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SUMMARY OF AGRICULTURAL SECTOR ASSESSMENT 

A. Introduction
 

All) programs and projects in agriculture tn Costa lRca
 
hav not been based upon Agricultural Assessments. The 
 1970 and197.1 Agricultural Sector Loans were analytically based upon a
 
siris of individual studies covering 
 tiie areas of crop priori­
ties, marketing, 
 provision of agricultural services, credit, 
agricultural education, cooperatives and 
land tenure.
 

This is USAI/Co,ta Rica's first Agricultural SectorAssessment. The views expressed herein, and the AIDAVashington 
reaction to them, will be 
incorporated in the Development Assist­
ance Program (DA-P) document to be revised 4
 n May 1977.
 

B. Purpose, Methodology and Contributors
 

The Agricultural Sector Assessment was prepared by USAID/

Costa Rica for purposes of meeting program analytic requirements

and as a program and strategy document useful to the GOCR, es­
pecially the Office of Agricultural Sector Planning of the Minis­
try of Agriculture and Livestock.
 

The Assessment contains four Sections. 
Section I presents
an overview of the Costa Rican economy and a mncro-economic ana­
lysis of the Agricultural Sector. Sector I 
contains a do­
scription of the target group, including resource endowment,

income, market orientation, 
 production, and socio-economic charac­
teristics of the small farmers as well as characteristics of the
 
non-fnrm rural poor. 
 Section III contains a description and ana­
lysis of the overall Sector and major subsectors. An overview
 
of the land and climate, land tenure, infrastructure and public

and private institutions is presented. The production and market
 
situation for various groupings of commodity systems is described

and analyzed. 
Within this group of sectoral and subsectoral
 
characteristics, the major pioduction, marketing, and policy con­
straints are 
identified and a discussion is 
presented on alterna­
tive actions to resolve constraints. Section IV deals with spe­
cific suggestions for programs and policies to resolve constraints.
 
Implications 
are that these limiting factors to development repre­
sent areas 
where AID could best place its assistance emphasis, 
in
 
consort with GOCR resources and perhaps other donor assistance.
 
strategy for AID assistance in the Agricultural Sector is sugg(-,tez,
stressing rational natural resource utilization, employment, r, o!­tion of marketing problems, agro-industry, secteral planning, crtu 
diversification, land settlement and export promotion. 

USAID/Costa Rica accepts responsibility for any crror 
 n 
fact or judgement in this document.
 



Contributors to this Agricultural Sector Assessment are:
 

James E. Hawes, Rural Development Officer, USAID/CR 

Roger Sandage, Consultant, former AID Agr, Off. 

Hioward Harper, Consultant, former AID Agr. Off. 

Samuel l)aines, Consultant, IA/DR, AlI)A# 

Richard C. Kreitman, Agricultural Economist, USAID/CR 

Carol Peasley, Program Economist, U.-AID/CR 

John Fasul:o, Rural Development Assistant, USAID/CR 

Joe J. Sconce, AID Affairs Officer, USAID/CR
 

Ann Sayagues, Program Officer, USAID/CR
 

Charles Connolly, Finance Officer, USAID/CR 

M. 'Eugenia Jitmnez, Secretary, RDOAJSAID/CR 

C. Contents of Agricultural Sector Assessment 

Section 1 - Overview
 

Since 1966, real GDP has increased at 6.5% a year, with
 

per capita incomes reaching $975 in current prices at the end
 

of 1975. This cxcellent cverall performance was achieved in
 

an environment of moderately good income distribution and in­

creasing 00CR commitments to social programs and other services
 

to the poorer classes. Apart from the crisis years of 1973­

1975, inflation has been held to around 6%, with unemployment
 

at approximately the same rate. Though agriculture's share of 

GIP fell from 24"'Ito under 20%,, in 1975, the economy remains 

agricultural. Most activity in other sectors derives from 

agricultural production. In 1973, 57% of all industry was 

classified as agro-industry; 34.4% of employment was in agricul­

ture; and 55% of all exports were agricultural products. This 

prcdominncc has made the whole economy sensitive to fluctua­

tion:s in world market conditions for the principal export crops. 

Sinc, 1965 Costa Rica has exhibited the highest agr±­

'ultural sector growth in the hemisphere. Most expansion
 

has come from strong prices and increasing output i.n the four
 

principal export commodities; coffee, bananas, sugar and
 

beef. In recent years food grain production has expanded
 

rapidly while agricultural production has begun to diversify,
 

both for domestic and export markets.
 



Section II - The Target Group 

A comprehensive Incomes Study based upon 1973 census data 
revealed that approximately 60% of rural families were poor 

according to AID's poverty definition of less than $150 per capita/ 
annum in 1969 prices. Of these 600,000 rural poor, 375,000 (60,000 
families) were non-farmers, and 225,000 (35,000 families) lived on 
farms. About half the 60,000 families living on farms of less than 
20 Has. were poor, and though smaller farms demonstrate a higher 
percentage of poverty, there were still significant numbers of non­
poor families on even the smallest farms, Clearly, the rural 
target group in Costa Rica cannot be defined predominately as 
small farmers; farmers with less than 10 Has. make up only 27% 
of the identified rural poor families.
 

For all farm size categories, the poor farms have a lower 

proportion of land in permanent crops, and lower absolute levels 
and percentages of total family income from olf-farm sources. 
For all farms under 5 Has. nearly half of total family incomes 
are from iff-farm sources. Nearly all farms are market oriented, 
with no more than a small fraction of total value output consumed 

on-farm. True subsistence farms outside the market system are 

rare.
 

An analysis of production constraints to increasing on­

farm income reached the following conclusions:
 

Farm Level Priority Areas
 

Farm Size Priority Constraints For Assistance
 

0 - 2 Has. 	 Land availability Off-farm employment 
Additional land
 

2 - 5 Has. 	 Low value crop mix High value crops 
Low yields Improved technology 

5 -20 Has. 	 Underutilization of land Increase cultivated area
 
Low yields,low value crops. Technology, high value crops.
 

The landless poor outnumber the poor farm families by about
 
150,000 people. Most work in agricultural or related occupations.
 
Their unemployment rate is three times the national average.
 



- iv -

Section III - The Agricultural Sector
 

A. General Overview
 

1. Land Resource and Land Tenure
 

The country is divided itto two basic macro­
climatic zones; one tropical, with rainfall and ground moisture
 
year round, and the other semi-tropical with a distinct (and In
 some areas extended) dry season limiting agricultural activities.
 
Deforestation of water-sheds over past decades has exacerbated
 
conditions in the semi-tropical zones and has led to recurrent
 
droughts in wide areas. 
Most of the deforestation in the past

15 years is the result of pasture expansion for beef cattle,

which has been the major activity on the agricultural frontier.
 
The end of this frontier apparently was reached in the mid-70's.
 
Overall potulation density is 
low (less than 40 people per square

kilometer), and large areas of the country are sparsely populated

and/or still in virgin forest. A wide range of micrc-climates
 
allow for the cultivation of an equally wide range of crops.
 

Under-utilized land of good quality exists
 
n sufficient quantities so 
that land availability i& not considered
 

at 
this time a major constraint to sector development. However
 
in areas of high population density and/or severe soil depletion,

land availability is a constraint to economic growth, especially

for the target group. There is land available for those who are
 
motivated enough to migrate and wokk for it, though many who
 
demonstrate such motivation do so as 
illegal squatters. GOCR
 
figures show a high degree of land concentration, though a strong

middle-sized farming group has emerged. 
Nearly all farms are owner­
operated.
 

2. Infrastructure and Institutions
 

Rural infrastructure is the best in Central
America, especially in education and health. 
Roads are still
 
needed in many areas, along with communications, electricity,

and potable water. A high percentage of the national budget and
 
external assistance is focused on these needs.
 



There are many, perhaps too many, institu­
tions working in the agricultural sector. Overlapping, poorly­
deftnol res|ponsibilitios and lack of coordination limits effective­
nesni at nll levels. Regular government ministries vie with autono­
moun public agencies for responsibilities and funding within the 
sector. Some of the institutional confusion and non-coordination
 
should be dispelled by the revised National Agricultural Council
 
(CAN) system in which the Minister of Agriculture chairs a small
 
committee of cabinet-level officers with the authority to decide
 
policy. Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) and National Banking Syr­
ten 
(SBN) operations have been successfully regionalized, unlike
 
those of mst other sector institutions. Though the CANcito sys­
tem of regionalized multi-institutional coordination has not 
succeeded, some type of regional concept is indicated as 
necessary. 
At the canton (county) level there are agricultural committees
 
composed of local citizens which have in certain areas contributed
 
to agricultural development.
 

For major export commodities mixed public/
 
private comodity organizations maintain efficient production

and marketing systems. 
 Private industry is active in production
 
and processing and in some 
instances working under cooperative
 
arrangements with public entities.
 

B. Agricultural Commodities: Production and Marketing
 

1. Export Crops 

Coffee, sugar, and bananas together accounted 
for 57% of total exports in 1975. Coffee is the most important 
product in Costa Rica, and the coffee economy affects all other 
aspects of national life. Small and medium-size growers produce 
the bulk of the crop using levels of technology which have resulted 
in the world's highest yields. Wages paid during the coffee har­
vest are a major nource of target group income, and the coffee 
processing and marketing industries are a major year-round employer. 
The outbreak of coffee rust in Nicaragua threatens production, but
 
Costa Rican coffee growers may be expected to maintain their pro­
duction despite the costs of rust control.
 

Sugar and bananas are mainly produced on 
large plantations. Costa Rica is a major exporter of bananas, 
Production comes from a mix of 
foreign and nationally-controlled
 
operatons. Sugar production tripled from 1960 to 
1976 mostly
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on large plantings, though there are thousands of small plots
 
around the country.
 

2. Basic Grains
 

Basic grains production has in recent years 
expanded rapidly, under the stimulus of high guaranteed prices 
and a vigorous national production program. Corn and beans are 
typical small farmer crops, grown under traditional technologies 
with low yields, profits, and risk. There is room for improve­
ment, but the potential economic returns to intensification of 
the crops are small compared to the potential from other produc­
tion activities. Rice is basically a large-farmer up-land crop 
in Costa Rica, and in recent years the country has gone from a
 
net importer to net exporter. 

The National Production Council (Chi"P) sets 
basic grains prices and maintains them through a nation-wide 
system of buying stations. The CNP also controls basic grains
 
trade and has seed and milling operations.
 

3. Fruits and Vegetables
 

The diversity of climatic zones has resulted
 
in production of a wide variety of fruits and vegetables. Compard 
to other developing countries the internal marketing system for 
fresh produce i. efficient. However, it still exhibits a high 
percentage of waste and spoilage, does not provide grades aid
 
standards, provides poor service to consumers outside the Central
 
.'alley, and responds poorly to new products and production zones,
 

Potential exists for expanding production
 
of tropical and cool climate produce for export and domestic
 
markets. Export of fresh-frozen produce under U.S. labels already
 
exists.
 

4. Livestock and Animal Products
 

Beef production has expanded rapidly in the
 
past 15 years under conditions which included favorable credit
 
policies and a U.S. export market. It is the third most important
 
export commodity, with half of total production sold abroad.
 
Production is generally on extensive pasture lands, whose prolife­
ration during this period is one of the most significant events
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in the Sector. 
There is potential for expanded production on
 
existing pastures through improved management, but market
 
prospects are poor.
 

Costa Rica has extensive areas well-adapted
 
to dairying, and in some of these 
zones milk production is an
 
established and efficient 
activity. Significant imports, 
an ex­
panding internal market, and excellent target-group production

characteristics make dairying a priority development activity.
 

Swine and poultry production both have
 
potential for expansion, limited largely by the availability of
 
low-cost feeds and concentrates. 
 Fish and seafood, raised under
 
artificial conditions or harvested from the sea, offer economic
 
opportunities much greater than are currently being exploited.
 

5. Oil Seeds and Specialty Crops
 

Coastal oil palm plantations supply most
 
of Costa Rica's edible oil needs, though much of the palm oil
 
is traded for lighter oils suitable for margarine. The large
 
mechanized farms of Guanacaste could produce oilseeds, and this
 
year's soybean and cotton programs may be the beginning of such
 
production.
 

Specialty crops such as macadamia, essential
 
oils, ornamental plants, spices and others offer great economic
 
potential and are 
labor intensive and profitable at small scale.
 
Though this is 
said for many tropical countries, in Costa Rica
 
tht atential is closer to reality. For example, several hundred
 
acres of macadamia nut trees r e being planted. 
Large-scale
 
ornamental plant and flower 
s ,ed operations are exporting world­
wide. A number of international firms are involved in or serious­
ly planning essential oil and spice production.
 

Costa Rica's combination of suitable climates,
 
well-educated, technically-sophisticated farmers, and a stable
 
political system make it 
a very attractive place for promotion
 
of Lhese long-term, high-invest,~nt, high-value crops.
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6. Forestry
 

The large areas of the country still covered
 
by virgin hardwood forests 
will be bare by the end of the century

if current cutting rates continue. Poor policies, pasture ex ­
pansion, and little public control contribute to the problem.

Removal of the forest cover 
leads to soil erosion and the destruc­
tion of watersheds. 
 Much of the wood cut is wasted through
 
poor handling. Wood-based industries are an 
important sub-sector
 
and could be developed further, but only in conjunction with ra­
tional forest management. Pulp pine plantations for paper produc­
tion appear feasible; Scott Paper is investing in such a venture.
 

C. Constraints and Opportunities
 

1. Climate, Land, and Land Land Tenure
 

The land and climate of Costa Rica permit

the cultivation of a wide variety of crops, but for certain
 
important categories such as 
field crops the suitable areas are
 
limited. 
 Market forces and other factors have ini some areas led
 
to inefficient and destructive land use patterns which constrain
 
development, especially for small farmers.
 

Though lend awilabil.ty is not an overall
 
constraint to Sector development, a series of factors limits
 
target group access. Colonization is taking place in remote
 
areas spontaneously and under government direction. 
 It is sug­
gested that the Land Reform and Colonization Institute (ITCO)
 
'oncentrate on helping highly-motivated target group individuals
 
who want land to find it, and then provide them with basic
 
'grubstake' services to get them started. 
Such a program, com­
plemented by tax and other policies, could successfully address
 
the tenure problem. There is indication that the GOCR is serious­
ly moving in this direction.
 

2. Capital and Credit
 

The National Banking System (SBN) consists
 
of the Central Bank and four nationalized commercial batiks. Through

77 regional offices these banks provide nearly all the agricultural

credit. It is 
a professional and efficient system, well-respected
 
in the rural area. The Central Bank sets interest rates which vary
 

http:awilabil.ty


f rom 8 to 11 percent on agricultural loans, with small farmers 
receiving the lowest rates. As interest rates are generally 
below the market rate, a "tope" syst2m is used to apportion 
loans between the different crops at- farm sizes. Credit to 
agriculture nearly tripled between 1970 and 1974, with small 
farmer credit expanding even more rapidly. Most credit has 
gone in recent year!. to coffee and cattle, in general, cre'it
 
is available and net a major constraint on sector development. 

Weaknesses in the system are: a) small
 
farmers have a more difficult time finding credit than other
 
groups; b) credit policies are rarely adjusted to account 
for
 
changing technologies or new non-traditional crops; and c) longer­
term credit for slow-maturing tree crops is not available.
 

3. LaborTechnology, Infrastructure
 

Though Costa Rica has been lucky in maintain­
ing very low unemployment (4-6%) in recent years, the age compo­
sition of the population and decreasing industrial/qervice employ­
ment generation indicate that expansion of agricultural sector 
employment will be crucial in future years. 

The level of technology in certain crops is
 
extremely high. Most farmers are aware of the best technology
 
for their situation and there is no shortage of well-trained/tech­
nicians. Adaptive research 
to new ecological zones, availability 
of necessary inputs, and feas.bility trials for new products are 
areas which nced attention. 

Lack of transportation and other infrastructure
 
is still a constraint in many outlying areas. The GOCR in coope­
ration with other donors is addressing this problem.
 

4. Institutional Constraints
 

The major institutional constraint is the
 
number of agencies operating in the sector without coordinating
 
their efforts. The high quality and capabilities of most of these
 
institutions present excellent opportunities for concerted efforts.
 
It is hoped that the new CAN system will encourage such initiatives.
 

Other constraints are that few of the institu­
tions have regionalized operations, thus limiting their capacity
 



for rivdimp i mu i'wt Io(T of proj oct s , and an hrchal(, and cumber­
.ome national financial system makes project implementation by

GOCH Ministries 
 extremely difficult. 

5. Marketing Constraints and Opportunities 

Though sophisticated and efficient market
systems exist 
for a number of products, traditionel systems for
 most 
fresh fruits and vegetables constrain the development of

profitable new-crops and/or production zones. 
Such production

will provide the 
raw material for agro-industrial enterprises

which may offer the 
greatest economic opportunity for meeting
Sector and target group goals. 
 Development of agro-industry will 
generate on-and off-farm employment, backward and forward multi­
plier linkages, and improved balance-of-payments. 

6. Policy
 

Agricultur,l sector macro-policy is made
by consensus among a number c. public institutions, the Legisla­
ture, the Presidency, and private sector nerest groups. Public 
sector institutions 
have made many policy decisions in a vacuum.
The CAN,OPSA system should improve on 
this. An important oppor­tunity for improving policy would be more decentralized, region­
al control 
over project design and implementation, with projects

deriving from policies set 
in a coordinated way at 
the national
 
level.
 

The fast growth rates of Costa Rican agri­culture are reflected 
in rapidiy changing conditions and opportu­
nities 
in the Sector. This already rapid pace of change will
accelerate 
as 
the economy and the Sector continues modernizing.

Agricultural policy must accomodate 
to this pace, and take ad­
vantage of new opportunities as 
they arise; and, just 
as important,

must recognize when formerly profitable activities have begun to 
dec I 1ne. 
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Sect ion 1IV - 11I lit''4. E'7 1. s roy 1 lit d I' 

A. 	 Priority Constraints and Opportunities: Policy 
and Program Implications 

1. 	 Resources and Land Use
 

The most critical problem facing the Agricul­
tural Sector is deforestation and the attendant destruction of
 
soil and water resource.s. If the process is not halted there will
 
be little resource 
base left upon which to build future agricultur­
al development. 
 Policies to correct the situation must be inte­

grated with a general 
 revision of land use policies, taxes and 
credit, land reform, colonization, and conservation of renewable 
natural resoutrce.;, all directed towards increasing the efficiency 
and long-term rationality of land and resource use. Specific 
policy 	and program recommendations are: 

a) Improved land and resource information
 
systems to provide the accurate and timely information necessary
 
to formulate above policies and programs;
 

b) 	 Accelerated land settlement programs 
to get 	 lanci into the possession of individuals willing and able 
to make efficient use of it; 

c) Coordinated credit and tax policies
 
to discourage wasteful use of resources and encourage efficient
 
land use; 

d) 	 Infrastructure investment to stimulate
 
production in new areas; and 

e) Forest and renewable natural resource
 
laws vigorously enforced, to halt present destruction.
 

2. 	 Agricultural Diversification and Agro-industry
 

Diversification and industrialization of agri­
cultural production are the major opportunities for maintaining
 
Sector growth in the future and meeting target group goals of in­
come and employment. Critical constraints to realizing these
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opportunities are to be found in the marketing system. The suc­
cessful commodity systems operating for coffee, sugar, tobacco 
and similar products must be replicated. Suggestions for poli­
cies an( programs include: 

a) 	 National policy determination that 
diversification and agroindustrialization are priority goals; 

b) Credit and tax incentives for both the
 
production and marketing of new commodities;
 

c) Increased information capabilities
 
to take advantage of new nirkets and determine the economic
 
feasibility of new ventures;
 

d) Research and development to adapt
 
production and processing technologies to national conditions;
 
and
 

e) Close cooperation with the private 
sector in the development of new coimnodity systems. 

Specific production opportunities identified 
as having nigh potential for meeting both target group and general 
sector 	goals are:
 

a) 	 Dairying; 
b) 	 Swine and poultry production;
 
c) 	 Paddy-rice;
 
d) 	 Spices, flavorings, and essential oils;and
 
e) 	 Fruits and vegetables.
 

3. 	 Sector Policy, Planning, and Institutional
 

Coordination
 

Major modifications of the Sector's policy
 
making, planning, and institutional structure is necessary to
 
permit the solution of the complex problems of efficient resource
 
use, conservation, and land tenure, and the realization of the
 
opportunitie. offered by product diversification and agroindustry. 
The Sector must become more flexible and able to deal with rapidly 
changing conditions. Factors limiting such an ability include : 
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n) Lack of sufficient information for
 
policy decisions and programming;
 

Vb) Fragmented structure impeding policy
 
formulation, the exchange of 
ideas and information, and the coordi­
nation of program implementation. 

Specific policy and program recommendations
 
to break these constraints include:
 

a) Improved information systems;
 

b) Coordinated policy making and planning;
 

c) Regionalization of project design and
 
implementation responsibilities; and
 

d) Greater inclusion of the private
 
sector in planning.
 

B. All) Strategy and Specific Areas 
for AID A:-;si.;tance
 

Uj. S. development a.ssistance to Costa Ric.i, ndLr
 
variotu: age ivs, has been c():t iiluOl:, Since 1912. Programi. in 
the Agricutturnl Sector have conce:tcated on instItut on-bu 1I dling 
and technology transfer. Consonant with Costa Iica's recently
 
perceived status as a Middlr, 1:come Country, and 
in light of the
 
advance( institutional development of 
the sector, new AID programs
 
will concentrate on alleviating specific constraints in subject
 
aren- wlhvre AID has particular expertise and/or interest. A 
sector-wide program addressing such limit'n.g factors to Sector
 
growth and attainment of target group goals will be prt:sentecl in 
FY 78 and FY 79, at a proposed funding level of $8 to $10 million 
for each year's combined loaii/grant program.
 

