furthermore with )
"such small samples little will be able to be said concerning differential adoption
of technology and other input use by farm characteristics such as income levels.



For analyses of consumption and total labor supply decisions 6
information can be more reasonably pooled across the different centers (tastes
are likely to differ much less than are production functions). For such analysis
1S or 20 households per center would be a better sample size, though the time
costs of such an expansion is clearly large. For it to be accompleted the center
economists will clearly need interviewers to help. Suce interviewers should
not have a stake in the results, eg. extension officers may make poor interviewers.
Students, etc. may be a possible solution. I can imagine that for some centers
10 mayv be all that they can manage. Still {f more is possible (as is intended by
the Minas Gerais upland irrigated farm study) so much the better.

The sample size situation is much better for analysis of technology
adoption and input use when it {is remembered that much of this information is
contained in the baseline sur-eys, which have such larger samples. As discussed,
however, not all these surveys are likely to be that useful because of quality
problems. One way to improve this sftuation is to red the baseline surveys more
frequently than every fi-e years. The best frequency is unclear, perhaps biannual
(eventually perhaps annually). A rolling panel concept can be.considered whereby
a part of the original sample say 1/3 (though this is arbitrary), is replaced with
new farms. This will help to avoid problems of sample attrition and farmer fatigue.

For repeating the baseline surveys to make sense the weaker questionaires
need to be improved, and basic information collected in the same way so that
information can be pooled when desireable. Also the samples need to be random
based on areas larger than just near the centers. Such a strategy would contribute

greatly to a technology and input monitoring system.

Modeling farms or farm households is not the only possible purpose of
the follow up surveys. Another as mentioned, is to monitor technology adoption
and its influence on farm practices, including on cropping practices and on
investment. However there exists a major trade off between this purpose and the
design of the follow up, not the baseline, surveys. This arises because the:
follow up surveys are designed to be conducted onlj near the EMBRAPA centers, and
thus will not be representative of the population of all farmers served by EMBRAPA.

For modeling purposes keeping survey activities near to the centers
may not be a problem for certain kinds of analyses, notably mathematical
programming. This will occur so long as all types of “"representative” farms are
observed--- but this may well not be the case for all centers. For other types
of analyses, especially econometric modeling, this is apt to be a more serious
problem because the will be less variation observed in éritical variables,
variation being what is needed to obtain more precise parameter estimates.

e 4
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Some of the needed variation can be achieved by pooling questionaires

from different centers with 1ike environment and crops, which raises the importance
of having a good deal of commonality in at least major parts of the follow up
questionaires (technology and cropping practice questions will of course have to
differ by crop and therefore between centers). Additional varfation can be gotten
by expandind sample sizes over the ten proposed in each center as discussed
previsously. A third way to get variation is to choose households for the follow
up by randomly sampling the baseline surveys households, or perhap§ first
stratifying on the “representative types® found from the baseline data. (This myy
add reasons for an expanded subsample but notice that the technical scientists
needn't go to all the farmers). In contrast the Grape and Wine center economists
‘chose their 9 households to be as close as possible to the 3 “types” of farms
which they found. Again for programming analyses this may be fine but for
econometric analyses it fs not helpful. Again the question of what are the central
purposes becomes quite important.

Randomly subsampling, especially if based on strata, has one other
important statistical advantage. Strata which are constructed using “representative”
fam types, will usually be based in a complicated way on both variables exogenous
to the farm, and variables endogenous to it (eg. technology adoption), these being
the variables used to construct the typologies. This represents a so-called
choice based sample (eg. it is based on some variables we are trying to explain).
Provided proportions of each type in the population (i.e. the baseline survey)
and in the sample (follow up) are known it is not too difficult to correct
statistical analyses for biases which emerge. However if households are chosen
in a non random way then the heterogeneity within each farm type will not be
randomly sampled.- In this case statistical proporties of any inferences made from
the data will be incredibly messy and probably too difficult to derive.

