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Abstract

Coffee in Guadeloupe (FWI) is mainly produced on family farms and is nowadays just a marginal crop. Its historic renown, as well as the strong heritage aspect of the crop, and its strong potential role for local development, encouraged farmers and local stakeholders to launch an initiative intended to revive it and add value. The first hypothesis opted for territorial qualification. Following a participatory diagnosis involving farmers, researchers and other stakeholders, socio-technical and organizational proposals were made for "building" this product: delimitation of a terroir, physical and sensory characteristics, steps, coordination mechanisms. It was demonstrated by this joint research that the first step in such a process is to organize the farmers. This is essential for defining mutual objectives and constructing a registered designation of origin (the French AOC). If the coffee revival is to be successful and sustainable, technical support will be required in this endeavour. 
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The rough terrain of the Leeward Coast on the island of Guadeloupe (FWI), but also its isolation – it was not until the 1960s that the first tarmacked road was laid – has kept it apart from the development that has taken place on the rest of the island. This narrow coastal strip between the Soufrière volcanic mountain range and the Caribbean sea (figure 1) has remained rural. Its creeks, which have remained unspoilt, and its luxuriant and typical tropical landscapes are not the only factors in the strong attraction this territory holds for the many tourists who visit the island. Memories of the past, expressed through museums tracing back the agricultural and processing activities of the olden days, add to the charm of the territory, by bringing to the forefront "exotic" crops that were once important, particularly vanilla, cocoa and coffee. But is this natural and historical "authenticity" enough to drive sustainable, equitable development, to provide work enabling the local population to live decently (Frémeaux, 2003)? An economically dynamic agriculture cannot merely rely on simply reproducing the past: it must innovate sociologically, technically and organizationally (Flichy, 1995). 

This territory was deserted in the second half of the 20th century: agriculture and people descended from the uplands and concentrated on the coast; the coffee, cocoa or vanilla plots were abandoned; landscape and communication ways became  invaded by vegetation. Coffee, which has become a marginal crop compared to what it was in past centuries, now only exists in this part of Guadeloupe: coffee plantings still colonize some of the lower volcanic slopes, in cultivated form, but also in abandoned plantations. 

Coffee is nonetheless a potential lever for development. First it is one of the rare productive activities allowed by the relief, the soil and the climate; then it corresponds to undeniable know-how and a strong cultural identification; last but not least, its name remains associated with the reputation of "bonifieur" coffee from Guadeloupe, both locally and among European importing roasters. Apart from the direct income that its revival would generate, it would help in perpetuating the touristic attraction of the zone, diversifying its touristic appeal by opening up this hinterland adjacent to the Guadeloupe National Park.

A final advantage is that the belief that standard monocultures for export (banana, sugarcane) are  the only way agriculture can evolve, which was long the monotonous creed of public decision-makers (Dulcire & Cattan, 2003), is wavering: the diversity of situations is beginning to be acknowledged (Zébus et al., 2004) and even funded by the public authorities. Are coffee and the rural population of the Leeward Coast getting a second chance, and if so under what conditions?

[image: image1.jpg]Figure 1 : the island of Basse-Terre, the Leeward Coast, and the labellizable territory
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1. Revival of a forgotten crop? 
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Changes in coffee exports from Guadeloupe,

from the 18th to the mid-19th century (Dulcire-Ribeyre, 

2003)
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  Changes in coffee areas and production in 

Guadeloupe,1775-1965 (Dulcire, Ribeyre, 2003)
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Coffee production has become almost anecdotal in Guadeloupe: it is currently grown on 100 to 120 ha, by 50 to 80 farmers who are multiple job holders, on small areas with low productivity, for an annual volume of 20 to 30 tonnes of green coffee (estimations, Dulcire & Ribeyre, 2003). Coffee was historically an important crop for Guadeloupe; with 9 000 ha of bearing coffee plantations at the end of the 18th century, the French colony was exporting 6 000 tonnes a year to mainland France (figure 2). The areas and yields then declined (figure 3), through diseases, violent cyclones and the rural exodus, but also due to competition from exporting banana plantations from the 1930s onwards (Zébus, 1999). It no longer appears in agricultural statistics since 1965. Its cultivation and its tradition have become rare: coffee is indeed beginning to disappear from the landscape and heritage of Guadeloupe.