The FY 78 project, at the PP stage, is a comb.ned 
loan/grant program addressing post-harvest and marketing ,rob em.­
of traditional crops, the development of complete commoditv ,:ys­
tems for selected non-traditional crops, and sU,,port to ai, accc(,e­
rated land settlement program for target group benuficIart,' . 

Some specific areas ior All) assi ,7ance envi ;oia,:d 
for this and future programs are: 
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1. Natural Resources Data for forest and land
 
use planning. Possible area of assistance are in remote sensing;
 
CRIES; technical assistance and training in resource analysis; re­
source policy; and land use planning, Activities would be focused
 
in the 	new Vice-Ministn of Agriculture for Natural Resources and
 

OPSA.
 

2. Marketing, especially the development of local
 
and regional market systems, to provide income opportunities, re­
duce food losses, improve food quality, and lower costs to consumers.
 
Assistance in the development of grades and standards. MAG, IFAX
 
(Municipal market loans) and OPSA would be likely participants.
 

3. Agro-industry and Exports. Technical assist­
ance and training in product and market idAntification, vertically­
integrated production systems, and farmer organization. Financing
 
and technical assistance for agro-industrial development. The
 
Ministry of Agriculture, OPSA, CODESA, the Export Promotion Center,
 
and the private sector.
 

4. Land Titling, Distribution, and Sale. Technical 
assistance and program support to an accelerated land distribution 
program. ITCO and MAG. 

5. 	 Agricultural Sector Planning, Training, Project
 
Design and Development. Support to an Agricu­

tural Economics research center within the University of Costa Rica,
 
which would train economists, provide feasibility studies to govern­
ment and private industry, plan and help implement projects, assist
 
the OPSA in sector planning and policy, maintain an agricultural
 
data bank, and perform program evaluations.
 

6. 	 Research, Development, and Promotior of New
 
?-rops. Introduction of new crops and .aT.i 

materials. Adaptation research. Research on agro-industriat uia5s. 

Outreach mechanisms for new activities. MAG, UCR, regiona,. inL, 
tutions. 
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Section I Overview of the Economy and the Agricultural Sector 

Since 1966, Costs Rica's Real Gross Domestic Product 

(Gi)P) has grown at an nvernge annual rate of 6,5 per cent, inclu­

(ling 'he comparatively stagnant years of 197,1 and 1975 when GDP grew 

at only 5.1 nnd 3.1 per cent, respectively. During these 10 years
 

of relatively rapid economic growth, the agriculture sector was 

a leading sector, although its direct share of GDP fell from nearly 

24 per cent in 1965 to less than 20 per cent in 1975. This was 

the increased importance of the manufacturing/indus­accompanied by 

rial and general government sectors. (See Annex E for detailed 

national accounts during the period 1965-75.) By the end or 1975, 

GDP, was approximately ("16,500 million ($1,930 million equivalent 

or $175 per capita). However, because of rapid inflation during
 

the past thret, years, this figure is highly inflated-- in terms of
 

C11,075 million ($1,297 million), or
1073 prices, the 1975 GDP was 


approximately $655 per capita. 

As stated ahove, real economic growth slowed signifi­

cantly in the two years following the 1173'71 international monetary 

and energy crises. Preliminary figures For V076, however, show a
 

signiiclni recovery, with real GI)P growth at approximately 6 per
 

cent Also, the Government has Irought about significant improve­

ments 
in the country's balance of payment and inflation situations
 

which will be described in further detail below. 

The agriculture sector has traditionally been, and 

continues to be, the single most important sector in the Costa Rican
 

economY: as or 1975, it accounted for nearly 20 percent of GDP- 65 
percent of total export earnings; and 35 percent of tol:al employment.
 

Furthermo,'e, it has provided a significant share of investment 

,'sources and ,aw materials necessary for the country's relatively 

rapid industrial expansion.
 

Between 1965 and 1975, Costa Rica had the fastest
 

growing agricultural sector in Latin America, in total and per capita
 

terms.
 
1/
 

Indices of Agricultural and Food Production
 
(1961- 65=100) 

Country Agricultural Production Food Production 

1965 1970 1975 1965 1970 1975 

Costa Rice 105 148 171 108 160 185 
Guatemal,a 113 121 156 105 141 184 

Honduras 110 127 105 109 127 95 

Brazil 116 121 1.17 115 135 160 

Colombia 105 121 119 ;07 125 158 

Panama 117 117 1'5 119 l19 1.17 

Venezuela III 112 169 115 115 170 

1,/ AID Publication, Foot! and Total Agricultural Production in LDC's.
 
- 1950-75, July 1976. 
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Most of this 
expansion had been in export commodities
(coffee, bananas, sugar, and beef) until recent years, when dramatic 
increases occurred in the production of basic grains: e.g., riceproduction increased from Pn onnual average of 66,000 metric tons
 
in the pertod 11170-1 to 106,500 metric tonn 
 in 1c75, while been 
production increased from Pn overage of 12,000 metric tons to
 
16,200 in 1075 
 and maize production from 69,000 to 91,700 
metric tons In 11175. In hotn the export and foodgroin sectora t

increased production 
has been due to expanded acreage end increased
 
yields .- with increased 
prices playing an important role In the 
expansion of area 
in production and in the adoption of new tech­
nology 

Of pakrticular importnce to Costa Rica's economic
 
g"owth 'e agricultural 
 expo-ts, espe-olly coffee, bananas, sugar,

And beef. Tht, historical importnnce of of
one these commodities, 
coffee, can be illustrated by the effects of a 
significant reduction
 
in the price of coffee beginning in 1958 (from an average of $1.35/kg
 
in 1951-57 to $0.93/kg in 1958-62). Following average annual 
in­
creases of 7.6 percent for 
real GDP, 6.6 percent for exports, and
 
12.2 percent for imports between 1951 and 
1957, they fell to 3.9
 
percent, 
2.2 percent, and 2,2 percent, respectively, during 1958-62.
 
A similar influence can 
be seen today as high coffee prce/
to a rapid Increase led
in the value of 1676 exports -- thus redressing 
a serious balance of payments problem and providing new stimulation
 
to the economy.
 

The composition of agri-,tiltural 
exports has diversified
 
somewhat during recent years. While bananas and coffee are still theleading crops, sugar and beef have become increasingly important:
they incressed from less than 10 percent of total exports in 1965 
to 16 percent in 1975. This has been an important factor In 
shielding the economy from price fluctuations for traditional agri­
cultural export commodities, although the over-all economy does 
remain highly dependent on external market forces. 

I1 Recent 
increases in world coffee prices are partly a psychological
reaction to the spread of coffee rust 
to Central America and
 
the potential threat 
this disease poses to reducing production
 
in the near future in all countries from Colombia 
to Mexico.
 
Any stimulation to the economies of the coffee producing

countries may be short lived as 
the disease spreads from Nica­
ragua to other countries in future months. 



Alt hitgh tht. n itA, tr Kr ti Irat 1 .,xporti Iner.tia odt 
mort Wtwl\. Ih i filel ,xp i, i'hurIng the pr odItd 1 -75 (an a ve,raNvp 
an N I I-"l I('1 of 1..H lpe rc nl ,;t 1I..H l rr irnt for total I esports) , they 
haver plyed an Important rol-' in Costa Ricnn'R alance of payments. 
The country has had a chronic current account balance of payments 
deficit, ,eaching as high as $266 million in 197.1. These deficits 
have thus for been financed through capital transfers, although there 
is some question as to how long Costa Rica can continue to borrow for
 
such purposes. Therefore, increased agricultural exports play an 
indispensable role in reducing the current account deficit and in
 
consequently reducing the need for foreign borrowing. This is
 
illustrated by 1976 data -- because of high coffee export prices 
and a conceted GOCR effort to hold down imports, the trade deficit 
is p,'olected at $180 million, some $35 million less than last year's
 
deficit.
 

The other major effect of the 1973/71 energy and 
international monetary situations was on prices. Until 1973, prices 
had been Increasing at relatively low rates, 5 to 6 percent per year 
However,the wholesale index began to increase rapidly by mid-1973: 
I.e., 16 percent in 1973, 3') percent in 1971, 26 percent in 1975
 
and 6 percent in 1976. These Increases were due primarily to the
 
rapid increase of prices tor petroleum-based products, although 
increased agricultural support prices (lid contribute to Increased 
food prices: e.g., prices for vegetable origin foods increased by 
31 end 15 percent, respectively, in 1971 and 1975. 

This has led to relatively high prices for some food
 
items in Costa Rica, although t1e Consejo Nacional de Producciin
 

(CNP) has managed to keep rice prices low.
 

COMPARATIVE FOOD PRICES - CENTRAL AMERICA 
(Aug. 1976 -- Guatemala City= 100) 

Whi te Red Black Ist. 2nd. 

Maize Beans Beans Class Rice Class Rice 
Guatemala City 100 100 100 100 100 
San Salvador 113 120 10.1 122 87 
Teguctga Ipa 82 O 18 128 126 
Mantagua 127 115 - 72 71 
San Josi 152 171 189 88 93 

Rapid inflation seems to have been halted although
 
the economy is still vulneable to external forces. As an
 
example, loday'q high coffee prices and expected hi5'h
 
profits could ad to excessive demand for consumption items, a
 
rapidly increasing money supply and a return to high inflation rates,
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The GOCR has been unable to directly tax these expected windfall
 

profits but the Central Bank is promoting the sale of special
 
"coffee bonds" 
to control the situation.
 

The more general issue, however, is the importance 

of the agricultural sector to the over-all economy and the potential 

effects of high agricultural prices (for either export or domestic 

crops) on over-all prices. This requires agricultural policy­

makers to weigh the effects of high support prices and potential 

production gains against the eventual effects on consumers and
 

the over-all price index.
 

Costs Rica's relatively high per capita income
 

figures mask the existence of poverty and, using the terminology of 

Redistribution with Growth, the country is one of "moderate
 

inequality": i.e., as of 1971, the lowest 40 percent of Costa Rica's 

population held 14.7 percent of total income compared to 6.5 per­

cent for the same population group In Honduras, 12.2 percent in
 

the Dominican Republic, 11.6 in Philippines, 17 percent in Thailand,
 

and 18 percent in Korea. 

While the income share ofI he middle 60 percent of the
 

population increased from 1961 to 1971 - and the share of the top 

5 percent decreased, there are indications that the income share 

of the lowest 20 percent of the population decreased -- i.e., from 

6 to 5.4 percent. This is substantiated by data concerning
 

increasing unemployment and increasing land concentration, both of
 

which are likely causes of the apparent worsening of the poorest 

quintile's position. First, during the late 1960'., the labor force
 

began to increase more rapidly than employment -- thereby leading to
 

increased unemployment, especially for low-wage laborers, and 

unemploymeni r s rose to about 7 percent in the early 1970's. The 

second major/was the increased concentration of landholding between 1963 

and 1973, resulting in a situation in which 46 percent of the country's 

farms are less than 5 hectares, while 7 percent of the total number 

of farms are more than 100 hectares and comprise 67 percent of the 

total area.
 

Income distribution in Costa Rica's rural areas is
 

much more equitable than in urban area- or the San Jose Metropolitan 

Area in particular: i.e., the lowest 40 percent of the rural popu­

lation holds 18.1 percent of total income compared to the national
 

average of 14.7 percent. Similarly, the top 20 percent holds 44
 

1/ From 34 to 44 percent. 
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percent vs. the national average of 50.6 percent. (See Annex E 

for details.). 

As stated a!)ove. unemployment increased between the 

early 1960's and early 1970's, from ,-i5 percent to 7.3 percent in 

1973. Recent data, however, show an improved national employment
 

situation with a July 1976 unemployment rate of 6.2 percent.
 

Looking at individual sectors and average annual growth rates, we 

see the following:
 

ExpLOYhF.NT BY S).CT2;. 1963-1976 

(000's of workers and percentages) 

1976 1963-73 1073-76 
SECTOR 1963 1973 

- lO. % No. . No. 7 Avdrare Average
 
Annual Growth Annual Growth 

Agriculture lo (49.8) 207 (38.2) 215 (34.4) 0.9 'A 1.3 S
 

Industry and 

Minos 45 (11.3) 70 (12.9) 90 (14.6) 4.6 % 6.7 S 

Construction 21 ( 5.5) 37 ( 6.8) 40 (8.5) 8.8 % 2.8 % 
1/ 

Basic Services 1 (4.7) 30 ( 5.5) 34 (5.6) 5.2 4.% 

38 ( 9.9) 80 (14.1) 87 (14.1) 7.8 2,G %
C,)urce 

2/
 

70 (16.3) 11 (21.8) 147 (23.8) 5.4 S 7I.%Other Services 


-. - 4 ( 0.6) -Unspecific -

Total
 

Itploynflt 382 (1GO) 542 (100) 617 (100) 3.6 S 4.4 % 

S4IRCE: Ministry of Labor 

I/ Ilectricity, gas, communCAtiOns, transport, and storage. 

S/ Balking, insurance, and other personal services. 

The proportiorn or people working in the agricultural 

sector has continually declined during recent years and the sector 

is now absorbing only a small number of new workers. The industrial 

in terms of labor absorptionsector is the fastest growing nector 

http:ExpLOYhF.NT
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1976. Much of this recent
i.e., 8,7 percent between 1973 and 


has been utire to increased utilization of industrialgrowth 
in the late 1960'scapacity 4nd is based on investment made 

and earlyN 1970's. This recent decrease in industrial excess 

capacity has disguised relatively labor intensive investment 

in the industrial sector -- and consequently has not solved 

The GOCR, however, has begun topotential longer-term problems. 

been passed to stimulate
address this larger issue. A new lew has 

rural periphery which will promote agro-industrialindustry in the 

development opportunities. 

Because of the age structure of the population, th
 

number of people in the 15 to 64 age group will increase rap'dly
 

during the next 20 years, with the zreatest increase by 1983.
 

regions of the country,F1xcluding migration and looking at different 
of close to 5 percent in one finds potential labor force increases 

Pocffico Norte, Llanuras del Norte, and P-cff'ico Sur regions of
the 


the country. This is particularly dangerous in the Pacffico Norte
 

which, as of 1973, had a comparatively high unemployment rate of
 

8.1 percent.
 

The table above shows employment increasing at 1.4 

percent per annum between 1973 amd 1976. This was a high rate 

trends -- and was based on exceptional growthcompared to previous 
If employment in
in the industrial and personal service sectors. 


the largest sector, agriculture, continues to grow at low rates 

and if industrial investment is not relatively labor-intensive, the
 

growth of' total employment opportunities will probably not be able
 

to keep pace with labor force growth and there will be rising un-or
 

under-employment.
 

the inequality
The Government of Costs Rice recognizes 


which exists within the country and has therefore shifted greater
 

attention to narrowing socio-economic differences, with its current
 

the expresajon "redistribution with
objectives best summarized by 


growth"
 

To look first at its redistribution efforts, there has 

slight change of focus within the past two years. Previousbeen a 


governments have emphasized urban/ruraldifferences and, in an
 

resources in the
attempt to narrow differences, have concentrated 


rural areas. The present administration, however, has redefined
 

its objective as "narrowing the socio-economic gap" -- thereby
 

calling for a transfer of goods and services to the country's poorest,
 

regardless of where they live.
 

number of programs to
The Go~ernment has initiated a 


redistribute income: e.g., high support prices for basic grains 

production, minimum wage adjustments favoring low-income workers 

and inclusion of previously uncovered non-contributors in the Social 
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Security System (primarily agricultural workers and small farmers).

It has also orpanoed services in hUalth, nutrition, fenily planning,
education, tpbio rator supplies, and lomi-cogt housing - all of 
which di'ectly M-f te to the Congressional Rar.dte to " (1) incroase 
agricultur-al productien through sui-ll-farm labor-intentsive rogricul­
ture, (2) r duce iJnfrnt mortaality, (3) control population growth,

(4) prt"-oto greater ouqmllty of inl,oae di tr!.7ution, and (5) reduce
 
rates of vo-mplovuout aud uidorsmploymtnt."
 

Tfi principal chtniu for tho &XA'R rodiotribution
 
objective , S"ial
thceDvelopmnut and Fsil7 Aosistance Law enacted 
in Deceaolr 1974. TMv) lp entabliahed a opocial pay-roll tax and 
increase in th. r,(,rut ra es tax.,, The revenuom from theme ta e 
are to bM und to .!,nantce a multi-purpose halth-nutrition-environ­
mental sanltation program. The prograsa ioan ik July 1975 with a 
budget of !114,2 nillion; $21.3 million In 1976; and $32 million In
 
1977. Up to 2:0 *%of tho ipecial tax reveuuon nre used to finance
 
a pension plan for indI rnt non-ceontributora under tho social secu­
rity systemi.
 

TM %gC R ig alao show-n it@ co~rwaitnxt to narrowing 
the country's omno'ic grip th.'ough a nurbir of other programs.
At the most r.acro vo3 or" can seoe this tlz!t ia the 1975 
Central Budget. 0A oZ totel expondituras of 1%929 nillion 
($343 million), 2,,0 porco t' wceit for educatiou., 5.7 percent for 
health, and 5.f p,'rc-nt for labor affmirs and social security ­
or nearly 40 ,:W 1;"rI to',al expadituyss far thono, socnal servics. 

In thb a riculture sector, tho Wiai.try of Agriculture
and ansotclatd ixe:Wtvqha'i ccent:reted mmuy of their activities 
on arull farm .r : oag. th prodtuct.on-oeientsd F-rojacto by Cantpaign 
program ; tho. ccopor tirvo acv'crt bhJ.ft.h os v.i d nupports 
groupe oi tn~oq Thi, w.%-iionn1~ hA1 tci creditu production 
progria for Fsm,%ll f, , the Land TTmnor aa, Colonizntion pr*oraM 
for umall fa.m.eora; und the National Product on Ciunpil's program to 
purcha"o btnic ,rainr4 nt traanteod nin.Uawz pricev. 

Beyond t'otso longr-tax-aoc! eo,-ic objectives,
the medium-term GOCP stratogy in the a riculture vctor calls for 
changes in land tonure att.;rna; expanded use of new technologies;
expanded nnd di.veruifio. agr lcultural orporto; zoung of principal 
agricultural Av t kc,nd pniv';o on 0 
production, lu .hv hov-tori, eaphasiz ir NiMvg givea t, production 
needed f'r domqoti - cntzrption -.- o.,, for d".rtct cow.'nrption
(foodgraia.i-,, 'ci,; v a -r:dut-il. iw til- partly 

thrilg %-I' voti - narkteting
norvic' for ri%: ,i u' i lao iirdorn<vdlll £a.. in to sell export­
able curpluse,-,, the Govort=nt is ti-ing to d-3volon navy export markets. 
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Section I1: A profile of the Rural Poor
 

Costa Rica has made notable economic progress in the
 
last decade. Respectable national averages of economic growth have
 
been led by a rapidly growing agricultural sector. During this
 
period a oroiressive government has made a concerted effort to achieve
 
social justice, a fair distribution of the benefits of development,
 
and a reduction in the number of persons below tht poverty level.
 
However, an incomes study based upon the 1973 census revealed that
 
more than 600,000 rural people (58Y of the rural population)had per
 
capita annual incomes below the AID poverty line of US. $150.
 

The rural poor families who depend primarily upon
 
agriculture for their livelihood are AID's rural sector target group.
 
Even'though large numbers of rural poor were known to exist, they
 
were not easily identified nor readily located geographically because
 
of the highly complex nature of the agricultural sector and the high
 
degree of diversification that exists within the country, In an effort
 
to demarcate the target group, the USAID undertook an analysis of the
 
rural population based largely upon the 1973 Cqnsuses of Population,
 
Housing, and Agriculture. The Academia studyi/ combined the three
 
censuses and, adding data from outside sources, developed a wide
 
range of data tabulations designed to be useful in policy and program
 
analysis, planning, implementation, and evaluation. This analysis
 
made it possible for the USAID to look at income patterns, employment,
 
resource endowment and use, living conditions, socic-economic varia­
bles, market orientation, production patterns, land use, yield, and
 
technology, and their importance with relation to rural poverty. The
 
more important findings and observations of the analysis are contained
 
In this section.2 /
 

A. Farm/Non Farm Composition of the Ryral Poor
 

According to the USAID's Rural Profiles Study,
 
based upon the AID poverty definition,3/ over 600,000 rural people
 
(58% of the total rural population) were poor in 1973. Most (60%)
 
of these poor were menbers of non farm families, though the incidence
 
of poverty was about the same for both farm families and non-farm
 
families. Inapproximate numbers, this rural group consists of 35,000
 
poor farm families (240,000 people) and 60,000 poor non-farm families
 
(375,000 people).j/
 

17 Di Mare, ct al. La Pobreza en Costa Rica, Academia de CentroAmerica for USAI/CR. 1976 
2/ A more complete analysis is attached as Annex A.
 
T/ Less than $)50 income per capita per annum in 1969 prices.

4/ See Table 3A, Annex B.
 