To sum up:

1) The baseline and follow up surveys seem to have rather diverse purposes
at different centers. If they are to be used to do any serious farm or farm
househould modeling or technology monitoring it will be necessary to have at least
some commonly asked parts, along the lines suggested in Table 1. Furthermore
studies designed primarily from a farming systems perspective such as the non-
irrigated crops study in Minas Gerais are poor candidates to be inteqrated into
these studies without fairly major changes. ’

2) Thought should be given to repeating beefed-up baseline surveys more
frequently than the planed five years, perhaps bi-annually, using random (perhaps
stratified on','lqcapon or agro-climate variables) samples. This would both provide
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2 more resonable sample size for production side analyses and also foster the 8
goal of introducing a technology and input monitoring system.

3) The phase two follow up surveys should be based on random’ subsamples
of the baseline surveys. The subsample can be stratified by "representative®
farm tybes if that is desired, so long as proportions of farms in each type are
known both for the subsample (which of course will be known), and for the original
baseline sample (which of it is random will have proportions close to the
population).

4) Sample size of 15 or 20 if possible, may generate considerable marginal
benefits, but also has high manpower costs. Where possible it should be considered.

§) A suggested set of variables to collect information oﬁ. in both thé
baseline and follow up surveys, is listed in Table 1. There are four groups of
variables: farm management, technology, farm househcld and community. Of these
the farm household variables, some farm management (eg. labor use, labor contracts,
credit) and community prices and wages are likely to need the more continual
monitoring which will be used in the follow up surveys.

6) For the work to succeed it will require very careful and chose
coordination. Center economists will have to cooperate. Mariza Barbosa will
clearly have to take a leading position. I believe that trying to get Edgar Lanzer
and Sonia Teixeira closely involved in the coordination will also be beneficial
because they are both interested and very capable. i
3. Observations on Survey Plans and Staff of Different National Centers

A - Bento Gongalves i
l

As indicated earlier in the report both baseline and follow up ‘Surveys
are further along and of higher quality here than any of the other centers whose
economists I've talked to. This is largely the work of Professor Edgar Lanzer who
- has some clear ideas about modeling the farm household. Indeed without him there
I suspect that work would flounder somewhat. My only reservations are in regard
to the follow up samples--- that it would be useful if sample size were r bit
larger and that it was chosen randomly, even if stratified by farm type, from
the baseline survey.

B - Passo Fundo

Ivo Ambrosi seems quite consciencious but 1s_be fuddled regarding the
purposes of the follow up surveys. Tomasini seems preoccupied with other matters
such as the Wheat Policy Advisory Board and'so is not likely to be %(qucki§e1p.
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There is a Canadian agricultural economist visiting until December. Hi s working

on applying a large simulation model of a Canadian Farm to the Passo Fundo area.
Since many farms near Passo Fundo seem to be highly commercialiied on both output
and input (including labor) sides a reasonable farm household will involve
separability (or recursiveness) between production and consumption decisions.
Hence it is not way out in principle to try to modify a model of farms from a
very commercialized area (Canada). Still I have my doubts about this particular
application because it tries to model dynamics without 1ncorporatiﬁg Brazilian
institutional factors, for exaﬁble that many farms are shut out of the official
credit market.qnd therefore face a shadow price of credit different from the
market interest rate(s). In any case the Canadian may be of considerable help
to Ivo in gettfng him to think through what the follow up should consist of,
Other people uill have to help as well, however.

C - Minas Gerais

.Hhiie i did not visit any EMBRAPA station in Minas Gerais I did speak )
with José de Anchieta Monteiro in Brasilia. He described two rather different
surveys ongoing at the National Maize Center, both of which illustrate the
problems of coordination as they are quite specialized with rather different
purposes from the goals of the PROCENSUL II evaluation.

The first survey is on upland, non-irrigated farms. This is farming
systems "survey" that will be of little use to the PROCENSUL II evaluation without
major charges. That is not to say it is a useless exercise, since it should help
researchers at the Maize Center; just that its intended purpose is quite different.
There is no baseline survey intended. Farms will be closen purposevely within
certain strate (though Dr. Monteiro may try to convince the others, especially a
sociologist, of the utility of randomly subsampling within strafa. No formal
queﬁtioniires are intended to be used. This information may not be uniformly
. collected, or if so not in the same way.