Nevertheless, this authentic, historical, identity-related product is found in cultural events and at memorial sites frequented by tourists but also by local residents. Coffee growing also provides appreciable additional income for families, given the weak local economic activity. 

Based on this undeniable heritage value, it has recently been promoted by an organized and dynamic profession, backed by several local elected institutions . These pioneers have set the ball in motion, but are hesitant about how to implement an overall project to revive this production on a territorial scale. The organization of coffee producers, along with State representatives and the National Park of Guadeloupe, asked research to join in partnership to define scenarios adapted to their current conditions, and to identify the requirements for success.

2. The method: comparing viewpoints to establish a compromise between stakeholders

In the Leeward Coast area, as throughout Guadeloupe, agriculture – and therefore coffee – fulfils multiple functions. It obviously has an economic function, but it also has social, environmental management and cultural functions, along with upkeep of the landscape and of access routes to this mountainous hinterland, or even the diversification of tourist facilities. It is therefore an essential component in regional planning, in a region that is difficult of access and apart from the centres of economic development.

The first part of the project set out to acquire the views of the different territorial stakeholders involved: producers and their cooperative, local elected representatives (including local government staff in charge of tourism, agriculture, rural development), the agrifood businesses in the sector, the administrations responsible for agricultural management, the National Park, local development technicians and officers. These different viewpoints were then compared, summarized and  returned to stakeholders in the zone so as to help in establishing a common vision of coffee, its significance, its future and the different conditions required for success.

To do this, we studied stakeholder perceptions, focusing on their practices which reflected, or were, the embodiment of how they viewed matters. By transcribing and analysing them, we ascertained the reasons that guide them and justify their manner of doing or saying, or of coordinating themselves (Bonardi and Roussiau, 1999). In our case, they enabled us to perceive how the different stakeholders consider coffee, its importance (in economic, cultural, and regional development items), its future, and the technical but also social and organizational ways of achieving success. 

The explicit or implicit agricultural models on which the decision-making systems of these stakeholders are based, along with the nature and importance of the different functions they accord to agriculture in general and to coffee growing in particular, determine the respective importance they accord to old and new support processes (application of the Loi d’Orientation Agricole, LOA - Agricultural Guidance Law), in Guadeloupe, Chia & Dulcire, 2003), to promote, or not, the position and role of coffee in regional development.

The stakeholders were then required to consider the viewpoints of the different sub-groups. First opposing views, then conciliations made it possible to come up with new proposals (Eponou, 1996). 

This participatory consideration of agricultural futures made it possible to characterize current cropping systems and cultural practices, the socio-technical position of coffee,  the quality objectives for the product, and the conditions for achieving them. The relevance of the proposals generated in this way arose from the compromise achieved between the different territorial stakeholders. Lastly, by legitimizing the viewpoints of all the territorial social groups, the process of drawing up these proposals helped in constructing an acknowledged social demand (Rémy, 2002). Taking into account the viewpoints of stakeholders outside the coffee commodity chain and its production territory – those of tourism professionals, or of consumers –  was not judged to be useful at this stage of the process. This absence partly affected the validity of this common vision: it was felt to be premature in this first "roughing out " phase and will have to be incorporated in the following phases. 

3. Defining a heritage quality, or adopting an international standard quality?

The quality of an agricultural product defines two distinct aspects: the properties of the product, and the characteristics of the production process leading to its elaboration. The quality approaches promoted in France, partially acknowledged by the EU since 1992 and under discussion with the World Trade Organization, largely promote criteria such as: geographical origin, the process, tradition, taste, appearance, etc. This collective, territorial approach goes against acknowledgement of quality linked solely to the intrinsic qualities of the product, which are assessed by technologic or scientific criteria that are quantifiable or "objectifiable" (Bérard, 1996), therefore universal, and thereby lead to a standard product. 