-9-

B. The Small Farmers 

I. Resource Endownent and Use.
 

The farm poverty problem and the small
 

farm problem are not necessarily the same. A significant number of
 

small farmers on holdings of less than five Has. are not poor. More
 

than 13. of all poor farms have more than 10 Has. of land. Poor
 

farms have a much lower proportion of their land in perennial crops
 

than non-pool farms, in part reflecting the importance of coffee to
 

small farmers. Poor farmers have substantially lower employment
 

rates both on-farm and off the farm, for all farm sizes, though no
 

crop mix on the average small farm would fully employ all the avail­

able family labor. Coffee was found to be the most Important contri­

butor to employment on small farms and accounts for almost all of the
 

difference In employment levels between poor and non-poor forms, while
 

basic grains appear as a very poor source of employment.
 

In general, smaller farms are more in­

tensive than larger" farms. Both poor and non-poor small farms show
 

higher profitability per hectare of arable land than do larger
 

farms.
 

With respect to resource endowment and
 

use, there are two key differences between poor and non-poor small
 

farmers. Smail farmers with incomes above the poverty level a) have
 

significantly more land in perennial crops, mainly coffee. and b) are
 

able to utilize a much greater proportion of their availabK family
 

labor on the farm.
 

In order for the poor farmer to more 

efficiently utilize his land resou'rce it appears that he must change 

his crop mix to one that more fully utilizes his family labor or in­
tensify his present crops through the use of improved technology. The 
high costs and poor awdium and long-term price prospects 

for coffee limit the possibility of moving poor small farmars Into 

coffee production . Other crops do offer excellent opportunities, 
however. It should be rioted that moving to more intensive crop mixes
 

and/or the use of higher levels of technology will increase capital
 

requirements per land unit.
 

The labor resource of poor farmers can
 

be more fully utilized in a number of ways. If their own land utili­

zation is intensified as discussed above, additional labor will be
 

required on-farm. If larger farms are encouraged to intensify their
 

operations, it will generate additional employment in agricuiture 
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for underemployed farmers or landless laborersi, Agro-industry, 
marketing activities, services, etc. are the beat alternatives 
for generating permanent non-farm employment in rural areas for 
both theme groups. 

2. Incoma PatteruB 

As stated earlier, farm size is not 
directly related to per capitua annual income wince many very small 
farm families are not poor, and a significant proportion of farms 
between 10 and 20 hectares are poor. According to the Rural Profiles 
Study half of the 61,000 farms under 20 hectares were poor, 6&% of 
the farms under 5 hectares fell in the poor category an did 44% of 
the farms between 5 and 20 hectares. 

Income Classes of Ftrms 
(Numbors and Percentages) 

Uder 20 Hectares 

1/0-5 has. 5-20 Rms. All 0-20 Has. 

Poor Farms- 22,774 
(63)2/ 

7,965 
(44) 

30,739 
(50) 

Non-Poor Fizras 13,644 
(37) 

16,936 
(56) 

30,580 
(50) 

Totals, 36,418 
(100) 

24,9W, 
(100) 

61,319 
(100) 

SOUJRCE: Rural Profiles Tables, 11/76; La Pobreza on Costa Rica,
 
Academia do Centro America.
 

I/ Poor Farm were defined an those whose families enjoy incomes less 
than 1,4Wii colones per capita per armuu., Non-Poor Farms have Incomes 
greater than 1,400 colones, This 1,400 colones figure was derived 
using the mixed exchange rate of 7.59 colons per US,$l and deflating 
by the mid-1973 consumer price Index = $150 per capita, Depending upon 
other conversions of 1969 dollars to 1973 colones, the percentage of 
poor farms varies from 40 to 60 percent. 
2/ Numbers in parantheses are percents. 

See Annex B for definitions and complete Tables. 

It has been difficult to identify geo­
graphic areas of concentrated small farm poverty, as the poor farms 
are generally interspersed with non-poor. farms, leaving no large 
clearly defined areas of small farm poverty. However, the Profiles 
data base does contain sufficient information for analysis at the 
Cantdn (County) level, and will be used to more accurately locate 
target group concentrations for program design purposes. 

Probably the most important difference 
between incomes of poor and non-poor farm families is off-farm income. For 



farms of less than two hectares the percentage contribution of off­

farm income to non-poor farm families is mor6 than fifty percent of 

their total income. This importanco decreases quite rapidly as 

farm size increases. The percentage of income from off-farm sources 

to poor farm families is only about one-third that of non-poor farm 
families.
 

3. Market Orientation and Subsiste ce
 

In a situation where a large number of 

poor people exist in the rural area one would expect to find a lot of 

subsistence forms. 1/, Except for a_very few farms in remote areas 
this does not appear to be the case in Costa Rica. Certain food crops
 

such as beans and corn are consumed in significant quartities by pro­
ducers and these might properly be called subsistence crops. As
 
many of these are low value crops per hectare a much higher pr'v ortion
 

of the land is normally dedicated to their production than they
 
contribute to the value of output. 
Poor farms on the average do
 
consume a higher proportion of the value of their total output than 
do non-poor farms. Thn national average of this home consumption 

does not exceed 6.4% of the totai value of production for poor farms 

in any farm size category and is only 5.2% for all poor farms. Non­

poor farms (all sizes) consume an average of only 1.3% of their total 

production. There are some areas or districts that show considerably
 

higher than average consumption, of course. Even in the poorest dis­

tricts, however, virtually all farms of all sizes are basically market
 

oriented in terms of product sales.
 

4. Production Patterns
 

Regional differencos in crop mix on
 

small farms are significant. This is to be expected because of the
 

diversity of soil and climate areas in the country. As previously
 

stated, annual crops as a group are not very important as a source
 
of farm income. They are relatively more important on the poor farms. 
For all sizes of farms the contribution of annual crops to the total 

value of production averages less than 14%. Non-poor farms are more 

diversified with respect to annual crops. They have a smaller propor­
tion of their land in all annual crops and a significantly smaller 
percentage of their land in cereals. Non-poor small farms produce 

considerably more high value (but higher risk) annual crops such as
 

potatoes, toaatoes, tobacco, etc. than do poor farms. Some of these
 
crops are very important, in terms of value, for the smallest farm
 
group.
 

1/ Subsistence farm is defined here as one which operates principally 
outside the market economy and produces primarily for homo consumption. 
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to -masure+land slack and accurately estimate the .relaltive import-


ance of land as a constraint to increasing the Incomes +of farmers 

in the target group. Using pasture and fallow land as indicators
 

of land slack It would oppear that there ore no significant quan­

tities of land available for increasing cultivation on forms under 

~five hectares. Thre is significant slack, hewoer, on farms of 5 

to 20 hectares. This measure is not reliable enough to use with 
couplete confidence, but it doss imply thst the possibilities for 

~cultivating more land within tho present farm iinits of the 74% of 
the target farmers who have less than five hectares are very limited. 

It appears not to be a constraint on target group farms of more then 

ton hectares. Because the expansion of cultivation withingthe pre 
.........................	 sent--farm-for- poor+fo rms o f leass+then .f ive +hoctu+reo, is+ not a++-+viable,,.-,, 

alternative, others will have to be examined. + 

Using the 	present date to analyse the 

possibility for producing more high value crops on poor forms is
 

quite difficult. Most-high value crops in Costs Rice are relatively 

area specific. In view of the medium and long-term market outlook 

for coffee, its expansion to ay great extent won not consi.dered.
 

There are, however, a wide range of high value crops which can be 

produced in one or more of the different geographic areas of the 

country and for which good markets pres.ently exist. The substitution
 

of these crops for basic grains on poor farm of less then five Ihdc­
tares offers a real alternative for increasing target group income. 

Complexities do exist, however, as many of llhese higher value crops 

require higher levels of technology and invwostment, are more risky 

and require more marketing skills. It is not quite clear whether 

livestock could be incroeaed but non-ppsture based animal activities, 

msuch as swino, poultry, bees, etc., may be possibilities within the 

land constraint. Potential for increasing incomes through changes 

in crop mix definitely exists for farms of more than five hectares. 

On all form sizes there is obvious 
potential 	for increasing income with higher productivity through the
 

use of better technology. Yields, especially on small farms, are 

very low. Improved technology with resulting yield increases appears 

to be the only on-farm alternative for the smallest farms under two 

hectares, but the land base severely limits thei possible incomes 

effects of such technological improvements. 

It should be noted that the most im­

portant constraints on shifting the crop mix are most likely to be 

off-farm market system constraints. Also, many of these higher 
/111value crops are not familiar to target group farmers and the accept­

ability by the former of making production changes may be a real 

constraint. 
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In sulzmaey it -q:-eon. that the most 

serious constralfltB and the Presis that ci .Lrn the incit Potential for 

increasing the Incoimis of' paor Yern fcmnlies te so follows;: 

Fara, lzvel Priority Areas 

Form Siw Priori1ty- xintTAsitf~ 

0- 2 11r,a ll-.(! wru1.b:L11-y CrEployment 

2- 5 mas. 'Lxm valun Crop at% Hihv~n crops 
Lcr Yieldsn 1iprovizd technology 

5-20 Unap. VnderutlJization of hInd Iiicrc.Axo cultivatod area 
Low~ Yiolds, low wiluo Crops, Technology, high value crops. 

6. Socio-econoic Chb. ^,etriatics of the 

ThW,), Feverage zomall torwr has had 
2-3 ye~ira of educatiar And ht 6 m.e bvr3 in. in family. Nearly half 

of thense f armers are over'r 45 yaara of age ; thbx', feartho are over 35 
yeas of nge. A:-out hnlf] work off their ftr s ~ y Except 

for 27 porcoixt -j.ho xi,' fort1!1nar,,, only 5% *or 1&t utne &y mnodeirn 
tocnoli-rv. Use of zgrtcuitx,@i mchinfiry io ~ limited. There 

has hbpia .rq~c'dtranz-i(jrL11o in' the peripheral 
oavcBf; 'If Ccr~t.) Ricni b'A most fsxi2rz ini r'Ui't3 f ar htwo generally
 

,b(yeO iii Z-OOIDDnCO I lotng tir-, 1nd coxI~~~s ~~population.
 
Tho orf 1x,,dz; of f~aiies who aw. x'iUA Ver than the
 

nator~ ~prabzoly duzp to tho fact tht~ n r;;riculttiral bYstr 

It to !io.ra dU f.icu1 t lor E, - w.y pla (Datato zi? iitn ne 

from4 AVV1~'C-'i7Ai.!, Rot ,195 d P'crOAa. 4!iVAy'~, i7
 

ally 1ivod in a typc of~ coy,;vt~itv s~~jv;-airoiltr to 

a tcvninhip In thn U.S. Stitui in etorminod ' .,n~ r by owner­

nhip of 3 ad, but ramo by ouch charactc-r1. MxtP' - n N~x, ond mar­

itel utim~~. RAih.r 5tatuL, is given to oldol r ~o~Ovr 1 

younger one, to k, in.,lo over ii ferm nnd to n .r~t comple over 
singlo epc 

, uyc of gront thei 

ty. T'hey mviila j y hatr., thsoir ioaind&oti r'uv., Iin :cck::: - dhip groups . 
Much of tti.L siccoei5 ox- "nta u of any now prograv; 1. 4dp'mnClnt upon 
how it Is~ nccep ted by thoii. li)-rl grozips, -an-, progr~s and 

the p8cpl.o lmplo& iiizg tluev- ar ifcnssed , d c'ctv.The a%­

sont, sciaool ciiurcli, irza i~frZ;.n corfauni­

tionS, *Ct1 11t]117A 0.1" -,t ] lls no-c coilict 'L 01 2,so Informal 



groups determines in large part its strength and durability. Much 
of the communication which takes place also follows the lines of the
 
informal Igroups.
 

Social interaction tends to take place 
within different social strata rather then betwen strata. For ex­
ample, small farmers owning their own land are one social stratum, 
landless laborers are another, and large farm owners still another. 
Interaction between those groups will be limited and formal, thus
 
posing problems in comunication. This basic commnity structure,
 
however, can be an asset to any program providing it is recognized 
and care taken to include leaders from the informal groups as well as
 
more viuibl loaders of the formal coamunity structure (i.e., stic­
cessful farmers who are also informal leaders). 

C. The Non-Farm Rural Poor 

I., Numbers 

As stated above, this group outnumbers 

the on-farm poor by about 25,000 families and 135,000 people. Accord­
ing to the moderate poverty definition, 54% of the approximately 
120,000 non-farm rural families were poor in 1973. This meant 60,000 
families and 375,000 people were in the landless poor category. Cer­
tain economic characteristics of this group are discernible from the 
Academia tabulations. 

2. Employment
 

Only 43% (47,400 people) of the rural
 
non-farm poor between the ages of 15 and 64 were economically active
 
during the census week, where economically active was defined as work­
ing, looking for work, or not looking for work because of the unavail­
ability of Jobs. These threa categorios accounted for 84%, 6%, and
 
10% respectively of the active work force. 80% of this active work 
force was employed an agricultural workers with the rest employed in 
service Jobs or manufacturing. 

The unemployment rate for son in this
 
class was 16%, as compared with 4% for the rural non-poor and 33% for
 
the urban poor.
 

3. Location of the Non-Farm Poor
 

As is the case with poor farmers, the
 
non-farm poor are dispersed throughout the country. The cantonal
 
level data will permit identification of the zones where this group
 
is conce,trated. 
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4. The Landless Poor and Coff.. Rarvert 

The connum data, coiloctad in May, 1973, 

does not capture the conciderabl: incomi oaerd by this group during 
the coffee harvn.t of October through Januitry. In section C 

(Labor Conitraintp) the possible affecta of coffoat hiramt income on 
poverty tnd tiwploymnt patterns urn discussed. 

5. Socio-Economic Characteristics 

The average famd.ly uizo for the land­

less poor, at 6.7 people, is the same as for poor form families. 

27% of the h.iadr, of families have had no nchooling, ith only 4% 

having more than a prinary level edi,,.: ion.
 

17% of tho 1ndleas poor families were 

migrant i, th 'Aq any inctn, category except the nom-poor>.hest for 

rural laadleus, ,v'ith I ;. 

Tho poor landloon families tend to be 

younger, hzivisr w,'ixP cAildran traer tho age of 15, than the non-poor 

and farm f i?_. . Cciteruontly, the ratio of moutha-to-food to 

ecomonicmi.i -Pt), br2 of the family In hli,?mt for this group. 

The housirng condltion,, of this group 

are not s ignfiicnntly d*fforent from ot-tvr pco .rroips, be they on­

farm or urbane. 

Section Y'11: 	 ANjriculturn. Sector ind Sb-sector Characteristics
 
arid Contraint
 

A. Gmeral Overvitew 

1. Land and Climnte
 

Costa Rira's oxpanse of 51,260 Km2 

containod in a strip approximntely 100 aii.. wido and 500 Km. long can 

be divided into two genernl areac. The £ist i Contral Highlands 

aud PacUtigc ixAnds, ch-Laccori?.d by rugged mountaing and hills, 

punctuated by rTi-)! voy large and numeroun scat-tered plains. Thin 

are&a coimpriaos about four-fiftha of the ccuin'ry. Tho second is 

Atlantic Ltstnds, whIch ark) predominnntly oi-,oeoth cnd flat but con­

tain z.gmol scattor'qd hi.lc end hilloiks. The central north-South 

mountain ch-tin for m the physicP1 regions mantioned above, which may 

Ib fur :lar dhveit7.d itto fivra *coloricnl mcrzow,b: 
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a. 	 Tho Centmll $,ad SoUth Pucific 

with valOvtios fro0 toZones are r.ol1rive~?ly level hiumid trop~ics 

500 wtos The ra.intfll cveraget; 2,500 to 3,5OC0 ws. per y*,ar with 

of thm PrP9 in bnt .suitoid for for­a three m~onth diry ati Mos8t 

tion crops. Currzoat cro pping includes 1rinakin, Lu,,,) afica oil 

pmlIr, sorgFh;-tm oad cltrs. Con ai~d b!un~cl ~if in UC 

h. 	 Pacific Nothoont; this ig 9 
vory bo­relct~ly lcvcl dry tropicni zono wTh *lovsti mf. thnt 

tween 0 ond 5a)O mctara. The tciou hen a long dry wrinon which limito 

to orne crop per yenr. W-ith t1,o complationunirrigated znrculturro 
of au~ ArrPo,9tlo,;; project alroady undarv~y thie 1.otie clearly hms the 

in Corstr Rica for -i'Ico, orghum, cotton,highst prov"ctivo pote!1t-Im 
corn enad 1L3ffLs. 

Zov. to tbe Mesetac. Tram1iticvnl 

Central t?,. onm ii charnhterix)d c; humd sub-tropicail wilth aiti-

Thy- tq_)ogmphy is irrmgulartudou vraryIm'I~ron~ 600 to 	1 ,600 maers. 
zone pr zitc ryout of thi3 	 country's'Witb -IUI:6nr" Oox.z 20%. The 

and ! ,wr catml. 'NIPMo ame n1so Plnicgs of fruitb v630­colfe" 
tablen, r1co nid b~ansi. 

d. North Ptlth~mtic Z me: this 2zono 

wstly iovz.1 'ith oIvaton r-fanchtkg to 5W0iv huimidi trotonIcd crd 

7.0W- 1wz been u,,fd for etoiisiv - ccnttlo production &nd
Mete"S-. 


crorv:3. Signtficaxit
p1ontmticii I-po with llmltiid arocs for "inn) 


area li- .ovtklr4bkI'fobr imori~ vtkvnntvo nLgrIiutur and lln reen yaar­

this hat - Zone of irwpiA o-.partioai. Pr~niicptd cropsB ftr cattle,
 

~o~ti~ L cn. :tbIs zomi is 

rough 2av~i.lvr zoorpy 1, 700fromtempuirv,,t: to cc !I nidth 

to 3,0o~t 't ' 11ifA rj.kJ;AJ~j from 1 ,50}0 to 1, 50&3 a 1'oyoor, with
 

a drv ol* Iwrto 4 uontbt-;. iit;CrOJTm M'IO COffiel, COMi,
 

baar, vjio~, ftitr-Iiig; aud poit~*s. 

Blotwoon 1955 *r 1973 thq eres
 

of t1co'v lladwtj " by 72),.5 h~tms witL
CO)-try 	 licoad 

I iVe0SkI)Cc1' ill v tn'l hU I'ad tho' av,,ricuiturol traiition trikinginL7 

~r f)6tL1 	 divOIrted to~~"~~IndO to%hCbOxi~t %t i1c1 	 c'1 
Live-.-: nsct 	 I 1v In tcrops.i~.3~i 


;J I Qlojz t of
( 2tmA -!6 
hns p "'o r';tJ for boatc grainisthi', Athmtic, 1(Ill~da. Tb,- nogo 


t _;" ha potenltial
otlw~r 'Utn e Tho uGctr~iI11Hhlands d ivc 
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in %orff", frtlitl;, Yotahleu, and dnirytng, whilo jopography limito 
the Potentiol of cft fytng additional basic grain k'Iquirqwantg from 
this arw. 

Overall, land arcilability and
 
the productive potential of the land is not & contraint in Costs 
Rica. fhov'r', o clear cut not of policies it needd, directed at 
produw.tlou dislv'ii)mtlon, land uso, new crops, and t. more equitable 
sharing by small and medium farmers in the benefitte dorived from 

increased production. 

2. Land Tenure
 

Costa Rica is still largeoly a rural 
economy. According to the 1973 census, 59.39% of the population is 
rural. Th 3,122,45f hoctaras in farm-, in dividad into 81,562 farm 
units. A high degrco of land concentration in demonstrated by the 
fact that 45,74% of the farti avarag, less than five hectares each 
and reproofint only 1.85%of thbe land area. On tho other hand, farm 
of over 100 hectrrer; repoveent 7.3% of tots farms but cover 66.98% 
of the" iotal farm TINS 

It is noteworthy thot a suttntial 
sodium farmer group 111:4 eorged; farms of 10 to 200 hoctares repre­
sent 38.86% of th- fTon unita ond cover 41.55% of thw ftrz area. 
Long rmago CR polcIe-t- ctaL b-, designed to foster tha ,rowth of 
this group by ancourntne, the able of very lmrg,* holdinga and the 

disri.~t:iof 19nu:m oviao or acquired by gofmry~zt. 

Oyer 905, of the fnr, in Comta Rica 
Orcr ,_,rtr ,o T:tendb in land ue can b-x s¢,,o b7 comparing 1963 
and 1973 .,owu;u d:-tn. Tho area in forms hip. roi by 454,380 hec­
turna anid t:1 n1ielmor of 1r1aa ha increas.e d by 12,377. The majority 
of thz, uoa Yars lo than 1 hcactere. The of theme small 
formo ha5 grown by 10,752. Land concentratiov hnai icreased %onv­
what in fr.:nn fro-, 200 to 1,0,0 hictars. At "t-,oiae time land 
area In I to 20 hectro fnrra his decreased, 

Land mse patterna hzvo changed rmther 
drsiticiny 1955 rnigriculture was utilizing 26% of the 
total Ivad : 'I.s compcrd to 1973 when 40% of tho land area wvs in 
une. lqtwoen 1955 and 1973 the addition of I ,285,105 hectares to the 
agricultural land bt ;e abhowed an increase of only .4% in cultivated 

crops and 45 tn permanout cropn in comprison witt n 51% increase in 
prsturos sad 41% In uncultivitod lands. In 1973, 7,- of the ares in 
produr .,1a ;'url±A IncThld-ng uncultivated lands) wlc inl past11re, com­
pared •ilth 10% in pariinant cropn and 14% in cultlv;ted crops. 
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These changea lmnvo had significant 

effects upon the rural economy. Although t1o fron in production 

las expanded graetly the agricultural aector hem only generated an 

averao of J ,892 neyt Job per year between 1963 and 1973, comnared 

with 2,037 new Jo1r per y.,r bstween 1927 and 1950 and 3,493 now 

joba betoeen 1950 und ].963. The porcontage of .ura1 population 

employed in t'griculture dropped from 61.8%of the-, labor force in 
1927 to 36.4, in 1973. Excess rural labor han eithor migrated to the 
citi2a, colonized new lands, or remaind as uneplood or under­
employed nmbers of tho rural labor force. Ths wn/land situation 
varias conoiderably among regions. There appearg, however, to be an 
adequato ovorell land bese to provide farms to ns many of the 150,000
 

landlesa rura! lIborera 'ho deronstrate their desire to own land 

badly onclh by nigrating. 