The second survey project conforms much more with the idea of the
- baseline survey plus follow up. It is of upland irrigated farms (private
frrigation with pumps) in several states. Here the major problem is that because
of the special nature of the study, farms are likely to be a very selected sample
that is to the extent that variable unobserved to the analyst (in addition to
observed variables such as land quality and wealth) help determine whether a
- farm irrigates or not, and to the extent that such variables also affect variables
of interest such as efficiency of use of irrigation equipment, then any estimates
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of determinants of such efficiency will be biased (the so-called _samfﬂe selection
problem-'see James J. Heckman's 1979 Econometrica paper). What 'wou'Id be needed to
correct for this is enough information on non-irrigated farms to be able to "first
predict wether a farm will use frrigation based on observable variables--- soil
information, wealth, education, etc., and then to model other outcomes conditional
or the prediction that a farm decides to invest in irrigation equipment. 1 have
suggested to Dr. Monteiro that information on 3 random sample of non-irrigated
upland farms be collected for the baseline survey only so that such selectivity
corrections can be made. In addition repeating this baseline survey bi-annually
mahes sinse private irrigation is apparently spread;ing rapidly.

D - EMCAPA

Carlos Ayres is very impressive. The surveys on edible beans, rice
and dairy farms should be useful especially for looking at technology adopt;ibn.
For beans the major problem is that the baseline survey was not ba'sed. on 3 random
sample. However the economists are apparently planning to randomly subsampie
within strata of representative farm types for the second stage. The difficulty
of the first stage not being a random sample is that the population proportions
of the representative types are unknown. Still, that can be corrected if the
baseline survey is repeated as recommeneed in this report. The EMCAPA center also
has programmed a community survey which focuses on extension services. While
looking, at other infrastructure would be useful, this is a good stari. and no
other center (I realise EMCAPA is a state organization) seems to have done this.

I

Sonia Teixeira has her hands full, being only one economi‘st of. a
center which contains three national programs. Without help nothing may get
accomplished here. With help for Sonia, Goiania has the potential to supply two
very interesting components to the study, for beans and for upland rice. The
beans baseline study covers 700 farms in four states (one, Bahia, outside of the
PROCENSUL II region). The sample was not drawn randomly which is a prpblem, but
the questions are fairly good. It could form a basis for follow-up surveys. The
main point is that cooperation of state centers will be needed in this case. One
such center, in Espirito Santo, is probably going to cooperate according to my
discussion with Carlos Ayres. The others (Minas Gerais and Parana--- Goias is
not a problem since Sonia can handle it) will have to be approached. One
possibility which should be explored is the possible cooperation of CIAT through
an economist it will have in Brasilia to study beans in Brasil.

E - Goiania
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The upland rice baseline survey is of 200" farms. It was conducted two
years ago and is now potentially out of date bacause of the recent release by
the national program of seven varieties. In addition the baseline survey was
weak in its coverage, especially on the technology side. It is recammended that
if possible the baseline survey be repeated for upland rice with an improved
questionaire. For rice it may be possible to-get the technology diffusion
scientists at Goiania involved\in the project. This would certainly aid Sonia.

.



TABLE 1 1

. e ® oa

Suggested Data Collection for Follow Up Surveys

1 - TRADITIONAL FARM MANAGEMENT .Z_

1. Input use - including labor use individual family member + hired sex, age
2. outputs quantities and values by crop

3. details of contract for sharecroppers

4, production and livestock assets

5. land quality measurements

6. land history - crop rotation patterns & fallow history

I1 - TECHNOLOGY QUESTIONS

1. Seed use by variety
retrospective
2. Practices of cropping
in use & recommended (by center & extension)
retrcspective
3. information acquisition
4. input distribution (where obtained from)
a. credit - value received, paid
source - type of credit - interest & collateral

111 - FARM HOUSEHOLD

1. Complete roster of persons in household and characteristics
2. consumption - purchases + consumption of own production
3. labor supply - including off farm .

hours for week, days for month (hours on typical day) wage rates
4. household asset information

IV - COMMUNITY LEVEL

1. Prices, wages by sex + type activity
2. infrastructure fincluding, roads, extension services, EMBRAPA
activities
a. retrospective history on services
b. use IBM from IBGE for availability of schools, population densities
expenditures on various functions.
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Programa II. Geragdo e Transferé&ncia de Tecnologia

O Programa de Geragao e Transferéncia de Tecnologia
é a resposta do IICA a dois aspectos fundamentaisz (i).o
reconhecimento, por parte dos paises e da comunidade
técnico-financeira internacional, da importancia da tec-
nologia para o desenvolvimento produtivo do setor agrope-
cudrio; (ii) a convicgado generalizada de gue, para apro-
veitar plenamerte o potencial da ciéncia e da tecnologia,
é necessirio que existam infra-estruturas institucionais
cacazes de deservolver as respostas tecnolégicas adequa-
das as condigées especificas de cada pai{s, bem como um
lineamento de politicas que promova e possibilite que
tais infra-estruturas sejam incorporadas aos processos
produtivos.