The approach taken to promote coffee from Guadeloupe was initially based on the hypothesis that there existed a Guadeloupean coffee with a typicity based on know-how inherited from earlier generations, to be codified, and on a given terroir
, considered in the sense of a "system of interactions between human intervention and a defined natural environment symbolized by a product " (INAO, 2004). The descriptions of human and natural factors must not be disconnected, and must make it possible to explain this system. Thus, for the production zone in question, it was a matter of describing the "natural" and socio-technical conditions of production and in what way, through interaction, they have contributed, and can further contribute, to giving the product its characteristics.

The first difficulty is the novelty of the idea itself. A typical product, associated with a tradition, is a recent category: it corresponds to what Hubert (2001) calls "reactivating  localness".

The second difficulty identified is that the notoriety of "bonifieur" coffee locally and in mainland France is first and foremost a "vestige of the past": it is in no way based on current, reproducible, characterized and proven characteristics. The inability of our local contacts to define its properties and characteristics in the same way is a demonstration of the situation, as is the extreme diversity of crop management sequences and the heterogeneity of the technological quality of the products proposed today to buyers, heterogeneity that comes from scattered technical systems. The irregularity (quantity and quality) of production from one year to the next, but also its variable relative importance (income, work time) within family units (Louisor, 2003) complete this inventory of the situation. These "objective" factors of confusion for this notoriety are combined with "subjective" factors. In fact, the commercial identification of the coffee produced in Guadeloupe and of that roasted in Guadeloupe may introduce misapprehensions detrimental to its image. 

The third difficulty comes from changes made to know-how in order to adapt to the changes made to production methods. The initial vision of some stakeholders in the commodity chain was that coffee needs to meet standardized sensory qualities, and that farmers need to apply the corresponding crop management sequences. This alternative does not make it possible to bring out its historical and "local" characteristics, and leads to a coffee of standard quality, without originality - without "typicity" – and therefore unable to take the lead against identical coffees produced in large estates throughout the tropical world: all this in a situation where production costs in Guadeloupe – remuneration of labour, extensive farming systems, and hilly terrain – are higher beyond compare. 

In response to the visions of the present and of the future expressed by our contacts, we proposed strategically targeting (Verspieren, 1990) a registered designation of origin (the French AOC
), a label judged to be the most relevant, and on roasted coffee for the most effective control of the created value. Only a specific product, i.e. the result of an interaction between historically based know-how and a terroir, can benefit from such a label: it authorizes the protection of the product, enables it to be easily identified by consumers and means more lucrative prices. However, producers must manage all the phases of the process themselves, collectively: characterization of the product sought, drawing up of the associated specifications, negotiation of the AOC label, etc. The State validates the approach constructed in this way by awarding this label which, with the State guaranteeing that the product complies with the specifications defined by the farmers, affords the product in question greater  consumer confidence (Salette, 1997) compared to a commercial brand. Such a socio(technical construction (Casabianca, 2002) was first of all seen as a constraint, particularly by producers: it was then understood to be  a social and economic asset for sustainable promotion of the coffee, strengthening its place in the local economy. In addition, the apprenticeship associated with the very management of the process (Argyris & Schön, 2002) helps to improve the ability of the different stakeholders to adapt.

The components identified as being essential to take into account in the future specifications were the variety (the traditional one despite being less productive), the coffee/shade tree planting density, the degree of technical intensification, the ripeness of the harvest, and the interval before pulping, sorting, fermentation and drying. Researchers proposed a delimitation for the most appropriate labelling territory in the Leeward Coast area for a registered designation of origin (AOC) (figure 1), based on its historical and pedoclimatic uniformity for producing a coffee with similar specific characteristics (Feltz, 2002). The producers accept that an AOC label is only granted on a scale guaranteeing a uniform result, a much smaller scale than that of the island, given its great diversity: though they are still reticent to give up the idea of a label applying "by solidarity" to the whole of Guadeloupe.