Tha Trarnsition Zone to the Meseta 

Central added only .5% por year to its land beae betveen 1955 and 

1973. Thia is tho scond lowoot growth rato songat the five regions, 
and it ,ould nppeor thnt moat of the aro2 suited for production in 

this ievready in use. In the past 10 yaars the area dedicated 
to per~maenL crops har Incr~aod by 26% whilo tt, area in pastures 
reducod by 27, nnd cultivated aora dropped by 37%. In 1973, 73% 

of the land in productiocn was dedtcated to pacturo. With the excep­

tion oi tki* Souttharn Pacific RPgion, the land dintribution in the 
Transition] Zc is bztter than in the other rcgimos, with 43% of 

the lvnid aiaa in la:ywj of lesm than 100 huctr:es. 

The North Pacific mros has experienced 
considor*,31 out-migration and low employvzert in recent years. The 

area has 65% of its land in productiou, th . i:ejwnt percentage in the 

fiva rygioaR, ilthovqb the majority is In )t *- nity beef produc­
tion. Thore i!3 littie new zle fox prcchiction in­land avsi!,i crop 
creases. These incrennes mtut cov-we frou th.,w88% of ths agricultural 
Itnd bane norx in pnnturoa or from Increjod productivity on existing 
crop 1nd. Thero evidenco that this i at an accel­it', tokiug place 
erating rato througlh increased planting of sorghtmi, cotton, rice, 
corn and bhanv. Land our.wrship is bighly conceatrated with only 23% 

of the nra. in fTrus of losa thmn 100 hectn.aSo The region produces 
48.1% of the couutry's boof, 39% of the rice, 28% of the corn, 27% 
of tkz h;innc; wad 22% of the atgar cane. 

Trh Southern Pcif.c Region has 35% of 
its lod nroa in production with t h4 possAbility of davloping still 
sort nciw 1'tndv. The rnte of increase for tbh are in production, 1% 
per year for 0,* totnl trea fro 1955 to 1973. tndicvton that the 
region i: till in thn procas of colonization. Tn 1973 there vere 

37% mord hetcares, in production thnn in 1963. Nvn though the area 
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in pt~~7'iiIby 66%, tkto cultivated area inc'raned byv 21% 
and rmvu c;vopa by 511. ?nr,,! of loss then 100 hzctaros airo 45% 
of the total1 Ln Oiiuz azmn, cozparvd to 23% it- tho Worth Pacific 
ragioeA. *ttkt c',15 1174 of the country's mirom, tfra i'rglon producev 
32.37, oi tio Lco2A'ie, 52A of the v-c* 35,4 crf th,; telw~ and 31% of 

Tain Atlantic L ~wInnu MR~z M.nlY 14% Of 

i~~ n rdutM~ Th.2are weire 13% les he"tn i in proiuctiori 
in 1973 t.kinn in 196;3. In th!2 aa period, "or wnt crop ores in­

creaiscc by 4'S. rnnnuel crop civa dropped, by 43%, mnd paituras droppapd 
by 8%..T~.o prodce~s 93.5% of the country'a cucuo, 65.5% of 
the Limcdv 20.81j, ol thr pihuntvin1, and 11.3% of thQ corn . Otl y 
27' of ti- 16n':1 h in faz (if lees than 1(PM) h)ctnrn. 

The_ Northern Ploi~n5 Rorsiam still lion 
cons id4 i l pot-intial *',.r eR.-ptuding the arma in production. Only 
32% Of th- 1nM'i AM' i i fta. E:xp.~nson of area in production 
was 1.4V4 of toltil &Grrpwr yovir htwven 1955 nnrd 1973 ahich Maswa thic 
the faint~s gviwiug~ of thT five~ regione. 11lvovy migraition brought 
mbout , 29% fqmpaitco~ -jl produlction &ro)a baz't .1963 nd 1973. Area 
In atu gnvw Uy 191, 'iram 1963 to 1973 xU~l mir&l davoted to por-
Manent '-opf. incroasod b-" 5,7. 'snwaal crops 6zpped kay 32% in the 
xnma p.oriod. With! 131A of t"-,- coittry'q land s~o tbo region pro­
ducer 13.8 oFh z.i) .ugnr vmn, 13,2% of zho a~,nd 15.7$ of the 
bars Th ry- )rcxnt of tha fxcmr; iia th-Iks rial hove les~s than 

1. nicturot!n f rat 

iRhz'ui p.~ipla on their local gov­
ornwntt I'Cantk) to pro.. , tkom with ,41 :Jr;vr of soeui~1arviC. 
They ungow~ty i~c~~x~c;tii.ncomoruxication iniis-9d nd 
ordeor to iocute) thiwT.iy inpuitn ond to marut i-K:orijttau. They mlso 
n~d *Lkct,,''c.'iy o .ar 1.1r, rvviron?.& ttmid o te~chxuify thoir 

Mant ~ tt ~ to prv..do thteir nz'oo -1 th h~:,w1-ti, oducntion, 

wi ch a . u o il I iYo In rurc1 oa~: 'T' COZR 'o long tairn 
concvrt for .i-vi vw&i~ i.eiin of I.tqi peopleci hn ''~i rkosixonible for tho) 

Sof r. b 4zi infraimtrictiur tkat '% th,, owvy of the Covitra1 

Amoicn qglni Tt:, CuU., c-'.' uc 

on tho PtnAi.ml borde r , r4 dt-ttc of 'L58i Vo in rcole~t 

http:PtnAi.ml
http:thiwT.iy
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condition, prokmbly the box,%. in Cifatrial Aiwr2.eo. thisFrct min 
arttgry, roado Joaot to oil provincial cjpjtfa1~ nmud 
ea.Ay of ths canton.
Thcre cm ptill largeo re of the n'ottry iii %,hich dav,01Gpment ig
btjiig himpe-od L-cvae of poor or nio accario i-idg These areas arecurmartly £aervicid air,by by z-ailroad, by riv-r or' by traila. 

Gther bsosic ~w~o~ great impor­tancco to theo rurz ! mr#.n 2m~ watisr, 0163-ticlty allc4 AG- typo of Sari­itary sox'vico. Of the 330,775 occupied husue. tu Costa Ric& when thle1973 c<3a~tt_-was~ tnien, 1.3% were obt?inPrg doh-.;'Etic wat.or from rirara,irrignUon ditches or rminvito~r ciatornu. In 22% of the hollsen
thea a no runing 'votor, Ini 33% there notu eloctricity and in11% thore were no snaitary fectiipn. rhase !1gure,5 sflami­aro notIng whii onp coiders thnt nnny of thes~e house? ore located in thooutlying Aregions of tb!* cotm~try. Compared to othr developing count­ries Costui Rice is very advmacc in the availability of basic serv-

According to t;hc 0iOCR?, 14% of tho
330,0W0 occupitci hout4e, 
 In Cnntn Rics v^.-d r~15lx. 337, need re­paira, 5% are1 ztar,.-ina1 14% 
 le-'%e ncartl flaorsi, 4% ihwei thatched roofsand 3% hnve pole %enllts. In goero1 L- mag~nal housing iste2.tt in 
renoto or 11tc 

In all. ri CoDs'r Picii ,ly 9-% of thepopialrntion over 10 yar-z old cannot reed1 or ri' .k. Thn pcent, ge in4% in tL\-, ,titzpr~ltsn airov but reinchos 19" irn n orthprn pla3ins

region. In 1(11-3 
 ic lovol of instruct~ot. !..- yearu; by1973 thAYP 1!.d rio to 5.7 yeii7 r. 'txmfI~rfloct the GOCRL's
corbitanf, sti' ori r..dtoc&tizcn. 

Pourgonrcy ti rsoxvicoE am~ locatedthrougbouL th. txuitry, with 
 ei dical attc Ltrcxd only a few minutes~ 

a f'3w hour.,'avin evan "In ronotozrex'as of thej cowicry. rMU aural 

ar 

Public RFinlt Sytay vwill ba poviding erclva, liaaltli servicen toall rurm1 in1l by 2.979. WcrontIon-1 fmcilition,are sal&o Wida­spre~d c~ad inclueo S~ports fh'ichi, librvrlop,, zovounity halls anid pa rk.9. From the pxr:1vato rnector la~rge ot , ozri!uaitioo have 

Thiiv nl,-o wide rarjge of gay­erinat irv~~V~~t ~o Pub]lic 'Worka,HoUL3.4Ing. nld urrtJu 
rr~~ 

. rej-ut ! ).,tj tuttons~ respon­sible~ Tor sind Ul i : -z4oYIonizatlon , cimt~ eoou, 

http:Aiwr2.eo
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4. Institutional Structure - Public 

In Costs Rice the moat serious organ­

izational and administrative problems for rural developuant result 

the entire public sector, not serely in thefrom conditions found in 
a p..oliferation of or­agricultural agencies. For oxample, there is 

ganizational units, and their relationships with one another often 

lack clarity iis to functions, requirod interactions and lines of 

authority.
 

The public sector is composed of th
 

central government and the autonomous (or decentralized) institutions.
 

The central government consists of the ministries, as well as other
 

The budgets of the ministries are approved by
constitutional bodies. 


the President of the Republic and enacted into law by the Legislative
 

personnel management are subjectAssembly; their budget execution and 

to procedures and controls described below. 

The autonomous institutions are beaded 

by boards of diractors, and in many of the more important ones the
 

board is appointed by the Council of Government (that is, by the
 

and includes no imbers who represent min-
President of the Republic) 

or other special agencies or interests. This system rather
istries 


effectively assures that coordination of effort cannot t* enforced
 
are adopt­at thl miaisterial level. The Agencies' oporating budgets 


ed by their boards with the approval by the Contralorls General, and,
 

in the case of investment or capital expenditures, by the Ministry
 

of Planning (OFIPLAN). most autononous agoncies are exempt from
 

many or il1 of the administrative requiremonts to which the ministries
 

are subject. 

The Kinistry of Agriculture (MAG) hms 

the major responsibility for agricultural tnd rural development.
 

These responsibilities include research, extension, plant 
and animal
 

sanitation, pest-control campaigns, regulatory activities, forestry
 

and conservation, irrigation and drainage, wildlife 
and fisheries,
 

parks, and the national weather service. Otber public agen­national 

cies, however, also share many of these rospo, ibilities with 

lines 

of authority and budgets stemning from tie Presidency rather 
than 

Ministry of Agricultura. The National Agricult'.lral Councilfrom the 
(CAN), responsible for overall coordination of rural sector develop­

was formerly composed of the heads of most of thement nctivities, 
the rural sectorministerial and autonomous agencies involved in 

(19 members) w1th the Minister of Agriculture as chairman. This un­
re­wieldy body bacnme an ineffective forum for discussion and was 


cently reduced to seven members from key agencies.
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The wv CAV iG chaired by the Minister 
of Agriculture and coniistm of himmelf wnd the: 

-Minister of Planning (OFIPRAN),
 
-Miniotor of Econoray, Industry and Comaree (1IC),
 
-Minister of the Pregidency (the First Vice-Preaidnt),
 
-Executive President of the National Production Council (CNP),
 
-President of the Central Bank, and the
 
-Executive President ol the Institute of Lond., and Colonization (ITCO).
 

This group meets at least once a month
 
to discuss and decide policy in tii agricultu".l sector. Given
 
their status and ability to comit their respoctivn inntitutions,
 
these decisions hecom' policy.
 

Mhuch of what CAN discusses are plans
 
for studies, rojects, and plans submitted by the Agricultural Sector
 
Planning Office (OPSt), a group of thirty technicians with special­
ties in planning, agricultural economics, agronomy, resources, metoor­
ology, statiatics, etc. This group is by thie Executive
 
Secretary of the CAN, .ho ii; directly responsible to the Minister 
of Agriculture. OPSA's workc cin b skilf-initistod or in reponsa 
to direct raqueits frvon thb CAN, Tha project plans submitted are 
complete tuplorP-ntntiou plana, witb b3ckground, analysis, resource 
roquirements, Institutional rv sponsibilittea, inputs, and budgets. 

If the CAtN nppovev a plan it is 
passed on to the Tochnicnl Coawittoeu for Agricu!"nturl Sector Planning 
(COTEPSA), and consisting 
of the heads of the planning deportments of each cector institution. 
COTEPSA impleninnts the plans fonrIated by 1Jvq OPSA and approved by 
the CAN. It defines technical _'*quiava ,ntn and assi-as responsibil­
ity, refines plvns and budgets, doaigniites wrorking groups, and sets 

projects in motion.
 

The system has txeen in full operation 
since Mid-1976, and already has achieved notable succiss with a 
coordinated cotton production project and sors san.lor research and 
survey activities.
 

The CAN is auppooed to function at 
the nagional level through CANcitos und.er the leadership of MAG's 
regional agricultural directors. Those CANr'tton have been as yet 
largely ineffecttve. d'ue to ; saries of caues. One ossential cAuse 
in thot only tim MNG has 1-7ily regionaliJz-d ojpezt.ons. The country 
is divideod into oigh+ agricilturul regions, nach with a Regional 
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by a director iresponsibleAgricultural Ceador (CAR) pri1 ided over 

to one of the ',/ie--Mlntters. All Minlstry oporttiono in a region 

are under the c,ntroi of ?he CAR diroctor. Mout of thm other inati­

tutionw have cr'ntr~ili dioopiiration:i, with Sha, offCo[iao Jo6 

A local-level 3enll-public institution 

in cer-aln i s the Cantonal AgrcultuAral Committee.existing 

Composed of co.,. ity meninbern concerned with agricultural developcmnt,
 

thest committees can be funded, according to the current law, out
 

of a specific tao on sugar ca;nu production in etch Cant6n (county).
 

The feN cantone5 wh )re these coiniittes work vigorously are, not
 

The committees
suprl5irgl.*, those vith v!igtificant "gigar productlon. 


closely with the !A arid other institutional
in tfeso areas work 


staffs to prfi!ote agriculture in their areas. Activities include
 

exper miantal rsrms, nursicrim, demonstratio, project-J, agricultural
 

scholarshl.ps, and fish ponds. 

Those committes rar. permitted by law 

to rece.ilvo ,t.d dinl-rio tunds from private v,nd nublic sources,
 

natlonn7 nnd iitorntional, and to sell th. products of their activ­

itis to i't)ance optri.,ti ons, 'fby could he usod as n weafl for
 

plann n and !Impl m:-itimrg locai-olIvol projects­

the inistor of Agr'culture is asisted 

by thre .Vc-.t,utsior i The Vico-.,;lnIstor for oporiition? super-

Vise.; the .vipw.1 Qegic-SItn Vlrrctors through .4.,hw .e $AG is now try­

ing to (to I rl . !U.tt; ,or.u tlons. The techn ca,3 Vice-Hinistor
 

suporvi a ;i" ThP ox 'di-ctortstes end other c ,n.al office units
 

with difae;r:( degroes, of dient respoTnslbility xor field services.
 

The nowly : ted V.ce-inistez of Natural R-souircers is expected
 

to diirtlv: 'il.-chn!cal areaz ilnvolv.n renewable 
 and non­,iirocion) 


reneabl(- n t .ir-aI rosourc,-s.
 

The ngency x ith broadsi3t responsibil­

ii':iond an-iCVmarketing of agricultural productsity bir :s ii 


(CNP), an autonomous insti­is thIe Con:;cjo Nrc:onal dze Producc i6n 

tution. CNi buys basic grnins and som.- other products from producers, 
- V,)pNs then, nnc sells them at aholesole. It alsoprocaoaem 2nd 


sell:, thz ,o 1th rt'nge ,51 other i;taplea; mt 1r.taill through
m, .v1', ! 
It steo support prices forna exiou-,i dI', n oi ;lei outlos, 

the:. :o; -irr'Qc out'Ir on'odictci, Wut. re' tOl (nud indirectly wholonqla) 

pric .[i .r* ';0: ',y th.,ini.try of Economy (MIC). Thorm is consul­

taLiou O-t " il .'agencle-_ for this purpo,;e, but coordination is 

not su; c lost: .:. , dstrnble. 

Costa Ric.i ha!i ;'signed its programs 

the InrutitutO deof ru--' I rs<vt.I(:mrt and land distr butloy to 

Tior:i-as k Colon-....'ci6n (ITCO), an autonomnos a.ency. In recent years 

http:scholarshl.ps
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itos main gctlitlosI have booin tho grzaiting of~ titles to land occupied 
by aqvzttoro o;,, c.thOur 1;%.blic: or privazt, proportyt and tMo orgfaniiing 
or Itr b-aofcaro In:o omroe counitt~srfzr o~r other noscitive 

dazn t z I ~a tu CIprtr ',obltewwsof Cost % Rica~ but aitho r hR~ I t INion 
finalncod on U~ scnlo WhIch tould allow it to do ro. 

Ganoral 1:uerh i4nanking Costs 
Ricai io ~(lyono tiougt ovrrreY-lna~o e (autonomous) in­
stitut ions , group d in the NTtlonul Banking !ystera (SEWN) under tlhe 
geniral con .ioll and diectien. of the Contri BRzuk. Th'le four banks 
in tew, S!"2 i:' prcvld, credlxt to agricultur-. Thze Inlgest hank in 
thIS grou1.p , I (IfIS the Onte W~it b thte grell t:-rt proportion of it s 
portfo 'I , in rcitullonns -1., the Bionco ~N Ciona! tie Costu RJCft 
(MMc~) puhY:Ic so-7tor alfio includc; tho Bnnco Popular y Desy­
rrol J.o vou~.~ gots of Its cnpiLal a pa~yroll to*;,hclh much thrcugh 
and Is w'. prr3.noyt Internstod In expanding, its ].onding to farmers. 
Prival 'o fininc!,il1 .nititutlons (mnown z5 fiuanciarzi mtther than 
bsankn) itre zro~tricto,- frow accepting dentand deosits and their re­
sourcg lo,.- pio-lciing iagricxjlturnl credit nrj rhorefore limitn~d. 

Thoc Costoi Ricin 1kveloprant Corpora­
t ion ((fA) .u routed . for-ter notlovin I tcnnoiaic davolopmont 
by o~ii)ppcrt~; ;:ivn Vi io hro.agh lc und equity ivosit­
ime nta . 11 !tIn2ryr poioi cr:ntext bijccuae it is the 
only putbitc i'gonry ~ cr invent in &;-cc-irndustr.al ontorprisos. 
COOE3A w',:; intuncod t,-, 71Vv~y a "mlxsd" {o-thirdsftri front the 
public ~i:~o.no-third pi'vtu n&;i but to drmte slrfont 
no privnie rJ: hat, Wr_,n Ir;LstoA ;n It. I 'in thsrefore admirii2>­
tered ! t, if it an Oh.uI lnstIOtAilon ot the government. 

Anot.~ autosrncinp iwniltut ion, thN) 
Inastitut-.ii 1cc(on-,u1 d -l Fowrico Cociperii'tivo ,jAN,-r7COOP', is respaosibl.e 
for prornotluk< ths, co'operative, rroveraant, givi-ng advice snd guidance 
to cooperuativ ?;, Fmr.I chinni~ling credlit to thktim. However, the legal 
function of .egls~tering coo! eratives ad Frantinag olfic1.nl recogaA­
tion Is p-!rfoTnF.1 hy the fitnistry' ot Labor. 

Thn 'ni~b1 1c !jcctir li-cludots n graup 
of inv~t'tut~ori coyneiyrnrld with tilc productirn a-nd iwnrkotinw of partic­
ular export cropa. The'no 11gncina nro administored Jointly by the 
governrwnt vnu prvnt: oocitor rPnd nre fitincsdrit leotst pznrtinlly by 
tftxas oil le respertive products, -qhlch a'cr. coffe,! nutar on11 r~i3a, 
t o bOCAcc -1!hbe f 

T!L-o piub) ir :-cLr so .ncltidet- 3i 
grent numnbe.. of commflissionls, councils C( U c coii!ctive notional 
entitlen which hav2 functiona relatcd to xiudu-i velopwint. 
Sope of thos- tAo)fies wore createdi by law nn'-J r.^ heve d-nfinito finan­

http:olfic1.nl
http:Inastitut-.ii
http:cc-irndustr.al
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cial support and a stable institutional character. Many, however,
 
were established less formally, by exccutive decree or administra­
tive order, and have no separate budgets. Typically their assigned
 
functions are planning, programming, the interchange of information,
 
and "coordination". o t of them do not have functions of execution
 
and they seldom have power to issue kinding orders or instructions.
 
Boards and councils are also numerous at the reginal and local
 
levels.
 