Nesse ccntexto, ©O Programa II visa a promover e
apciar as agdes dos Estados membros destinadas a aprimo-
rar a configuragao de suas politicas tecnolégicas, forta-
lecer a organizagao e administragao de seus sistemas de
geragdo e transferéncia de tecnologia e facilitar a
transferéncia tecnolégica internacional. Desse modo serd
pessivel fazer relhor aproveitamento de todos os recursos
disponiveis t=a contribuigdo mais eficiente e efetiva
para a solug3o dos problemas tecnolégicos da produgao
agrepecudria, nun ambito de igualdade. na distribuig3do dos
beneficios e de zonservagido dos recursos naturais.



INSTITUTO INTERAMERICANO DE COOPERAGAO PARA A AGRICULTURA

O Instituto 1Interamericano de Cooperagio para a Agricultura
(11CA) é o organismo especializado em-agricultura do Sistema Intera-
mericano. Suas origens datam de 7 outubro de 1942, quando o Conse-
lho Diretor da Unido Pan-Americana aprovou a criagao do Instituto
Interamericano de Ciéncias Agricolas.

Fundado como uma \instituigido de pesquisa agrondmica e de
ensino; - de pés-graduagao para os trépicos, o IICA, respondendo 3s
mudangas e novas necessidades do Hemisfério, converteu-se progres-
sivamente em um organiswo de cooperagido técnica e fortalecimento
institucional no campo da agropecuiria. Essas transformagoes foram
reconhecidas ' oficialmente com a ratificagao, em 8 de dezembro de
1980, de uma nova convengao, que estabeleceu como fins do IICA
estimular, promover e apoiar os lagos de cooperagdo entre seus ]l
Estados membros para a obteng2o do desenvolvimento agricola e do
bem-estar rural.

|

Com um mandato amplo e flexivel e com uma estrutura que per-
mite a participag3o direta dos Estados membros. na Junta Inter-
americana de Agricultura e em seu Comité Executivo, o IICA conta com
ampla presenga geogrifica em todos os pafses membrog para responder
a suas necessidades de cooperagao técnica. :

As contribuigdes dos Estados membros e as relagoes que o IICA
mantém com 12 Paises Observadores, e com virios organismos interna-
cionais, lhe permitem canalizar. importantes recursos humanos e
financeiros em prol do desenvolvimento agricola do Hemisfério.

O 'Plano de Médio Prazo '1987-1991, documento normativo que
assinala as prioridades dc Instituto, enfatiza agdes voltadas para a
reativagio do setor agropecudrio como elemento central do crescimen-
to econbmico. Em vista disso, o Instituto atribui especial impor-
tincia ao apoio e promogdo de agdes tendentes d modernizagio tecno-
légica do campo e ao fortalecimento dos processos de integragao
regional e sub-regional. ’ :

Para alcangar tais objetivos o IICA concentra suas atividades
em cinco ireas fundamentais, a saber: Andlise e Planejamento da
.Politica Agrdria; Geragdo e Transferéncia de Tecnologia; Orcanizagao
e Administragio para o Desenvolvimento Rural; Comercializagio e
Agroindistria, e Sadde Animal e Sanidade Vegetal.

Essas 4reas de agio expressam, simultaneamente, as neces-
sidades e prioridades determinadas pelos prépios Estados membros e o
&mbito de trabalho em que o IICA concentra seus esforgos e sua
capacidade técnica, tanto sob o ponto de vista de seus recursos
humanos e financeiros, como de sua relagio com outros organismos
internacionais. .






.Interessados em receber mais exemplares deste
e de outros Relatorios de Consultores poderio
solicita-los a:

Coordenagdao dos Contratos IICA/EMBRAPA
Escritério do IICA no Brasil '
Caixa Postal 09-1070.

Brasilia, DF. 71.600

Tel. (061) 248-5477



