4. Constructing quality collectively

A quality initiative, irrespective of the type of recognition it targets, from a commercial brand to a registered designation of origin, entails strict conditions: voluntary commitment of producers, respect of specifications and its monitoring, identification of products for consumers. The characteristic of a registered designation of origin, apart from a specific historical, technical and pedoclimatic definition, depends on the actual elaboration work carried out by producers. 

The strong points for commitment to this lie in the historic and symbolic content of coffee (Dulcire & Ribeyre, pending), and the acknowledged multifunctionality of its cultivation in the zone: supplementary income, induced jobs, landscape upkeep and access to the hinterland, heritage symbol, socio-cultural links, but also the diversity and quality of tourist facilities in the zone. This crop thus plays multiple roles in territorial development, and warrants the interest of all stakeholders (figure 4).

The weak points result from the absence of collective technical know-how, disorganization of the commodity chain and the young age of the cooperative, the absence of consensus on the actual characteristics of Guadeloupean coffee, and generally speaking a drastic lack of technical/economic references on its cultivation on the island. The diversity of the farming systems, hence the diversity of producer expectations, their motivation and the efforts that have to be made, further complicate the implementation of a collective approach. 

Figure 4: Advantages and disadvantages expected from implementing a 

registered designation of origin initiative
	Advantages 
	Obstacles and difficulties

	Voluntary commitment of producers to a product (its production process and its qualities), which guarantees longevity.
	Collective approach, agreement required before, during and after, notably for self(checking.

	Token of quality and notoriety 

Cultural identity.
	Need for clear and instructive communication about the difference of the product.

	Favourably perceived by certain categories of consumers: positive discrimination, sustainable demand.
	Preferences tending towards standardized tastes.

Legibility between the multiple types of labelling, with or without designations of origin.

	Top of the range product, sustainable and substantial reward for the work involved. 
	Strong constraints: respect of specifications, production costs, internal and external inspections, etc.

	Acknowledgement of know-how.
	Heterogeneous motivation and know-how.

	Protection from competition.
	Time taken to implement the approach.


The "technical" aspects of the specifications will be immediately reflected in the individual and collective types of organization and operating. Under what conditions and in what ways can producers with different or even diverging motivations and interests in such a quality approach (figure 5), for whom coffee complements other agricultural and/or salaried activities to varying degrees, commit themselves to the initiative in order for it to work ? 

Figure 5: Assets and difficulties involved in implementing a registered designation 
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(adapted from Louisor, 2003)

Intermediate signs of quality can be introduced, on the express condition that they incorporate from the outset the essential factors of the typicity designated for the future label: although the purported and observed heterogeneities between producers (know-how, objectives) and between farming systems have demonstrated that this gradualness is essential, definition of the coffee typicity cannot evolve over a matter of years. 

Lastly, this quality approach can only be implemented if the legibility of the commodity chain is improved and if confidence in collective action is restored. A coffee protection office, associating different types of stakeholders, will have to be created along the same lines as those for other agricultural food products (Landret, 1999), to ensure the promotion of coffee from Guadeloupe and guarantee producer interests in the long term.

5. Confidence and coordination are necessary

The partnership approach taken, between stakeholders and research, has made it possible to clarify the initial demand, to co-build the technical objectives involved (Sébillotte, 2001), specify the aims and how to achieve them. This socio-technical construction of coffee quality becomes an economic argument for management by agriculture of the public territory. The framework adopted for action highlights the need for prior organization of the producers, for preliminary and collective (producers and territorial stakeholders) characterization of the typicity of Guadeloupean coffee and the corresponding specifications, and for the training stages required, in order to embark with confidence on this learning process initiative which, although long-term, must already incorporate all the objectives fixed to ensure success. The expected product will help in sustainably increasing the reward for the work carried out: producers will directly manage its definition and its production, a process which guarantees "equitable" sharing of the added value created in this way and an effective improvement in incomes, and which ensures collective tackling of future uncertainties.