5. Institutional Structure - Private
 

The privatejnstitutlonal structure is 
dominated by autonomous government or quasi-government organizations. 
Many of these organizations act as private agencies while others are 
jointly managed by the public and private sector, for example. 
SBN is fully a public sector, for example, while CODESA is intended 
to have mixed capital between the public and private sectors. Agencies 
Vpecialized by ccxmodities such as coffee, sugar, tobacco and bananas
 
also have strony private sector participation.
 

The Costa Rican Association of Food
 
Industries (AC.lA) was o-ganized in 1973 through the initiative of 
members of the Chamber of Industry and the Director of the Univer­
sity's Food Technology Laboratory (CITA). As of February 1975, soml 
fifty seven food processing enterprises (the most economically impor­
tant)made up ACIA s membership. It displays both an acute awareness
 
of the problems facing the food industry as a whole and, more espe­
cially, a pragmatic approach in seeking to provide corrective action
 
and solution.
 

Private en~erprisa plays a major role
 
in agricultural development. Major investments have been made by
 
outside privatc enterprise such as United Brands, Standard Brands,
 
Scott Paper and numerous other large firms Lo promote production and
 
marketing of export crops and products for internal consumption.
 
Numerous snvall firms have been started in food processing, transport,
 
miscellaneous processing of agricultural products, fishing, ornamen­
tal plant, flower and seed production and similar enterprises. Some
 
joint venture operations between public and private enterprise have
 
also begun. The private sector thus is playing a major role in agri­
cultural development.
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B. Production and Marketing Situation
 

I. Basic Grains I/
 

Basic Grains in Costs Rica are dWfined
 

as rice, corn, beans, and sorghum. In 1975/76 nearly 200.000 Has.
 

were planted In these four crops, up one third over the l;O.000 Has.
 

planted in the same cropsin 1973.
 

a. Rice production has risen
 

dramatically in recent years. In 1973, average yields of 1,588 kg/Ha
 

on 65,000 Has. provided 103,220,000 kgs, more than sufficient to meet
 

internal demanded estimated at 47.7 kg. per capita. In 1975/76 area
 
planted was 87,100 Has., yields were down slightly to 1,403 kg/Ha.,
 
and total production at 122.2 million kg.
 

More than three-quarters of the
 

rice grown in 1973 was produced on farms of 50 Has. or more. Yields
 

on larger farms averaged significantly higher than they did on small
 

and medium farms with yields on farms of 50 Has. or more approximately
 

50% than for farms of 10-50 Has. and 80% higher than for farms of
 
less than 10 Has. The record 1975/76 crop left approximately
 
25.000 M.T. available for export.
 

b. Corn is an importan basic food
 

crop with annual per capita consumption estimated at 27.3 Kg. Only
 

about sixty percent enters commercial channels with the balance con­
sumed on the farm or utilized for seed. In 1973 about two-thirds of
 

the acreage and production of corn was on small and medium farms
 
(less than 50 Has.). Yields were extremely low averaging about
 

1,010 Kj/Ha. (16.1 bushels per acre) for all farm size. Only on very
 

large farms (over 2,000 Has.) were yields significantly higher,
 
almost two and one-half times the national average. Total plantings
 
were 51,900 Has., and production 52.5 million Kg.
 

In 1975/76 yields were up to
 

1,415 Ky/Ha., area planted to 64,800 Has., and total production to
 

91.7 million Kg. This still didn't meet national consumption
 
(6.2 million Kg. were imported) requirements, and important and
 

increasing share of which gods ijto animal feeds.
 

1/ 1973 production estimates from 1973 Ajricultural Census. 1975/76
 
estimates from The Central American Basic Food Grains Situation,
 

AID/ROCAP Guatemala, January, 1977
 
Per capita consumption from C~spedes, Victor Hugo, Co Rica:
 

Djs ribJu .. y El
de Ingresos Consumo de Algunos Alimentos,
 
San Jos6, 1973
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The Ministry of Agriculture and 

Livestock (MAG) recommends two improved hybrid corn varieties, which
 

are utilized on only about five percent of the total acreage planted,
 

Improved open pollinated varieties have not been adapted to the wide
 
range of soil and climate areas and little fertilizer Is used on corn
 
It Is often grown as a follow-on crop in a rotation, interplanted
 
with beans or other crops or grown as a catch-crop on poor land
 

areas of small and medium farms. About 60% is grown during the
 
"Winter" season (June-September) and the rest during the "Summer".
 

c. Bean production is largely car­

ried out on small and medium farms with 70% of the production in 
1973 on farms of less than 50 Has. Per capita consumption is about 
25.9 Ky/year and more than forty percent of the total production is 
consumed on the farm by producers. Most beans are interplanted with 
corn, potatoes or other crops. Yields are extremely low with 
slfgnificant difference between small, medium and large farms. The 

average yiel4 in 1973 was only 414 Kg./Ha. (less than 6.6 bushels/ 

acre). Area planted was 26,680 Has. Total production was 11.0 million 
Kg. 

In 1975/76, yields had risen 

slightly to 456 Ky/ha., area planted to 35,500 Has., and total 

production 16.2 million kg. Imports were 13.9 million kg., or 46% of 
total consumption.
 

New varieties have not been widely 

adapted to the different soil and climate areas suitable for bean pro­
duction and this fact is often blamed for the extremelylow yields. In 

addition to the need for better varieties, however, the availability of 
virus-free seed of the varieties now in use could give twenty-five to 

forty percent greater production on the same area and with the same 
practices. 

In Costa Rica as in many other
 

countries in Latin America, more adaptive research is needed on the
 

interplanting of the important food crops. A large proportion of the
 

corn and beans grown in Costa Rica are interplanted with each other
 

and with other crops. Little information is available concerning the
 

effect of this practice in the different soil and climate areas.
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d. Sorghum production is relatively
 
new to Costa Ric.. 7.7 million k9. were produced on 3,752 Has. in 
1973, mainly on livestock farms in the Pacific Coast region. The 
avercge yields of over 2,000 kg/ha. wore nearly double that of corn, 
though using oquivalent technology the two crops yield about equally. 
In 1975/76 area planted had -Isen to 10,800 Hs;., average yields had
 
dropped to 1,480 Kg/Ha., and total production was up to 19.8 million
 
kg. 2.3 million kq. wcre exported. Nearly ill sorghum Is used for
 
animal feed.
 

In an effort to reduce the growing
 
deficits of corn, beans and sorghum the government has initiated a Na­
tional Program for Basic Grains. The objective Is to become self­
sufficient in these crops by 1978. This program attempts to focus on
 
the availablilty of creoit, technical assistance, support prices and
 
infrastructura; improvements In selected areas to encourage the in­
creased production of the desired cormditles adapted to that area.
 
Bean and corn producti6n Increased by 61 and 71 percent respectively
 
In 1975 over 1974 which may Indicate some early progress toward the 
desired objectives. Production will have to continue increasing In 
order to keep pace with the growing demznd. Rici production reached 
domestic demand levels in 1973 and is expected to continue to exceed 
demand beyond 1985. Bean consumption still exceeds production. Def­
icits have var!ed widely each year but in general have been declining, 
With the exception of one y/ar, total corn production has decreased 
every year from, 1967 to 1974, while domostic consumption has grown 
rapidly. The annual deficit has Increased until It Is nearly fifty 
percent of yearly consumption. The following indicates the projected 
domestic demand for 1980 and 1985 compared to actual consumption in 
1974. I/ 

Projected Demand of Basic Grains
 

Actua I P__'oected 

TPMetric Tons) 

Rice 69,682 82,700 95,800
 
Corn 147,181 179,700 212,900
 
Beans 31,580 37,700 43,900
 
Sorghum 17,935 28,00 41,800
 

I/ M.J. Lord- "Market Trends and Prospects of Agricultural Commodities"
 
IDB/IBRD/AID Agr. Sector Survey - Draft-Oct. 1976
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If groin productiou is to roach these
 
amounts for the 1980-1985 period it will require an oversge annual
 
increase in output of 13.6 porcent 
 for corn, 6.9 percent for heaans 
and 8.3 percent for sorghum. Rico has reached salf-aufficioncy levels 
and is onxctod to contin m to oxceed dez~nd. 

The domestic demand for b!sic grains

has grown fairly rapidly. Sinco 1960 the dempnd for corn has in­
creased at an verage annual rate of 8.2 percent, for Loans 4.4 per­
cent and for rice 3.4 percent. Only rice production has increased 
sufficiently to ,et tho growing demand. 

The marketing of basic grains is regu­
lated by "he National Production Council (CHP), a public entity.
 
Through the CPiP the governmnt attempts to stabilize producer prices 
iand atimulrte production by mmintaining mininum prices. In order to 
stimulato oIutpu,. lhboCNP purchames directly from producers whia farm 
prices fall beiomi support lavel and sells either to wholesalers, or 
directly to co-nsurorL. QAi the consumption sido tho ClIP cooperates 
with Hini3try of %conony in setting ceiling retail pricos for grains. 

When domastic production falls short 
of demand th CNTP can import to mmintain douitic prices. When it 
excess, they (-an export the surplus. most of the CiP's effortn or* 
devoted to direct intervention in the grrina "rket. Regulatory and 
service functions -- grain inspection ond gradivqi, reoarch and edu­
cation, merkML new -- are loew well-derolovd o.r non-existent. 

it is difficult to ibtermine whether 
the increaes in CNP support prices have been dirwoctly passed along 
to farzorr, or whethr the price oupport prograw Iwo roduced sea­
sonal price fluctuations for the formers. Thv recent increases in 
rice production (and reduced rice Imports) would imply n positive 
responno to highor price supports. Growing importa of corn and boans 
despite higher support prices, however, indicato that these crops 
have not responded sufficiently. This contradiction may be explained 
by factora other than prices. Corn and beans are largely amall and 
medium-farmer crops grown wit?, low levels of technology and produc­
tion is often bssed on family food requireento rmther than price. 

The attuation tht exists ith respect 
to schievlng and maintaining solf-sufficiency in beic grains carries 
uomi important implicntions for agricultural policy makers. In de­
voloping production targoto and planning future progrems the following 
thould be considorecd: 

The rapid increase in rico production 
probably re:ult! from the fact tbit three-fourths of the production 
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is on larger fams utilizing relatively high levela of technology, 
and that high support prices have been sufficiont to subsidize the 
clearing and developwnt of new rice land thereby increasing rice 

acreage. Such subsidies are often justified in order to achieve self­
sufficiency or to bring noew land into production. One production 

fulfills demand, however, the subsidy can no longer be justified 
unless this surplus rice can be disposed of on the world 

Darket at a price equal to or above the doestic price. An additional 
factor of key importance to Costa Rica in the kind of technology 

being used to achieve the present production. Large farm production 

of rice usually requires much higher levels of machinery use and 

greater consumption of petroleum producta. Both machinery and patro­
leum have high foreign exchange costs. Small and medium farmers can 
be am efficient rice producers as larger farmers using less machinery 

and less petroleum. It ts likely that much of the rice production 

could be shifted over time to small and medium farmers at lower 

prices, while MwintainlUng self-sufficiency and avoiding large sur­
pluses.
 

Increased bean production, sufficient 

to mt domestic demand over time, will likely require increased 

plantings, improved varieties adapted to the different production 

areas and the careful control of bean viruses. Bean viruses are 

transmitted through the seed. Virus-free s"ed could result in 

a twoenty-five to forty percent increase in production with present 

varieties. Improved varietios (also virus-free) could further in­

crease yields per acre. The higher yields resulting from better, 

disease-free bean varieties, with little or no addition to produc­

tion costs, would probably make beans sufficiently profitable to 

stimulate significant increases in plantings perhaps at s lower price 

to the consumer. Improvemnts in on-fan drying and storage could 

also increase the quantity and quality of beans marketed. There are 

wide differences by region but some areas estimate storage losses as 

high as 20-25% of production. 

Increasing the production of corn suf­

ficient to meet groving demand will be extremely difficult. Costa 

Rica does not have any soil and climate areas particularly suited to 

corn production. kost aros whore corn grows reasonably well have 

distinct comparative advantages for other crops and commodities. 

Consideration should be given to stimulating the production and export 

of commodities for which Costs Rica has a comparative advantage
 

so that sufficient foreign exchange will be generated to purchase
 

corn requirements on the open world market. Small farmers should 

not be discouraged from producing corn for their own consumption
 

where this is economically feasible. Now varieties (especially open­

pollinated varieties for small farmer use) should be adapted to the
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variou producilon zeoms to Incrase as much as Psaible the yields
 
of those f2o'r.r continuing to grov corn. 

Borg hu Protht.ou can oubstitute for 
corn to a gr',t oxteta in livonLock zeons. thtch of the dry Pacific 
&one is cutted to cor:th= production. It Ji imliknly, howiver, that 
sorghur. 2nd corn will be able to ;wet the fed concentrates rquire­
ment, fo- 3ve,,ttcjk eon:" the next ton yomrs. Given the natural ad­
vantegesn thAt Costa Rica ham for the production of vilk and milk 
products t. is nnticipated that the demand for feed corcentretes 
will require dtrminfat&Mdf the feasibility of d<,tvolc)ing other 
sources of feod concnotrate3 (such an citrtui pulp, pejibaye, etc.) 
more suited to tropicsl production. 

2. Fruits and Vegetablon 

The wide range of goil and climate 
give Costa Rics n coupotrtive advantage for the production of many 
fruita and vegetmblos. Production of these commdities for the do­
mestic markot is in the hands of thouaand of small and mdium farm­
era concentrmted in the central plat'uau naar San Jos4. Produc­
tion and @a4rkoting ixoclmology varion, but the general level of pro­
duction knx-hc;hIn fairly high for moat crops. Prices and avails­
bility in t- : :olokutplnco shc,14 wide seasonal fluctuntions. Compared 
to othr dovoloping countrien, thb2 efficiency of the marketing system 
i falrly high. Studios indicte that farmrs rem ive more than 
forty porcent of the retail price on some of thb p.oducts studied. 1/ 
However. viarket lossea to tNj consumer iv tao,-.- of quality of spoil­
age Mrv quxtta higb. and this r-aults in high pricon paid for the ed­
ible portion in molt crises. The system is especially inefficient in 
dealing with rnw products and/or ne production noaw. 

Ouly recently haa zeriouB attention 
been given to the production and packing of fr-uits and vegetables for 
the export market. TlvL price and quality of cans makes canning of 
most products uneconoiicsl.,, bt freezing appenara to be coupetitivo. 
Although producti;7 for erport of mnny crops ia rimky and markets way 
be limited initially, tht possibility of developaubn iz hais area
 
should be givon .orloua study and considertton. Costa Rica has soil
 
and climate a a£ oxtre!y favorable to th" production of cole crops
 
(broccoli, caulifl(Avor, crbt, otc.), beets, carrots, tomatoes,
 
peppern, okra ,nd stnap tons It mny also have
 
arems well suited to aaparegus and artirhokos. Fruits that offer
 
posalbllitles for cdFvnlop-n_ nt am citrun, peJllw" (pauch palm),
 
avocado, mango, pnpyn, pineapple, guavv, watermn3lo. and guanabana
 
(mnons) ?/ Pi-alt p:-oduction is presently ac&,ttrod and at moft or
 

-/ Clnudio nz.,lvz 7,, Sduario Lizono F., R.C. Vogel - "The Marketing 
of tigrto'3lturai iPIroductr in Costa Rica", prepared for AID by MASMA, CA. 
Field Pro.:.'- n and Jnst:utq of Fconomic Investigations, Univ. of Costa 
R anA 8 ,n6trC u, Jos u"n 1'9d "Ity 

2/ Banan. ud plntm n are dlcused sparatly . 

http:Protht.ou
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less backyard production level. There are few orchards of com­
mercial fruit plmntings although the increasing number o plantings 
of oranges and papaya indicate a move in that direction. Soue sart 
properly developed, could provide sufficient fruit production to
 
support a wide range of processing enterprises. Many of the item 
that could be produced such as fruit juices, pastes, nectares, canned 
fruit and fruit cocktail are currently in demand In the world mrket. 
It is unlikely that Coats Rice holds sufficient competitive advantages
 
to profitably develop fresh fruit and vegetable exports. Much can be
 
done, however, to expand the limited domestic morket for these pro­

ducts.
 

Fruit and vegetable production is the 
kind.of labcr.. ntonsive,. high income producing enterprise that-is 
partioularly au .ted to the small and medium farmr. In most cases 

these crops are also well suited to the rainfall patterns, soil types 
and steep slopes that exists on so many of the farms in Costa Rica.
 
In addition, the agro-industrial enterprises associated with fruit
 
and vegetable processing and marketing are labor intensive and have 
high net foreign exchange earnings.
 

3. Bananas and Plantains
 

Bananas rank with coffee at the top of 
the list of agricultural exports from Costa Rica. Production is con­
centrated in two areas: the Atlantic near Lim6n and the Pacific near 
Oolfito. Plantains are grown in the same zonas as bananas. In total, 
almost seven percent of the national area in annual and perennial 

crops is planted to bananas and plantains. Bananas are produced 
primarily for export. About 96 percent of the production is from 
larger farms using very high levels of technology and labor. Plantain 
production has been more widely dispersed among a greater number of 
small and medium farmers. Recent increases in plantain exports, espe­
cially to the United States and Europe, bs tended to encourage in­
creased production by larger growers as exporters prefer to buy higher
 
quality fruit produced under higher levels of technology.
 

The export marketing of bananas and 
plantains utilizes the highest levels of technology. Domestic market­
ing, however, leaves a lot to be desired, perhaps because lower qual­
ity fruit sometimes is used to fulfill domestic demand. (This in not
 
an unacceptable practice but internal marketing "eds to be improved).
 
The limits on export demand and Costa Rice's ability to compete in the
 
international market are the only practioal limits to the increased
 
production of bananas and plantains.
 

4. Root Crops
 

The most important root crops grown in
 

Costa Rica are potatoes and cassava. Potatoes are grown principally
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in t1" contral platoiu re"Korn. Prodtiotion tis in the hands of only 

about ono thouf;( :jd (nruwrw and ovenly uintributed 2m; ansal, wdtum 

and lmrrv prcut:',rv. Ylirldo cm wtreroly with littio diffstAncer low 

in reletion to fiWvn , iz,. 'rho nverags yiold in 1973 war only about 

ten ritr-ic ton,4 p4 "rhctare. Insect and dlaenre pmrhlaMa are the 

principal ronsons for. the low yields. Better vviriottes und the use 

of higher jzivels of technology could incroase y'ieldo sgnificantly. 

Cassava is prodcitcd on three times as 

many farm w& ar pota,.ces, Productiou is much moe cuttered and 

yields relati'vo to potential are oven loser than potatcos. E ghty 

percent of the cassava is produced on small and mwdiwi farms and al­

most ton percent of the total production is consumad on tha farm. 

The uirketing of potetoo and cassava 

is quitoi d ferornt. Potiito producers are relatively specialized and 

concentrated in two srsll sroac geograpbically. Itoat sell to whole­

aclers and truckors rati :er thon dirmctly to retilora. oat of the 

potatoor, wwhd and raded bofore xeachiug the retiler. The 

cassava r,,arYting aysto. is not ,ell developrd. Almost ninoty per­

cent of teo producers cail their imgfraded produco dirtctly to tb% 

ratailor or coium,:. Cassiava production ij moro ovenly distrib­

uted throughout tw yoBr thnn potato productians; thus thare is much 

less onnonal prict) fluctuaLlon. 

Sveral other root crops are produced 

in loeer znnountH, .13 oet potstotss, fii, yautiac tuld sUainge are tbhe 
more co(n on of th, tfe&xt produced oy an farmerszri. are cId madium 

as oal.-ui'ciency crcpt with the nurplus warkotV.d. Thore are a 
few co-irciai. plmntings. Tho or throe of theae producis have market 

demandi; in PuLc.rto Rico tnd tho U.S. thrt ara aot being fulfilled and 

may offtor' limitod opportunity for" de01iopuenr o3 WsRll farmer pr-oduc-' 

tion for export through oxisting export chtanno&.r;. 

5. Industrial Crops 

Indus tril cops, as used here, me a 

loosely defined group of cropa that generally roquirs conaidorable 

processing |Y forv being exported or beforo entering the domestic 

wholeamlo ma rkot. 

a. Coffeo
 

Coffee hn .long been considered 

Costa Rica'1 most important agricultural product. Although bananas 

surpassed coffee in export earnings in 1975,the ivmortance of coffee 

on a small and medim former crop has not dinxls.,. in 1973 more 
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than sixty-five percent of the coffee was produced on farms of loss 
than fifty hectares. Approximately seventeen percent of the total 
area under cultivation in Coats Rica is devoted to coffee. A vide 
range of varieties ore grown and production is widely dispersed within 
the areas suitable for coffee growing. Coffee's relative contribu­
tion to the total output of the agricultural sector declined steadi­
ly in the 1960's as the average annual growth rate of coffee was much 
lower than the growth rate of the sector as a whole. The relatively 
slow growth in coffee production cnn probably be attributed to the 
sluggish world market for coffee between 190-1974 and the fact that 
government policies during that period did not encourage the expan­
.so~nf plantings. Durng ,this same period, domestic .consuuption in­
creased at more than double the rate of coffee exports. 

Control of coffee exports and 
the allocation of supplies between the domestic and exports markets 
is in the hands of the Oficina del Caf6 (Office of Coffee). Alloca­
tions are made on the basis of anticipated harvest and domestic 
n"eed. This office also sets advance payments to producers, regu­
lates exports, strongly influences domestic prices and, when annual 
coffee transactions are completed, determines the actual price to be 
paid to producers for that year. 