People create their territories on different scales according to their needs, their social organization and their vision of their current situation and of their future. Although a realistic joint project (Gorgeu & Jenkins, 1997) is beginning to emerge, the will to construct that project is still only implicit. Partly because it will lead to exclusion of some farmers (Di Meo, 1998), and partly because of the need to take into account the viewpoints of "outsiders" in its definition. 

Lastly, the commitments set down in the label specifications and pricing systems will not be enough to ensure that coordination between the different stakeholders in the commodity chain runs smoothly. Organizational confidence (Torre & Chia, 2000) is a fundamental element of commodity chain sustainability: based on know-how and information sharing, and on mutual recognition, it enables collective action, particularly by reducing uncertainty, and founds the reputation of the product. Earlier unpleasant experiences of producer organization in Guadeloupe (Delcombel, under way; Chia & Dulcire, 2003) require that very careful attention be paid to the way production, public administration and research are coordinated. This social and technical construction involves producers, their organizations, but also the accompanying institutions and, more generally, all the territorial stakeholders.
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� There is no truly satisfactory English translation of terroir (Decazy et al., 2003). We have therefore kept the French term.


� Appellation d'Origine Contrôlée, registered designation of origin. Similar to the european "Protected Designation of Origin" label.
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Figure 3:  Changes in coffee areas and production in Guadeloupe,1775-1965 (Dulcire, Ribeyre, 2003)
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Graphique 1 : évolution des surfaces, tonnages et rendements de café en Guadeloupe, 1775-1965 
(construit à partir de :  Schnakenbourg, 1980 ; Légier,  1905 ; Raoul, 1897 ; Lavollée, 1839 ; INSEE, 1954 ;
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						1835						Note sur la culture et la production de la Martinique et de la

												Guadeloupe, P. Lavollée, 1839, Imp Royale

				Deshaies		83						En Guadeloupe, les cultures autres que le sucre (en ha) :

				Pointe Noire		494

				Bouillante		492								1816		1827		1835

				Vieux Habitants		535						Café		6773		6964		5887

				Basse-Terre *		1012

				Vieux Fort		162

				Total CSLV		2778						Les importations de la Guadeloupe (en t) :

				Total BT		4363

				Total Guadeloupe		5687								1815		1837

				* BT+Baillif+Saint Claude+Gourbeyre								Café		829.011		534.238

		Histoire de l'industrie sucrière en Guadeloupe aux XIXième et Xxième siècle

		tome 1, C. Schnakenbourg, Ed L'Harmattan, 1980												Evolution des principales exportations du département de 1930 à 1953.

														Années		Bananes		Sucre		Café		Cacao

				Café		Café		Café								t		t		t		t

				Ha cultiv		t exp vers Fce		Rendemt						1930		2278		24852		163		104

		1790		8607		3344		0.389						1931		4290		17302		495		154

		1818		5252		1039		0.198						1932		11549		44495		271		132

		1824		6425		1472		0.229						1933		16439		40954		293		124

		1830		5340		1129		0.211						1934		16734		29316		277		109

		1835		5687		541		0.095						1935		26246		38276		396		93

		1840		5012		518		0.103						1936		35104		40368		375		103

		1847		4768		183		0.038						1937		47712		60657		439		101

														1938		50281		45328		327		134

		La Martinique et la Guadeloupe, Emile LEGIER, Bureau de la sucrerie indigène et coloniale, 1905, 190p												1939		45904		59049		331		77

		Etat comparatif des cultures à la Guadeloupe en ha												1940		22887		59818		224		87

														1941		7382		31695		293		69

		Cultures		1899		1900		1901		1902				1942

		Café		5266		3890		4558		5138				1943

														1944

		Culture du caféier												1945		10428		112985		541		13

		E. Raoul, 1897, Ed Augustin Challamel, 251p												1946		19009		36332		105		0

														1947		31844		28838		132		4

		Exportations de café de la Guadeloupe												1948		48931		19979		66		0

														1949		48766		42241		166		68

				Qté en qx métriques										1950		58599		53465		173		94

		1775		63029										1951		68938		71514		191		137

		1804		48973										1952		72156		93317		383		142

		1804		52810										1953		69389		84073		156		230

		1806		61550										1954		76914		102666		225		150

		1817-1830		12000										1955		66416		125672		226		132

		1831		9000										1956		57045		123288		383		161

		1846		1840										1957		79427		113023		64		47

		1850		1750										1958		94047		113661		196		109

														1959		116481		135472		297		123

		Répartition du territoire selon la nature des terres et les cultures en 1953												1960		115223		147681		95		175

		Source : Annuaire statistique de la Guadeloupe (INSEE, 1954)												1961		122363		159276		125		95

														1962		118058		172608		156		111

				Surf ha		% Total								1963		108567		165368		154		121

		Terres labour		43,930		24.7								1964		54806		162044		51		60

		Canne		25000		14								1965		75690		168006		0		0

		Cult Vivrières		4000		2.2		Dont manioc (1200), patates D (500), ignames (1650), Ch Caraïbe (650).						1966		79393		143294		0		0

		Cult Diverses		700		0.4		Dont maïs (400), coton (300), tabac (10)						1967		79643		122877		0		0

		Jachère		14230		8								1968		105108		161822		0		0

		Cult Potagères		250		0.1								1969		103384		120457		0		0

		Fruits et arbres		14250		8		Dont bananes (7500), ananas (50), café (3000), cacao (500), cocotiers (400), plantations mixtes (2800)						1970		85398		157191		0		0

														1971

														1972		111048		77209

														1973		131934		11591

														1974		124098		71446		0		15

														1975		108473		80427		0		10

														1976		122261		86156		0		12

														1977		87931		81787		0		2

														1978		157188		65666		0		12

														1979		107567		92943		0		5

														1980		60515		86489		0		0

														1981		90422		56408		0		0

														1982		119242		53637		0		0

														1983		114413		41538		0		0

														1984		131581		44947		0		0

														1985		102732		30079		0		0

		Superficie et production des principales cultures de 1870 à 1953.

		Moyennes annuelles des périodes considérées.

		Sources : Annuaire statistique de la Guadeloupe (INSEE, 1954)

		Années

				Superf, 1000 ha		produc tonnes		rdt

				Café		Café

		1870-1874		3.6		525		145.83

		75-79		3.8		739		194.47

		80-84		4.9		770		157.14

		85-89		3.6		663		184.17

		90-94		3.1		658		212.26

		95-99		4.2		1033		245.95

		1900-1902		4.5		1302		289.33

		1905-1906		5.9		1822		308.81

		1912-1915		6.7		"		0.00

		31		6		"		0.00

		35		5		"		0.00

		1939		3.2		640		200.00

		41		4.2		"		0.00

		1945-49		3.5		506		144.57

		1950-53		2.6		412		158.46

		1957		2.688		487		181.18

		58-59						0.00

		1960		3		500		166.67

		1961		3		500		166.67

		1962		3		500		166.67

		1963		3		250		83.33

		1964		2		330		165.00

		1965		2		350		175.00

		1966		0.375		562.5		1500.00

		1967		0.201		301.5		1500.00

		1968		0		0		0.00

		1969		0		0		0.00

		1970		0		0		0.00

		1971						0.00

		1972						0.00

		1973						0.00

		1974						0.00

		1975						0.00

		1976						0.00

		1977						0.00

		1978						0.00

		1979						0.00

		1980						0.00

		1981						0.00

		1982						0.00

		1983						0.00

		1984						0.00

		SYNTHESE		superf																						autres unités		DONNEES GRAPHIQUES

				Superf, ha		produc tonnes		rdt												Area, ha		produc tonnes		rendt, kg/ha				Superf, 10 ha		Prod, tonnes		rendt, kg/ha