The market prospects for coffee
 
in Costa Rica appear favorable in the short-term but much less favor­
able over the medium-term. When Brazil resumen its normal level 
of output the world situation will likely return to the production­
consumption balance that existed prior to the Brazilian coffee frse=e 
at much lover than present prices. Increasing internal demand 
is also likely to cut down on future exportable surpluses and 
consequent foreign exchange earnings : e.g., per capita consumption 
rose from 3.0 kilograms in 1960 to 5.0 kilograms in 1974. This is 
projected to reach 7.0 Xg. in 1980 and 8.4 Kg. in 1985 or 17 percent 
and 23.7 percent respectively of total prodxwtion.This will 

result in a decline in supplies available for export from 86,100 
metric tons in 1973/74 to 75,900 metric tons In 1979/80 and 70,900 
metric tons in 1984/85. 

The recent outbreak of coffee 
rust in Nicaragua may have disastrous effects on coffee production 
throughout Central America in the next few years. Though Costa Rica 
is better-equipped to combat Roys than the other Central American 
republics, the consequences for the national economy as a whole and 
the rural economy in particular can be grave. 

b. Sugar
 

Sugar cane is grown on approx­
imately eight percent of the crop land in the country. Almost three­
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quartera of tho total production is from largor fArm (over 50 HBO.). 

These larger producers use high levels of technology and receive ap­

proximately fifty percent higher yieldo then amall and medium farmers. 

Improved varieties have boon introduced and better cutting and trans­

portation practices are being used, but poor cultural prsctic,s still 

prevail and yields are not as high as they could be. 

The volume of suger production 

in Costa Rica has nearly trebled since 1960, equivalent to an aver­

age annual growth rate of 8.0 percent. The rate of growth averaged 

about ten percent in the sixties but declined in the 1972/74 period 
to only 4.9 percent. 

The production and marketing of 

sugar ia regulated by the Liga Agrcola Industrial do la C.ia de Azd­

car, a public institution. The League fixes production quotas, deter­

mines the level of advance paymonts to be made to producers by the 

mills, and nt the end of the season, calculates returns fro domestic 

and export snlo, subtracts cots and prorates the met-returns between 

the mills and the producers. There are no major problems with the 

physical narketing of sugsr and eugar products. Good coordination 

exists batreen the difforent entities in the production/marketing 

chain. Governnent pricing policies have created some problems, how­

ever. Prices are rogulatod by the Sugar Leagm. Tho price receivad 

by sugar cane producers in strongly influenced by the domestic price 

level. ioe-ntic consuaption hms ranged from 40 to 60 percent of pro­

duction for tho lost fifton years. A problem aries because the 

Ministry of Economy, Industry and Comiaorco (WiIC) ban kept the domes­

tic retail price of sugar constant and well below world market
 
and indus­prices. This has encouraged douentic conna"'Ion (home 


trial consurption) which has increased from 33 kilograms per capita
 

in 1963 to 52.2 kilograws per capita in 1974. The higher proportion
 
producer
of production going into the domestic uarkat han !eant lower 

prices and tho net result may have been to diocourage sugar produc­

tion. 

Another problem of the sugar 

industry is the maldistribution of mill capacity in relation to cant 

production. In recent year3 this has contributed to the underutilizatign 
aof one-third of the installed mill capacity. In soma areas where 

high percentage of mill capacity is not utilized the high unit cost 

of operation may force aom3 mills to discontinue operations If sugar 

prices continue to decline. 

Sugar exports have been almost 

entirely to the U.S. market. By the end of the U.S. Sugar Act in 

1974 Costa Rica's quota was more than 100,000 metric tons. 
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It is anticipated that the U.S.
 
will continue to be Cota Rica's principal sugar market even in a 
free market situation because of locational ad vantage. Estimates are 
that production will rise to about 255,000 netric ton. by 1979/80 and 
remain at this level through 1984/85. This would ba equal to about
 
HO percent of the present mill proce:;sing cspcity. if domestic 
consumpt ion continucn to increased in line with past growth patterns 
this s4.,,d w'an1 thait supplies available for export would increase to 
105,() metric tons by 198i0 and decline to '13,000 . tric tons by 1985. 

c. Cacao 

Cacao is Costa P.ca's fifth
 
largest ngricult.irnl export comaodity. Thi- many cacao plantations 
esqtablished in l,lm6n province in the 1930's started to decline in 
importance in 1960 when world cacao prices bagnn to fall and bananas 
became a mory profitable enterprise. During the 1960's output de­
clined at a rnte ol 2.0 percent per year. In 1970 a hurricane severe­
ly (tmaged (,cao trees in the Atlantic Coast zone (where 85 percent 
of the production is located) and output dropped by more than half. 
Since then tmere hns been only moderate recovery in output. In the 
face of a .oinvtirxs widely fluctuating world market price, renovation 
of the daim-iei1 plantations appeirecd less attractive an investment 
than alternative opportunittea such as hananas and plantains. The 
long-term delI tnc in cacao production has 1acen entirely due to re­
diction' In nr,.a pianted. Average yields have remained at the ex­
tremely 1mw level of .28 metric tons per hectar. lx,,q yields are 
attri brtte to three flzctorix. In the Atla.tic Coast Zone where most 
production ,:ceirs aboutl seventy percent of the growers have less than 
fourteen h. tLnres of land and operate at very lcw levels of technol­
ogy. S2econ(lIv, oiwt of the growers in this area lease their land 
with a prior r,,otice of cancellrition ol three months. Although nurny 
of theso r'enLers have recently been given 'he option to purchase, 
thero 1-;no long-term credit available. Under such an arrangen~it 
t.here is I ttl. incentive to make the investment necensary to increase 
yIelIds. Thirdly, because of the landholding situation and the. insta­
bility of cacao prices there has been little credit extended by banks 
to cacao producers. I/ 

The medium-term prospects for 
cacao I., C'osta Rica fire difficult to assess. i,'ull recovery from the 
hurricaPne ,iamal, should occur in the latter 1970's for those plants­
tions that have not been abandoned. Even !hough most producers on 
leae(id land n% have the option to buy, t!e paucity of long-term credit 
for land iirchase and plantation renovation nill limitt production 

,, Cacao, has the hi;hest index of export price fluctuations among 
Latin A, ortica's primary commodity exports. 
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increases. Also, recent high prices on the world market are expected 
to result in reduced demand an well as in increased plantings in 
other producing countries and lower world prices for the 1980-"5 
period and beyond. 

d. Tobacco 

Costa Rica is basically self­
sufficient in tobacco production and proceshing. Limited quantities 

of cigarettes (mostly U.S.) and some aromatic leaf tobaccos are im­
ported. Also, relatively small amounts of elaborsatd tobacco are ex­

ported from time to tim. 

Most of the tobacco production 

is limited to selected areas to the southeast and mouthwest of San 
Jacd. Two-thirds of the tobacco production is on farms of less than 
20 hectares. All production is done on contract with a selected
 
group of farmers using high levels of technology under close super­

vision.
 

Production is limited each year 
to the anticipated demand. Quotas are established by the Tobacco 

Board (Junta do Defense del Tabaco), an autonomous entity which in­
clude. representntives from various central governmant entities and 
from the private sector. Prices paid to fnrmerz aro established by 
the CNP, based upon recommendations by the Junta. 

Two tobacco companima control the 
market and neither predominates. Although the vmlu of tobacco market­

ed has increased from 8.2 million current colonzo in 1968 to an esti­
mated 40.1 million current colones in 1974, tti. increase is more rep­
resentative of inflation than of reol growth of tht industry. Most 

of the real increase has boon due to population growth. 

Costa Rica does not have an ap­
parent competitiv, 'vantage for tobacco over other Central American 
countries. Neither i there great potential for competing in the 
world market. It is generally agreed, therefore, that the future 
growth of the tobacco industry will very closely parallel the popula­
tion increase. 

e. Edible OIls 

Much of the edible oil consumd 
in Costs Rica is imported oither as oil or oil seedx, and balanced 
by a roughly equivalent export of African paln oil produced in the 
coastal regions. Actual production, mostly by large companies using 

fairly high levels of technology, is reported being about 60 million
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of which more than two-thirds &re still in the virgin state. Those
 
forest sources, iowevar, are being diminished at an estimoted
 
rate of 140-60.000 hoctares per yenar.
 

Some of the deforestation is related 

to commarcial locng arnd to the %'ood products and lumber Industries. 
The main cause, however, is the expansion of qrazing lands, and 
the pressure of Illegal squatters. The government has encouraged 
this expansion through laws which favor cattle over forest use, 
through its favorable credit policies for cattle expansion and through 
the activities of such institutions as ITCO. No less Important has
 
been goveranent's failure to provide tho authority and the support
 
required move ahead with the implementation of a national forestry
 
program.
 

Costa Rica has a fairly comprehensive
 
forest law, passed in 1969, which is not being implemented. The
 
principal agency responsible for admin!stering the law is the
 
Direcc16n General Foresta (DGF) of KAG, though a number of other
 
public institutions have gotten involved. I/ The DGF is ndmittedly
 
weak, understaffed, inexperienced and inadequately budgeted to carry
 
out Its statuatory responsibilities.
 

Of the total land In forests about
 
1.4 million hectares are believed to be well suited to forestry.
 
It is estLmaed that a least 400.000 hectares of this should be
 
maintained in forest st. ictly for protection purposes because of
 
slope, soil type, rainfall or conbination of factors. Since
 
about thirty percent of the total forested area is in private
 
ownershiponly fully-enforced,clearly-defined land use policies
 

can avoid costly deforestation.
 

Deforestation is not just destroying
 

the nation's timber resources, which, at current cutting rates,
 
will be exhausted by the end of vh: century. It is also des "oying
 

the soil resources protected by forest cover and destroying ttrest­
protected watersheds. Recurrent drought conditions in many areas
 
would be much less severe if forest in upstream watersheds had not
 

I/ OFIPLAN is involved in forestry planning, ICE is involved with re­
forestation of watersheds related to hydro-electric projects, ITCO
 
desires to develop permanent forestry areas as a compliment to
 
land oetteement and JAPDEVA controls 160,000 hectares of forest
 
land in Linon Province.
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been removed. Cot;tIrued dtforestatIon will ;er&ousIy threaten
 
future agriculturru !-ctor nevolopment 
 by des iroying these basic
 
soil and wa(ar t2:toCeS.
 

,uch of th v-lu~hbi wood that Is cut
 
Is wasrted throil.h in i.:-= r,. ting "and p-oco zlnq. A large

number of coiw 'ci,-.-p-c,.s :,re found, ;,niy ofV whichi .ra accept­
ab Ie to ,:ir,-d rK:. hohult L20:puclo,, arc p,,:,-sent ty ac­
crupted '. r.hc1: t,I ,- 'hcre ore O'rtua ily no timber
 
plantations 
and, et: ,at r studie-s done by CA)fIE arid FAO in the
 
Turrialba , 
 . is no re ,,ble :nforrnaon -vailable on
 
site-qrowtn rasathi:.tships or the var!ous 
 hard3o-. 

,naddition to the hardwood forest
 
that presently axis, Costa Rica 
h!s so,,e potsntizi for the pro­
duction of 
 long flb*r suitablo for pulp and pap.r. Worksper 

done by CAVIE ic rii2a indicates that at 
 ea.' one pine species
Is sufficient y ,dapted to the area and has adeqnate growth rates to
 
provide i 
 base ot a ok ~p )nd paper" industry, The extent of the
 
area that. miqni. V po.nmiceipr.duce long flbor trees 
 has not yet

been delimited. en
. and i .. , must be exp .)nded to other arens. If
 
the productior. of f,:st +o'.- ing 
 long fiber tree, can compete favorably
with extensiv ir, Izr thi- ,'Vwy prey!d? ii scnsible and economically
 
advantageous '*o 
 , $i r . last a: dei'crof tied .areas. 

\Jkkod products and paper and paperboard
accounted ior . r, ' or. th e '*0."- n 1974, up iroM 12 percent
In 1973. The;-, prz . c- ; e only 6 perr,'in, of Industrial
 
exports and 
 an Iocenc p.rcetaqe of tot.nl e× oort,. Wood and
 
board imfor-
 ,ch.: importaition o- papesr ,od paper pro­
ducts includinj arou- ,. tcrtor1 n,, lionto U.3. $54.2 in 1974. The
value pf pulp and p-iprr imports" ha been cirowinn rapidly due to 
price Increases re, tIhuse produce.; ,:hf e the wiu,"e of imports has
 
remained fairly 5tabieh
 

Vood -nd ',.ood p'o(,cts offer an excellent 
possibility for incresino expor'.s. Thn wood industry requires
relatively high levels of ewpoyvment and is one that can be dispersed
widely throughCut: the country. The products arn not perishable and
much of te lnbor ruq.,Ired s at thp semi-ski lhd level. Sufficient 
high-quality timb !, • ;C.;o , rovide virtual iy uniln!ted raw material 
for such an oxparc'd; td''rin thc redium..term. Predictions con­
cerning the Ionri..-tv.-m -.1. uid b ni)&nIngless 't.-ithout Further informt on
concerning the Go,4ri.'. wiii ingness ofto take quick antion on soe 
the key factors th: vi ;.iffuct !ong-cerm production. 
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g. Specialty Crops 

A wide variety of "specialty crops" 

offer good possibilities for expanding exports, import substi­

tution, generating additional on-farm employnent or providing 

a base for profitable agro-industry. Many of these would require 
high levels of technology at the production and/or mnrketing 

levels, while some need additional study or trials to determine 

adaptability by area, cost-return expectations, etc. A few of 

the more interesting ones are: 

(1) Macadamia - Large areas of 

the country have soil and climate exceptionally well suited to 
the production of Macadamia nuts. Exinting plantings indicate 

that the better Hawaiian varieties are well adapted to Costa 

Rica. Budget analyses in 1975 indicate that on-farm cost-of­

production are less than one-third the production cost per 
pound in Hawaii, aud compare favorably with other countries 

where wage rates are low. 1/ 

The 	 projected world demand 
for macadamia in 1985 indicates the need for nore than 46,000 

acres of producing orchards by that date. The acreage of dev­
eloped and new orchards presently existing in the world is
 

estimated at not more than 20,000 acres. Costa Rica's natural 
advantages would imply that 4,000-5,000 acres of new plantings 
could be established here with very good assurance of profit­

able 	markets.
 

Macadamia is well suited
 

to sall and medium farm production. It requires high invest­

ment, relatively high levels of technology and four or five
 

years from planting to first crop.
 

(2) Esential Oils - Several
 

essential oil-producing plants grow well in some regions of
 
Costa Rica. Oil of citronella, lemon grass oil, ginger grass
 

oil and oil of vetiver can all be produced here. The con­

straint to the development of these crops is in processing
 
and marketing.
 

1/ 	 S. Scott Jr., "The Econobic Feasibility of Establishing a
 
Macadamia Nut Industry in Costa Rica", Mimeo, 1975.
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(3) Flowers and Ornamental Plants
 
A considerable a,*uut of flowers and ornanintal plants alreadyare 
being exported frce.: Costa Fica along with Moro than US $1.2 
million worth of flower floeds tknt woe o.portrd in 1974. The 
wide ranug of -oil, and climate areas and th high c&apability of 
labor wlab1- por it a 3irnificant in thisould pi.tn 
area. A =uch broanr group of orticultural. pli=n could find 
a aorar t thzn 1.; prosently being produced. In ,dditiok to ex­
pansion of the zs)da and plant rraterizIN curr~ntly boing grown, 
the feavibility of producing w variety of kl~v.Yr bulbs should 
be studied.
 

Thi pr.itction of flowers, 
plants, bulbo and flover uceda requirvo little land, relatively 
high invoitrwont rnd high levels of techyxical tili, It also 
requires hiLrh hrls of som ig Thel, labor, of which s ,asonal. 
establithLl.ft of reaiable raret outlets and ia .- plote know­
ledge an-d uAd'i',di of Faarkot rIrir. n s a critical to 
success5 in~ the3o arvar.t 

(or achiote)
 
(4) '.nnmtol(fI orellana) 

This i3a '.xLt., cnop '"'hoe .eeds aro ~do z'-n4 yellow 
or orsn~o colort,4 umed in food induatry. It 1. a ioaditional 
crop in a aro; of th, country. Production tochlquos are 
antiquated and yii Jd piir uv.it arria nre lo-w. Tgi marketing 
systen 'as rece-nt:y trinnsformod :ihzn f. oi cooperative 
was organi od in two of tho vriacip~ 1 p cduciap; aroas. 

The ,arkmat dsvnAnd for achiot. 
is not presantly bointf fullilled. Export prospi-cta are excellent 
although ore s'tudy ito needed to dotorine the depth and 
elasxticJ4,ty of deoand in the internatioial uarhzt. Additional 
study of thD d=restic Lirket and of he pti.Lhct itself might 
help to idntify nev uarket posibllttvc 0 4:-; .n illustration 
- the local poultry industry recently ciI'od that achiote 
added to tha poultry rntion in very nuiall r.;unts is the most 
economicnl way to aintain acceptable yrolk coolr in eggs, thus 
providing a lav-cost substitute for :L.d aifalfa meal or 
other additives.
 

Achiote Li n4aost entirely 
a amll farrer crop wvql nuitod to remoi~o iroa, for the harvest 
consists 01 a dried Oztract froGL the soed; romllting in a soll 
amount of high ,raluo product "rrhectnre. The extraction is 

http:establithLl.ft
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done on-farm and thurefor. that portion of tbe marketing costs 
accrues to th* fnra family. 

The extent of the develop­
ment possibilitios for achiote are not known. It is believed, 
however, that production could be increased several-fold 
withou.t difficulty. By tha time this increase has been 
achieved ridditlon.l knslodge will have been obtained concerning 
these livitattionv.
 

(5) Pejibae and Paluito - The 
pejibaye palm (or peach palm) produces a highly nutritive and 
delicious fruit and the ho'rt of the growing tip can be used 
for palmito (heart of palm) as well. In the past this palm 
was the most dopondeable oource of food for indigenou tribes 
thAt lived in the humid tropics of Central and South America. 
In Costa Rica the palm fruit is harvested and rold to street 
vendors who cook the fruit and sell it on the street for im­
mediate conrumption. The palmito can be eaten fresh, cooked 
or canned. 

Pejibaye zost often Is har­
vested in the wild atste bait some growern have boun to plant 
it as a regular crop. It does well in solid stands or inter­
pianted with a varioty of crops. Yields per hectare can be 
very high, up to 100,000 kilograms per hectare of fruit. The
 
palm normally has 3-6 trunks from each plant with each producing 
2 to 15 bunche of fruit per year. Whon a trunk is cut for the 
palm heart a new one normally sprouts in its place. 

The rarket for pajibaye fruit 
is quite limited at present because the fruit is not well known
 
outside its natural habitat. The market for palm heart is 
considerably broader and it is in good demand as a canned product. 
The fruit of peJiboye is high in vitamins, contains more than 
5 percent protein, 9 percent oil, 2 percent fiber and about 80
 
percent carbohydrates (all dry weight). There are 190 calories
 
per 100 grams of the fruit. These nutritive values, coupled
 
with the high yields obtainable, might open up new r3arket possi­
bilities as a feed concentrate for livestock. Some studies
 
have been done in this are# but more information is needed an 
production and animal feeding before action programs are initiated. 
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PWJibayeall And rodium farIs, 	 is best adapted toIt can be groin wi.h l(o 
 to moderate
lovoln of technology and a reaaonabl, 
Itvel of inputs, Although
the first crop takes six or sevon yearn, it can be Intorplanted
with other invo 
 -.aruing crops duriaa thla ti".
 

(6) PARlion Fruit
expariental plantings nnd a few - Reoultc Iro,* 
that havo shll"passion fruit can be a prmieir;g crop iu gow areas of Costa
Rica. There is 
a large export carket (espx.ecially to the US) that
is not being fulfilled since Hawailan prod%lction was reduced by
the loss of agricultural lands to urbanizn -ion...........
 

fruit is a 	 The production of passionhigh investsent/high technology enterprise. 
There
are high-yield hybrid varieties with potentially excolleat re
turns per hectare. 	 -Labor requirements are fairly high, especially
in the first year of planting, The marketing of the product is
not expected to pose a serious problem.
 

(7) Spices 
- There are several
spices that are voll suited to one araor anothor of the country,
Alack p) r is probably the most prowisng. Experimnts conductd
i Amon province and laboratory tetndicate that high-quality pepper of large 

At 	MC. Spices Cod,in­
i, can be producedthere using a variety well adspted to the area.
 

Black pepper requirou a high
investmnt but also yields high returns under good conditions.
It can be produced by either small, nedito or large farnor,
laborrequre,ent is The
high because harvesting auntDrying is fairly easy. 	 be done each vc k,Cash flow is excellent once in production
as there is a steady incoke froz regular sales. The crop Is also
well suited to small, backyard plantlngs. 

priate to small farm 
(8) Ginger Is another spice appro­or backyard proee
iTjn. It requires fertili 
as­tion and crop rotation. Some experiments have been done on winger
at Los Diamantes in the Atlantic Zone. These have been quite favor­able and results indicate the crop will do well in that area.
Favorable warkots in the US make the prospocts for beth fresh and
dried ginger very attractive, 
Some small plantIngo already exist
in the Limon area.
 