				Café		Café						Exportations de café de la Guadeloupe

		1775				6302.9												1775				6302.9				1775

		1790		8607		3344		0.389						Qté en qx métriques				1790		8607		3344		388.52		1790		8607		3344		38.85

		1816		6773														1816		6773						1816		6773

		1818		5252		1039		0.198				1775		63029				1818		5252		1039		197.83		1818		5252		1039		19.78

		1824		6425		1472		0.229				1804		48973				1824		6425		1472		229.11		1824		6425		1472		22.91

		1827		6964														1827		6964						1827		6964

		1830		5340		1129		0.211				1804		52810				1830		5340		1129		211.42		1830		5340		1129		21.14

		1835		5687		541		0.095				1806		61550				1835		5687		541		95.13		1835		5687		541		9.51

		1840		5012		518		0.103				1817-1830		12000				1840		5012		518		103.35		1840		5012		518		10.34

		1847		4768		183		0.038				1831		9000				1847		4768		183		38.38		1847		4768		183		3.84

		1870-1874		3.6		525		145.83				1846		1840				1870-1874		3600		525		145.83		1870-1874		3600		525		14.58

		1875-79		3.8		739		194.47				1850		1750				1875-79		3800		739		194.47		1875-79		3800		739		19.45

		1880-84		4.9		770		157.14				an		export t				1880-84		4900		770		157.14		1880-84		4900		770		15.71

		1885-89		3.6		663		184.17				1930		163				1885-89		3600		663		184.17		1885-89		3600		663		18.42

		1890-94		3.1		658		212.26				1931		495				1890-94		3100		658		212.26		1890-94		3100		658		21.23

		1895-99		4.2		1033		245.95				1932		271				1895-99		4200		1033		245.95		1895-99		4200		1033		24.60

		1900-1902		4.5		1302		289.33				1933		293				1900-1902		4500		1302		289.33		1900-1902		4500		1302		28.93

		1905-1906		5.9		1822		308.81				1934		277				1905-1906		5900		1822		308.81		1905-1906		5900		1822		30.88

		1939		3.2		640		200.00				1935		396				1939		3200		640		200.00		1939		3200		640		20.00

		1945-49		3.5		506		144.57				1936		375				1945-49		3500		506		144.57		1945-49		3500		506		14.46

		1950-53		2.6		412		158.46				1937		439				1950-53		2600		412		158.46		1950-53		2600		412		15.85

		1957		2.688		487		181.18				1938		327				1957		2688		487		181.18		1957		2688		487		18.12

		1960		3		500		166.67				1939		331				1960		3000		500		166.67		1960		3000		500		16.67

		1961		3		500		166.67				1940		224				1961		3000		500		166.67		1961		3000		500		16.67

		1962		3		500		166.67				1941		293				1962		3000		500		166.67		1962		3000		500		16.67

		1963		3		250		83.33				1942						1963		3000		250		83.33		1963		3000		250		8.33

		1964		2		330		165.00				1943						1964		2000		330		165.00		1964		2000		330		16.50

		1965		2		350		175.00				1944						1965		2000		350		175.00		1965		2000		350		17.50

												1945		541

												1946		105

												1947		132

												1948		66

		Cultures		1899		1900		1901		1902		1949		166

		Café		5266		3890		4558		5138		1950		173

												1951		191

												1952		383

												1953		156

												1954		225

												1955		226

												1956		383

												1957		64

												1958		196

												1959		297

												1960		95

												1961		125

												1962		156

												1963		154

												1964		51
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