(9) Isolated Nuteg trees are found
in Limon province, and tets show it to be of good 
 quality. Nutmeg
is normally produced in plantations and is probably not suited
small farm production because of an inherent risk in the crop's
to
 

botanical chnracteristics 
 Production comes only from fe
and the sex 	 le treesof the trees cannot be deterrined until flowering,usally after six or seven years, 
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6. Livestock and Livestock Products
 

a. Beef
 

Beef ranks third behind coffee and
bananas in value of production In the agricultural sector and
until 
1975 had also ranked third among agricultural exports.
In 1975 
the value of sugar exports exceeded that of beef due to

the exceptionally high price of sugar.. (oume of-exports was
 
abu'_ the' same)' and the low beef prices in the f irst six monthsof the year. Beef exports were down slightly in 1975 as compared

to the previous five years in which volume had been increasing

significantly each year.
 

Costa Rica has more than 
1.5 million
hectares of land 
in pasture, approximately 62 percent of the
total land in crops and pasture. Slightly less than half of this
pasture was classified as 
improved pasture in 1973 agricultural
 
census. 
 Much of the unimproved pasture could be classified as
marginal. Government policies including relatively abundant

credit favoring the expansion of beef production have resulted
in a rapid growth of the industry. Comparison of census figures

for 1963 and 
1973 Indicate that about 613.000 hectares were added
to pastures during the decade. 
Beef cattle numbers grew 4.8 per­cent annually during the same period and were estimated at 1.8 mil-.
lion head In 1975. Beef production has grown much faster than

dairying. 
 In 1973 beef farms comprised 79.8 percent of all cattle
farms with milk production on 8.9 percent end dual purpose 
(meat

and milk) on 11.3 percent.
 

An analysis of the growth of the beef
and dairy industries in relation to expansion of the cattle numbers
and the area devoted to cattle indicates that all of the Increased
production in the 1963-73 decade has 
come from addition to stock.

There has been no significant increase in productivity. Beef
production Is heavily concentrated In the northwest half of the
couatry. Of the total, Guanacaste province has 37.1 percent,
Alajuela 22.0 percent and Puntarenas 20.2 percent - a total of
79.3 percent. 
 Beef cattle numbers are growing most rapidly

percentagewise(6.3t annually) in Lhon province in the Atlantic
 zone although numbers there are still very low. 
 Most of the Increase..
in cattle numbers in Limon is believed to result from the displace­ment of cattle by higher value enterprises in the areas around San
Jose. 
 Land values in the Central Plateau region have increased to
the point that beef production no 
longer provides sufficie,t returns
 
per unit area.
 

The quality of beef cattle in Costa Rica
is quite good, due mainly to the regular Importation over a long
period of 
time of high quality breeding stock and the use of
 

http:percentagewise(6.3t
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artificial 
inseminscion to upgradeJ native animals, 
 Most of the
animals now contain some Cebu chnracteristics, 
 There aro also
a number of Charolais and Santa Gtordrud-
 herds,
 

In general, beef production
extensive enterprise. Pastures average only .6 to 
Is a land-.
 

. 8 animal
units per hectare. Although more than twenty percent of the beef
is produced on one percent of the farms
47 percent is produced on farms of less 
(of 500 hectares or more)
~~~~a ha 	 10 .hectares. -M.3orethn 0than 92.percentofth 	 co
pbrucngbeef had 
100 hectares of
 

land or less.
 

Sitice 1973 more
slaughter has been for export. 	
than half of the cattle
Export sales 
in 1974 amounted to
78.4 million pounds, mostly to the United States, 
valued at US$34.2
 

million. I/
 

Nine livestock slaughter and/or packing
plants are approved by the US

porting to the U S. 

Department of Agriculture for ex-
All 	exports 
slaught,r and processing is done
by these plants. Three of them 
are 	boninq operations that do no
slaughtering. 
 In these plants sanitary standards are high. Ap­proximately 20 percent of beef slaughter for domestic consumption
takes place in
a variety of small plants without veterinary in­spection in towns scattered around the country,
 

Per 	capita beef consumption in Costa
Rica is low; 
about 22.5 pounds in 1975. 
 Consumption dropped from
1971-74 due to Increasing beef prices. 
 Price controls on popular
beef cuts effectively applied in 1975 may have reversed the
clining trends as de­per 	capita consumption rose from a low of 18.3
pounds in 1974. 
 Beef supplies

a surplus over 

in 1976 were sufficient to provide
the voluntary U.S. quota plus domestic consumption.
 

good. Large 	 The prospects for beef production are
increases could be obtained through increased produc­tivity. 
 in the short and medium..term, at
of markets 	 least, the availability
are 
likely to be the critical factor for the beef indus­try 	in Costa Rica. 
 If 	beef exports continue to increase zt
nearly equal 	 a .-­to that achieved from 	 to

1970-75 It Is doubtful that this
demand could be met by further expanding stock and pastures. 2/
 

I/ U.S. Agr. Attache reports on Agr. Situation, January 1976 and
Livestock and Meat Situation, February 1976
 
2/ 	Beef exports increased from 51.3 million pounds in 1970 to 85.2
million pounds 
in 19 75-approximately 62.3 percent 
in six years.
 



Recently there hai beon considerable
 pressure on 
the 60CR to reduce the rate of doforstation, estimated
 
at Much of this has taken


30,000 to 50.000 hectares per year. 1/

place In order to expand pastures and beef cattle paoduction. A
critical review of land-use policies may 
soon be necessary in
order to reduce deforestation in
areas suitable principally for
tree crops. Some of the 
land already cleared for pasture should
probably also be replanted to trees to prevent more serious 

r
 

erosion r"iage and permanent loss of use. 
 A more orderly and

control led-move froDn-forest top-'asture to'crops would certainly
improve long-term development prospects without posing a serious
land constraint for the livestock industry.
 

b. Dairying
 

Costa Rica has
to dairying. large land areas adapted
The small farmers as a group are intelligent and
industrious and thus woll 
suited to this labor-intensive enterprise.
Basic herds of excellent quality provide a sound base for more 
rapid
expansion of the industry. 
 In-country and world demand for milk
and milk products far exceeds supply, 
About 8,694 farms, including
dual purpose enterprises, milk approximately 131,500 cows. 
 Dis­tinctions between dairy cattle (or farms) and beef cattle 
(or farms)
sometimes 
can not be drawn clearly. Dual purpose herds 
are more
prevalent outside of 
the central plateau, where beef production Is
an alternative to milk production. 
The balance between the two
enterprises depends on relative prices, and some shifting to beef
has taken place in recent years, 
in reponse to favorable beef prices.
Now, with US beef quota problems and an uncertain world market out­look for the next few years, the GOCR has 
an excellent opportunity

to stimulate a more 
rapid Lncrease in dairying to the point of self
sufficiency and export. 
 Small 
farm operators with exceptional
skill 
Inmanaging a dairy herd have a competitive advantage In milk
production. The most 
intensive dairy production is located in the
higher levels of the Meseta Central, with the provinces of Cartago,
San Jose, and Alajuela producing the bulk of the country's milk
supply. This is partially due 

but 

to the natural climatic advantage

is influenced greatly by population concentration, location of
processing facilities and access roads. 
 As Ohe GOCR advances Into
the outlying provinces with its agressive road building program


new milk-sheds will extend even 
to the coastal areas.
 

I/ The rate may have been greater than this in 1963-73 when 
an
 

additional 613,000 hectares were added 
to pastures.
 

•.1 
. ':i 
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Although Costa Rica's national dairy
Industry Includes purebred mnd high-grad, hords of the 
principal
dairy breeds, Hointeln,.Jersey, Guernsey, Brown Swist, and Ayshlroo
a recent survey indicates that only 20% of tho animal, ara purebred.Inadequate gesetic potential 
limits the productivity of many herds
in the traditional 
milk producing areas.
 

. domes ti c -and-i Artificial IInsemina tion (A1ith btsemeIis idely usd.- 'Te _Tohretedservice isprovided by El Alto Experiment Station of MAG end by several
private Al services. 
 Some feamers have learned 
to do Ag themselves
using purchased semen 
or semen from their own bulls. Poor roads
and communication are a handicap to adequate At 
service for many
farms. 
 The supply of high-quality dairy heifers does not seem
adequate for replacements and 
to accelerate expansion of milk-cow
number, as 
current prices for dairy cattle are several hundred
dollars above the cost of 
importing animals of equivalent quality.
 

Feeding presents
for Costa ,Rican dairymen. a number of problems
The base of the system is green forage,
grazed or cut and *ed, and supplemented with concentrates. Through­out the intensive milk zone 
it rains almost daily mst of the year.
Similar conditions prevail 
in the dairy 
area. of the Atlantic slope.
In the north Pacific zone 
there is a dependable dry season, but the
practice of growing hay Is not common. 
Under prevailing climatic
conditions, forage 
 is lush, high in moisture, generally
protein aNd low in fiber. low In
Even by consuming all 
the rumen will
hold, a cow fails 
to obtain sufficient intake of either calories
or protein to sustain her genctic capacity for milk production
and the fiber content falls short of the physiological optimum
for the species. 
 The result is that unless this diet is supplemented
with the quality concentrate, less production must be expected, and
heifers tend not to matureas earlyor at as large a size as would
be desirable. 

It is interesting toof the dairy farmers have two or 
note that 65.99%

less hectarms of land while
71.79% of the dual purpose have less than 20 hectares. 
Over 90%
of both dairy and dual purpose farmers have less
The 1974 milk production was estimated at 
than 100 hectares.
 

257 million liters. 
 Two
cooperatives, Dos Pinos and La Cooperativa Coronado,are the
country's 
two main milk processing plants. 
 In 1974 Dos Pinos handled
over 65 million 
liters and Coronado handled about 10 million
liters. 
 The balance of 
182 million 
liters was consumed or processed
into cheese,rwithout pasteurization.
 

In approximately one-third of the
country,milk production isagoing enterprise. 
Within the 
area that
has high dairy potential, milk production now occupies only about
100.000 hectares. 
 One may identify several additional 
areas
encompassing overlY million hectares within which dairying offers
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a high potentdal. 
 Thus, the expansion of Costa Rica's dairy
industry will be limited by factors other than 
land ava4lability;
among which are marketing and infrastructure, pasture improvement,
developing national 
sources of concentrated feed, genetic Im­provement, and technical assistance to both new and traditional
 
producers
 

c. Swine
 

Hog production Is Insufficient 
to meet
dom.estic demand'. _Live.hog importsln-1974 amountedto US$
million. 2 J
An equivalent amount of processed meat and meat products
was 
imported, much of which contained pork but which cannot be
separated by type of moat. 
 Pork consumption Is very
been declining slighty for low and has
 a number of years. 
 CAN reports that
swine production was 9,089 metric tons and that per capita con­sumption was 4.74 Kilograms in 1972. 
 CAN estimates that the
consumption potential for pork, If readily available, is 
more
than 50 percent higher than at present.
 

The potential
be for swine production will
limited by the availability of suitable feeds. 
 In the foresee­able future the price of feed grains Is expected to be too high to
encourage expanded *wine production. 
Most swine are produced in
Costa Rica using very low levels of technology. 
 There are several
crops widely produced In the country that could substitute for a sig­nificant part of the 
feed grains in
a swine ration. 
Reject bananas,
cassava and nAllanga probably offer the best possibilities. Experi­ments have shown that banana meal without the skin 
can substitute
for 60% of the corn In swine feeding. It Is estimated than more 
than
3 million pounds of bananas annually do not meet export requirements
in Limon province alone, 
According to local 
technical experts
rejects could feed more than 40.O00 hogs per year. 
these
 

More inforntion and trials are needed and
should be initiated as soon as 
possibl', although limited coimerclal
enterprises using these feed sources 
are already in production near
 
Guapi les.
 

d. Poultry
 

Comnercial production of broilers and
eggs began In 1955, with most producers specializing In
one or the
other. 
The poultry Industry Is concentrated around San Jos6 and
thus has ready access 
to feed and baby chicks as well as
principal market outlets. to the
One firm dominated the poultry market
 



for several years during the late sixties and early seventies. At
Its 
peak, it supplied approximately 8v% of the broiler market and
20% of the egg market. 
 The firm was highly successful because it ,was able'to reduce unit costs by em-ploying economiea of scale, ifl
novative and aggressive merchandizing policies such as packaging

broiler-parts and sales promotion.
 

the past decade as 
Feeds costs have risen steadily over
support prices were 
rfised to stimulat_ local
production-of-baslic grains-.. The incrar F 35t -of imported
concentrates (20-30% in the past two fears) has forced the industry
to seek all possible economiles and efl-iencies. It is expected
that at the "stabilized" consumer price of 
 5.0 per pound, a pro.gressive increase in ths consumption of broiler fneat should occur.There is no control price on eggs but production and consumptionare expected to remain fairly stable. 
Any real breakthrough inexpansion of the poultry Industry must depend upon cheaper feed.
This is not litely to come from domestically produced basic grains
although the production of 
 grain sorghum could 
increase substanti­

ally in the northen Pacific zone,
 

e. Hides and Skins
 

At least fifty tanneries are reported
to exist in Costa Rica. 
 They are mostly rudimentary and provide
little for the owner-operators. 
 Of the nine or ten establishments
functioning at 
the industrial level 
no more than three have modern
installations and use sufficient processing technologies.
tannery, opened in 1974, has a fixed 
One
 

investment of over a million
dollars. Its installed capacity, is around 600 cattle hides per 10hours and break-even performance 'iaabout 50%1of Installed capacity.
The major difficulty facing the industry is the poor quality of
national hides caused by excessive numbers of brand markings, skio
parasites and kaife cuts 
In the flaying process. This situation,
further aggravate'by a total 
lack of selection or sorting by
suppliers, effectively down-grades a potentially valuable raw
material and obliges some of the more exacting leather users
depend upon Imported material. to

With an anual availability of
 over 250,000 skinsCosta Rica 
is a net Importer of leather. Improved
handling and less waste of this valuable product couldieasily place
the country in a net exporting position and create numerous new jobs
in the leather industry. 
 USAID sponsored consultants have been
extremely valuable to the leather industries of Colombia and Uruguay,
and could meet with equal success here.
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f. Fish 

Costa Rica 
is self-sufficient 
in fish,
and exports (mostly shrimp) amounted to US $ 3.5 million In 1974.
Almost all 
conuerclal 
fishing activities are 
in Pacific waters.
Three fish processing factories, separately ownedare located in
Puntarenas, with each factory operating its own fishing vessels.
The principal products are canned sardines and
shrimp. tuna, and frozen
The canned products generally go Into the domestic market
and the shrimp are exported. 
 One of the processors plans to do­velop an 
export business.of-frozen-fillets 

tc.soup-stock--
...
 

There are a number of small scale
fishing and drying operations located in places other thab
Puntarenas, specially in'and around Port-Limon on the Atlantic
coast.. 
Two processing plants 
in Limon are involved in the
slaughtering and processing of green turtles.
plants processed approximately 1000 turtles and 
In 
it 

1972 these two
 
was estimated
that an additional 
1000 were slaughtered by local poachers.
undorshell of turtle is The
use for glue production, the carey or.top
shell is exported and the meat is packed in five pound boxes and
exported to Europe. 
Approximately fifty pounds of meat
from each turtle. is obtained
The two processing plants In Port Limon are only
6nvolved In turtle processing about three months per year. 
 During
the remaining months they are used to process beef, lobster and
shrimp.
 

There appear to be a number of possi­bilities for expansion of the fishing industry. 
A pilot project
nn Tilapias production In fresh water ponds conducted at Turrialba
wa%. quite successful. 
 However, private farmers participating in
the Tilapla work have not achieved the same
the demonstration program 
levol of success as
and more work needs to be carried out
wide range of geographic areas. Inm
Oysters might also be developed as
a profitable mrine farming Industry. 
 The'Atlantic coast appears
to offer many ideal areas 
for the establishment of oysters beds:
some beds formerly existed in the Moin River area but have since
disappeared. 
 Foreign investers are developing shrimp production
in brackish-water tanks 
near Puntarenas starting with a several
million dollar investment. The Corporaci6n Financiera de Tortuguero
has plans to organize a fishing industry near. tie mouths of the
many rivers In the Atlantic region. 
 The fish will be iced and
transported to Port Limon for marketing.
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C. 
 Constraints and Opportunitias
 

The term 'Soctor Conmtraints' has little
meaning in the absence of defined Sector goals.
two sets of goals: We envision
a) general Agricultural Sector devlopmet
goals 
, and b) AID's Congressional Mandate goals for the target
group. 
As elsewhere, 
the two are not entirely congruent.
 
Agricultural :Sector-De~velopment-G 

t1 -l- _...' 
ThaVtl'h-agricultural sector continue to expand in value output
as 
it has in previous years; that it maintain its contribution
to GNP and export earnings;share of employment and that it maintain orand employment increase itsgeneration.
 

components of 
 - AID Mandate Target Group Goals: 

the Rural Target Group (poor small That bothfarmers, and land­less rural poor) receive higher real incomes from farming operations
and/or off-farm employment, 


cultural Sector income. 
and receive an increased share of Agri-
These goals are constrained by sote of the


conditions described in Section Ill. 
 However, other conditions
not really constraints are
but offer opportunitihs for expanding the
Sector and/or helping the target group.
 

1. Factors Affecting Production
 

a. 
 Land and Climate
 

situation were described in Section 111. A. 1. in relation to 


Costa Rica's land and climate
 
the
geographic and ecological 
zones.
 

into tropical (36,370 k,2), subtropical (9,810 km2 )

The land area of 51,260 km2 
divided
climates allows
the nearly 2,000,000 inhabitants to enjoy an extremely Wide variety
of food and fiber. With iiv 
 excellent land base the country can
 

continue to produce the majority of its food requiremnts long after
the population doubles by about the year 2,000. 
Almost any crop in
the world can be grown somewhere in Costa Rica, but land and climate
 
constraints limit the practicality of selfsuffjcieney
the basic agricultural commodities 

in many of
 
now being consumed.
crops and changes Alternative
 

if the country is 

in land use patterns are necessary in many areas
to remain self-supporting and to conserve its
finite land resources. 
The 'tropical
areas of the Pacific have some
fertile plains interspersed 
among hmny steep, leached hills. 
Long
 

i 
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dry seasons 
in the northern portion limit production to one crop
per year, and in many areas a high concontration of rain within
 
a foew months each year causes heavy leaching, soil crouion, and
flash floods, 
 The tropical areas of the Atlantic havo high to
very high rainfall throughout the year, Flash flooding im 
a
continuous hazzard, roads 
are nonexistent 
or poor in many loca­lities. 
These factors limit the prodaction of cortain ba ic foodscurrently in short supply nationally. The central high-lands
have seasonally high rainfall, erratic dry measons, very steep

slopes-and a-inimumof wchanizable-land 
 DIn;d d._ounta£sid'e
planted to basic grains give low production and cause increasingsoil erosion, while permanent crops, dairying and forestry onsteeper lands tend to protect the more level aeas for vegetable
 
crops and annual crops.
 

To a remarkable extent Costa
Rican agriculturists have adapted their farming technologies
to their soil and climate constraints and advantages. Coffee,
livestock, sugar cane, and forest are the dominant crops in the
sub-tropical and temperate zones, 
Permnent crops, livestock andforest dominate the tropical 
zone. 
The evolution of agricultr.ein the couitry to date clearly shows that lanud tun patterns whIch
keep delicate tropical soils covered havo given the highest re 
-turns on 1'.vestment 
 and kept soil erosion on those lands to a
mininum. Unfortunately the Costa Rican noil and climate dos
not offer comparative advantage for most annual crops other than
vegetables, 
The internal deand and future requirements for field
crops (basic grains other than rice, cotton, peanuts, soybeans
and uestne) must compete with pasture lands, forest lands and each
other foi.scarce suitable laud. 
Lack of sufficient land suitable
for annual crops plus policies which stimulated extensive livestock
production have wreaked havoc on extensive areas of steep mountain
slopes suitable only for forest, pormaneat crops, or Improved
pasture. Low yields, low-value crops and severe soil erosion in
these areas rill tend to keep the poor suall farmer marginal,
It is true that fertilization, better varieties and improved cul­tural practices can increase yields for most basic food crops
sufficiently to moot current Internal requirents. 
At best, how­ever, this is 
a short range solution, difficult to achieve and
not the optimum use of available resources iu terms of alternative
opportunities. 
It is estimated by the 
 eliwion service of MAG
that they are reaching 10% of the small farors with technicalaosistance and 5% with Improved seed. 
This ens that 90 and95% respectively of the snall farmers are not participatirn,thus are not 
increasing production. 
and 

Perhaps more exteimion efforts
should be focused upon diversification of the 
 uall farm enter ­prise as long range solution.
 



b. Land Tenure
 

earlier in this section The man-land rentionships discussedshov considerable v"ition among regionseLand concentration also varies considerably, and,
Section as discu 
 in
, land availability is nsd 

vement for a si 

a major constraint to Income impro.
ificantproportionof-the 

- -- l- - -
Thelarge concentrations of land in extensive livestock operations,
 

t..... 'group.
 
plus a series of credit, tax, and pricing policies, severely limits
the target group's access to new land resourcen,
individuals who have Those target groupthe motivation and ability to successfilly
operate a small or medium-size famemployment not only 

Will be providing irz cow 
and
to themselves and their families but
ties to severalas many families who can be supported by the employment geno­rat, 

increasing atability of middle class farers An Costa 
There io ovidtmce of the growth andof them are outolgran Rica, Many-min-ifu-nia
from overcrowded 

areas and to aconsiderable degree are sPearheading dovelopgnt of the unsettled
areas of the tropical lowlands. 
GCR policy has been to allow
thewe onterprising colonists to claim up to 200 hectares of un­settled land,
 

pros and cons, Spontaneous colonization has many
It was quite successful in the US and has proven
more fruitful in Colombia than has "directed" colonaation, 
 Studies
conducted in Colombia found that the spontaneous colonists had high
motivation and less dependence upon governwe~
 
t assistance for
services and daily problem solving than did the "directed"
colonists. 
Many probleas could be avoided in Cotsa Rica if the
COR through ITCO would perform, or arrange for other public or
private sector agencies to perform the following MiniMuI services:a) clearly identify, by canton, lands available for distribution
or settlement; b) contract for the construction of basic access
roads or trails; c) parcel the land into economic sized units
taking into account topography, soil capability, potential land use,
etc.; d) establish and publish a simple equitable system for
selecting settlers; e) give clear, negotiable titles as rapidly as
 



possIblIs f) give immediately minimum Assstanca In clearing asmall plot on each farm for qrowing basic family food requiremnts;

q) grant a small "grubstake" for basic tools, cumnt for o houas
 
floor, and roofing; and h) arrange with concerned agencies for
 
follow-on assistance in health, education, technical assistance
 
and credit.
 

Unutilized agricultural lands owned
 
by government do not help the welfare of small 
or landless farmers,
....
nor-O.+they+ helIp.inc rease +basIc dwres t,icfood -produc tion-or- inc rease­
exports. The same holds true for excessively large unutilized
 
private land holdings. A law, now under consideration by the
 
National Assembly, is designed to levy a land 
tax based upon potential

land capability, and can do much 
to help break down unexplolted large

private land holdings.
 

There is considerable evidence that the

GOCR is seriously and consciensiously addressing the man-land problem.

The gravest danger to 
the success of these efforts lies in the
 
tendency 
to do too much for too few settlers arid too little for too
 
many others. There Is a tendency for planners 
to "get carried away"

with high cost infrastructure such as Irrigation, drainage, or
 
reclamation type projects, when In reality a large percentage of
 
the problem can be solved by simply assisting the well-motivated man
 
to the land as outlined above.
 

c. Capitai and Credit
 

The National Banking System (SBN) of
 
Costa Rica consists of a Central Dank and fcur ilationalized commercial
 
Banks. These four banks, through a total of seventy-seven regional

offices, provide most of the credit. 
There are 273 cooperatives of
 
which more 
than 50 percent are savings and loan cooperatives and 20
 
percent agricultural cooperatives, but most are very small and are
 
not an Important source of ciedit to the 
.gricultural sector.
 

The four banks in the SBN have been
 
quite competitive in agricultural lending. Although this competition
 
causes some duplication, it helps prevent complacency and conservatism
 
and to some extent provides alternatives for clients. However,

because interest rates and other credit terms 
are controllod, itmay

result in an over expansion of banking services.
 

The Central Bank sets interest rates,

which vary from 6 to 12 percent on deposits, from 8 to i percent on
 
agricultural loans, and from 8 to 18 percent on other loans. 
 In
 
addition to interest charges, some borrowers may be charged up to 2
 
percent commission. With interest rates considerably below the
 
inflation rate in recent years 
(about 25 percent inflation in 1975),
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Interest rates have been completely ineffective indistinguishing

between productive and unproductive investments, since those with
a negative or 
low real 
rate of return can be profitable for the
borrower. ''Also, the present differntial In interest rates
between some commodities (e.g. 8 percent for 
corn and boons and
II percent for sugar) 
Is not 
likely to have any effect on farmer's
decisions as both are highly subsidized. The subsidized situation
is likely 
to influence decisions of bank officials, however, since
they desire to make a profit. They will 
tend to discriminate
against small farmer loans because they, aremore rrisky,.more costIy ­to-administer,'#adp
-l'oy-wer interest rates, They may also tend to
dscriminste against 
new crops and .enterprises. 1/
 

The Central Bankas inmost countries, provides
reserves for the banks within the SBN through rediscounting and
lending operations. Interest rates range frzmt 4-14 percent
depending upon the term and category,
 

A tope system has historically been used
by the Central Bank to control the allocation and expansion of
credit. 
 Since 1970 the system has boen less strictly enforced and
has been modified several times to usake itmr-re 
flexible. Although
specific lending limits are established for each of the four SBN
member banks by category, these have In 
recent tims been revised
at 
least four times a year, usually as authentication of what the
banks had done Inexcess of previous limits. 
 This increased
flexibility reflects the Government's policy of plentiful, 
low-cost
credit to agriculture and industry. 
 It significantly reduces the
Central Bank's control over 
the SON banks and in affect allows thebanks to determine the rate of credit expansion. Some categories,such as basic grains or small fer,ers with annual Incomes of less
than 25,000 colones who borrow loss than l001000 colones have 

I/ If inflation remains at or below 
 the 6% recorded in 1976
the negative real 
interest rates experienced in preceding
years will no 
longer obtain. Hofever, this will not neces­sarily diminis. jank officials'natural 
 tendencies to dis­
criminate against small farmer loans.
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Do tope limit. It iw 
suspected that credit to those categories
may be diverted to other uses than intended, with the tacit ap­proval of bank officials in order to avoid tope limits in other
 
categories.
 

exceeded In 1974 outstanding bank creditthe programed anount by more than ton percent. Theadministrative problemns created by the use of the tope system
and its ineffectiveness in accomplishing its intended results
would Indicate that. unless it-i ls-to: be- strictly enforced 'serious­consideration should be given to discontinuing its use, 

Limits are also set on how much
credit may be given per unit of land area and for different
levels of technology on major crops, 
For ninor or non-traditional
crops banks must mke their own feasibility studies to determine
lending levels. Adjustments in lending limits are normally
made,only on the basis of inflation and do not consider changes
in technology. 
Those practices tend to mako credit much more
readily available to traditional crops 
 using traditional tech­nologies and tend to discourage the use of 
now technology and
the production of 
new crops.
 

Since 1970 there has been a rapid
expansion of the money supply as compnared to the Sixties, reflectedby a near-tripling of agricultural credit through the SBD1970 and 1974. The betweengeneral expansion of credit contributed to the
 severe inflation of the past few years.
 

70% of Bank ri-criculturalin 1973-74 'vent creditto coffee and beef. 

received more 

Only four other comodities
iian 1% of total credit (rice 3-5%, sugar 2-4%,
dairy 2-4%, and bananas P-3%). Those products receiving thegreatest allocations of credai 
 tend to bo the most important in
terms of output, but credit distribution is more concentrated
than output. Banks prefer short-term loans to reducemaking short-term loans for crops 
risk;

and long-te. loansstock. Loans for live­to livestock 
as 

have increaso sincI&the late Sixtieslending to coffee has decreased. 
Aside fron coffer, long­term crop loans are not generally avnilableo This presents aserious constraint 
to the introduction of slow-maturing crops,
such as citrus, pejibaye (peach paln), reforentation, and certain 
spices.
 



The increave in livsotock loans maybe related to loap collatral With a high demnd and fixed in -terest rates, bank profitability can be cloiely tied to higher in­terest loanv with tho greatest posioibillty of rocuperatjon, Cattle
loans are partioulnry attractive sinco the cattlo thtmoolves arethe collateral and can b* readily cortord into crsh, 
Cedit
allocation and the uwe of guarantean by the Co~ercirl Banks rG­flect the conserrative nature of the bvnk a with rapect to agri­cultural credit. 
 In fact, no new agricultur l crop or product
hao attained any importance in credit 
allocation sinco the early
19e0la.
 

Smnll farxors got 75 percent ofthe agricultural loaw and 18 percent of the credit, They receivespecial consideration in that there is Ca tope Zor oGMlR farmercredit. Delinquency rates loware for all aricuur1loans,only 3-4 percent for lon. ovordwe ow ycar ox Wom and the ratefor small farmers ii lower than aversago This may reflect the
fact that low interest rates and 
 ho high cost of lending to smallfarmern causos banks to require that thoxe lomns t* loss risky,
Also, loans are given on an indivIdual crop-by-crop basis,
diversification of 
If

swall and uedlwi-8iwa fatr. io a soctor develop­ment goal, new credit mohanisms assuch linos-of-credit coveringmore than farmone activity may he noeranavyo External sourcesfinancing have been important to the agricultural credit picture
of 

in Costa Rica but bave not dominated. Since 1960 more than U,S,$41.0 million have been loaned by AID, IDB, IBRDand for agricul­tural crodit, 'As of March 1975 wore then US$2!.O willion of thishad been disburned by the SBN, but this accouno.eo for less than
twenty percent of the Systeias agricultural cradit outstanding at
the end of 1974, In addition, private 
haufs oprating inte ­nationally have loaned US$14.O million tbroigb the government tothe agricultural sector since 19 0M ainly ior livestock and 
bananas. 

In gewra , the availability ofcredit in tiue and place needed does iot appour to be a seriousconstrai-t to the production of traditional agricultural cozmo­dities by traditional methodu. It may % con~traint to the produc­tion of new crops or comoditjes, to $;hu uiuo of itaproved
practices, and the expansion of cruditfarmers. 

to to thie. TaL.et GroupThe syntem of roporting, Iu.alyil aan the distribution ofinformation on coimercial bank londing to ngvicult ra and agro­industry Is inadequate and too slow to aao ri the CtralMAG, and othar officials effectively In plannina and policy makingdecisions with respect to credit and capi'V.al, It "my a3so in ­fluence the Central Bank's loss of contrl on the raIto of credit 
expaI Ion. 

http:capi'V.al
http:accouno.eo
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d. Labor 

Costa Rtcz,, h,. a hijhly r.anpetent laborforce estimated in 1976 at 657,700 Persons, apoxim. t~ly 55 percent
of whom are classified as rural.
 

Due 	 to the r.;pid tconoiic growth in the1960's the country was able to maintl;.n Ls i i T, ,ovi r, ta of un-'
employment, approximately 4-5 percant,, 
ir, rg;cen[ years the laborforce has been increasing more rapidiy t0i;n ,-nploymont, resulting inhigher unemployment rates 
in 1970's. Th:: 1973 census estimated the
national unemployment rate at 7.3 pe;'c.nnt with ', tos up to 15 porcentIn some communities. if The avaU,.e '9,O1 ;' un; nir y',l enlt in 1973 was 	 estimated at 7.9 percent, si9nificin~y,'ihi er 	 than Lh. national average for all une'mploymen:. Urban unempioym,.nt ias 	estimated at 
6.7 	percent.
 

Officiji es- iP"-t.as b..,sed on a Julysurvey place the national averave ioynt 
1976 

,. t 6.2 percent.A considerable change in the locitioi , i uncr ;oyr nt also 
pears 
 to have taken place since i573. 2/ fh.: 1976 estimates show 
ap­

rural unemployment at only 5.8 , 	 .n ','. at 6.8 percent.
Averag9 anual growth of the labor , ,-7- h.sha been atabout 4.2 percent. The rurz;i !abor ><c. oever, has increased 
at an annual rate of only about 2.5 percen froi 1973-1976. 3/ 

The-c ;,;re . la:- ,e numbar of reports and,
consequently, a diversity o: opinioti Ccnin cioa unemployment andunderemploym nt situation C.sta Ricaoin 	 of( t' earlier 

I/ 	 It should be noted that the census was taken in May 1973 and
consequently did not enumerOrtc coffee ,arvtit labor or income.The 	 main coffee harvest is in '- - Pe ilcr and January. 

2/ 	Ministry of labor report based up:., j,*y 1976 Survey. 

3/ 	Actual employment in aoricuturt e - ai:,'''cssn *:.'nunl ratn.
 
of only about 1.0 pcrcern.tc},rorj the r,-iod. 1u ra I

employment outside of 
ilyI 	iculrure -p..,- : ,:rc:,scd at. ahigher rate since rural uer,, ; a,nt i. I/ . Out.­
migration from rural 	 . Iarea. (:OUld , vbo ,h'rlo~manon. 

http:iP"-t.as
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reports were based upon 
insufficient 
or unreliable data.
in 1973 did I/ Onlythe GOCR begin 
to generate reliable employmenT data.
Even data generated since 1973 does not accurately reflect thereal situation with respect 
to rural or agricultural employment
on an annual basis. 
 The 1973 census was taken 
in May and employment
data reflects only the employment situation for 
the week prior tothe enumeration. 
 The July 
1976 survey (Encuesta de Hogares-1976)
which provides 
the most recent information, used 
the same week in
May 1916 as the 
reference for employment information. Due 
to the
diversity of agriculturaI production and the-seasonaI ity of.labordemand;such a .narrowbase of sampling 
leaves much opportunity
for error. For example, sampling 
in May completely ignores
employment qenerated by 
the
 

the coffee harvest, The 1973-74 coffee
harvest 
(November, December, and January) paid approximately

14 0,Oo.OOOcolones 
to rural workers. 
 Based upon AID's definition
of poverty this would equal 
100,000 man-years of employment at
wage of 1,400 colones per year or 

a
 
sufficient 
income to support
more than 15,000 rural families For 
a year above the poverty level .2/
Thus, 
the coffee harvest alone would provide the equivalent of
full 
time employment for approximately sixty percent of the total
rural unemployed shown 
in the 1973 census.
 

of 
The 1976-77 coffee harvest, because
the much higher rate paid for coffee picking, will provide the
equivalent of non-poverty level 
incomes for approximately 27,000
families 
(even using a much higher exchange rate of 8.6 colones
equial US$1.00 or 1,700 colones per capita per year as 
a minimum)
 

Although there may be areas with
unemployment problems at the some 
present time, official estimatesappear to be 
very nearly correct except for the coffee harvest
 season. 
 Regional difference, however, 
result


seeking to 
in some areas actively
import workers into the 
area (principally for crop harvest)
while others have an apparent labor surplus.
 

ment appears The above notwithstanding underemploy­to be a serious problem in Costa Rica, especially in
agriculture. 
 The small 
farm profile summarized in Section 
II of
this assessment concludes that 
the rural poor are seriously under­employed. Ministry of 
Labor figures based on 
the July 1976 survey
show that 19.4 percent of all 
those presently employed work

less than forty hours per week.
 

-! The 19/4 
IBRD Economic Report for Costa Rica cautioned that the
 
discussion of employment and unemployment included 
therein was
hased uon Door and estimated data. 

2/ The US$150 per capita annual income is equal to 1,400 colones
based on 
the moderate definition of 7.7 colones equals US$1.00
 
See Secti6n 
IIB. of this assessment.
 



---- 
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More than one-third of those (7.0% ofthirty hours 	 the co)tal tjrk 10s3per week. 	 thanA]molt o1..,r6 !32.,.X)ployed in agriculture 	 Of thlse tm..are reported 
v 	work;,hours per 	 th.fho fortyv;*k, the highest Tor arly cii; 

population Insures The qo~estructk~rjthat the size of o , . 
to increase quite rapidly at 

t :*.. 	 continue
least untif 
 i9dO.
continue 	 After 1980 it willto 	grow but at 	a iess rapid razz. 

Projection.:to 	de b-s.d z:- .Estudios Sociales en Poblaci6n (IDESPO) 
stu:y by the Institu,

shoW the following: I/ 

Proj ctio, fPsi~ . ,r r:_ 

_- .... 

Population 
 (000) 
 I,6/2 
 2,009 
 2,225 
 2,822
 
Labor Force 
 (000) 
 385 
 658 
 750 
 991
 
New Jobs Needed/year 

2..2h,00C 24,	 5 5 0 21,460 

* 	 Computed oii straighta line basis hold1:.w ,nt at 6.2%from 1976 to 1990.
 

generation On the basis of
of 	new employnvnt 1973-/6 pC rformanco the... th#, r-,,An average of 	 . " pe'r impossible24,000 additiona!
during the 	 ,.. ,roiployedthrce year period, . rate o ir.-,below tenumeric;", 	 o Wihtlygoal of 	01C, 1973-/3The Plan cal1. 	 e u..,, entfor an annual 	 (1an.incre-seexactly equal E the percenk-acc 
in 	 4.2 po-trcent,incr, asein 	agricultur,. , hcwever, , The increasewas oniy 50only 30 percent of 	 n,: in construction-he goal. Employf,ent i., v50 	 percent higher mastind in cotn-erctgoals sot in the Plan. 	 2r perctni i2/ , han the annual 

I/ 	Based on 
i. Bogan and C. kaabt,Pobla 	 rov.cc!6n 	 do CostD lvicz, Un ,-%T' ; 
• 

-- . -d. -C c'ered 1. September 
i ' 

070. 
2/ Based on Proble",'

J2iasez, Min istry of 	
, - , ". ........ :'
Laic; nnd SoocI Sec.t:' ,', !o'v.3nber 1976. 
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There are too mny variiables to =ake
meaningful projections of the employment rate five or ton years
in the future. Whether or not Costa Rica can co tiinue to generate
the 24,000 or more new jobs needed per year will depend upon the
development policies and programs of the 00CR. It ts doubtful
whether the industrial sector can continuo its past rato of

growth. 
A higher growth rate in the agricultural vector is essential 
if employment and production goaln are'to be achieved, In sumary,

the GOCR will have to continue to give the highen priority ii its

development program to the generation of euploymnt, especially inagriculture and the rural 
areas. 
This nunt reiaxin a high priority
 

- ------- -- -at least beyond 1990 if sribis -unip1Oyae'tp1*beM'S-are to be 
avoided. 

e. Technology
 

Costa Rica has a large utunber ofwell trained agricultural technicians in all disciplines, 
 In fact,

the number of trained agricultural technicias in relation to popu­lation is 
one of the highest in Latin Amrica, ,hkw quality of
these technicians's academic trainl.ug its 
 alao very high, but, as

in many other countries, field experience and the practical appli­
cation of academic knowledge is quito limited. 
 The tochuology need­
ed to increane the production and/or iprove the marotirg system

already exists for most Iwportant crops and comodities, However,

these technologies are all not yet available in Costa Rica, and
much that is available has not been adeqAately adapted to local 
conditions.
 

Despite the availability of trained

technicians and knowledge, technology is still a serious constraint 
to increased production and improvod marhetiP in Costs Rica., Reasons 
for this are: 

- Irproved technology has not baenintroduced or adapted to the different potential ecological areas, 

- There Is an inadoquate deliverysystem for the transfer of information to thb potq'ntial user. 

- Inputs e eeLtial to the utiliza­tion of improved technology often arc not available. 

- There is a rluctance to take risk,which itpedes the acceptance of now technology by low income faiers
living close to subsistence levels and by others who are skeptical of 
investing in unfamiliar commodities/practices. 

Costa Rica has achl.e0e-d notable uc­cess in the production and markoting of a ntu-,xo of prodcts through
the vertical integration of production.,mrietin system (eog. coffee, 
bananas, sugar, tobacco). In these o ;.dlties the tuchnology/
marketing constraint has been succoss-fully eliwiiinated Hoever, these 

http:trainl.ug
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successes 
took years (in some cases
E)re due in part 
decades) to achieve, and
to 
unique chararteristics of crops
ro replicate such systems with 

or market. 
new coo0nodities will be complex,difficult, but absolutely essential task.
 

f. 
 infra tructur-;.
 

excellent rural Costa Ric!., cowioardtively
infrastructure wai dascriwed
Access roads -rtion A 3.in outlying areas, however, 
iii 

to agricultural development. 
e,-3 ,..ious constraint 

No otheir devo'opni, rot activity canmatch the Impact of building ccoss endaccelerating the p"n t',tn roacis inrate and effectiviants 
 r;
ment. The effectiveness of almost &iH 

, e" tulsa developa, 
l
development depends upon access. 
t .r..
 

Fortur%:y
makers and planners are 
CcWa Rice policy
seriously addr.,,nirj this$ 50 million from problem. Over
IDD is being used to 
co,;;.ruct pen.,tration
 

roads.
 

2.. 11n'1t i t Ion;1 Con'i t,-a itit.s 

H(st obsai'vrs p'i:i to the plethora of
government and st-ml-autonofous 
institutions ind h:e 
 lack of coordi­nation between them as a i-jor i-;stituLlonai conqLr6int oncultural agri­sector development.

Section The he:;,N m.c,4ianfFm, described in
iiI A. I, has been able to eirV.. 
 fc"ordinzte several
new programs. 
 HL;,' work r:.rr.,,
s, howlv., 
- 'C. l:minztPcation of the dupli­effort and dissipation of . -, inOther evidence cha: on-goig programs.the aqricultur-al publP:. ..­to become ctor Is reorganizinga more ul'fective tool for ev --c.: is to bethe current effort found int:s,,ard strenotficnlng . oui 


Minii ry pli,,;,;r 9 Office
 
of Agriculture, tha devclopment cf th 

ih rV:h Minister
 
OPSA the strengthening of the MMW Region;2! 8 
 and thesuDport of these Diro-ccors 
by the hinister,
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Loadership in an effective agricultural

development effort should come from a strong, well-funded, and
 
Influential Ministry of Agriculture. The link to regional offices
 
needs to be directly from the Minister to the Re§Ional Directors,
 
The MAG to date'has had 
limited influence in the coordination of
sector activities at the regional levels, 
even though the CAR
 
Directors are the nominal 
heads of the,-,CANc Itos,-which-could
 
function as joint programing/planning bodies for the regional
 
projects.
 

Except for the MAG and the Banks, none
 
of the sector institutions have truly regional programs. 
 This
 
was a contributing factor to the failure of the CANcitos and is
 
still 
a serious constraint on sector development. It limits the
 
extent to which these Institutions can coordinate their efforts
 
with the MAG's primary development projects, and it limits the
 
participation of people with valuable local 
knowledge and experi­
ence, both in planning and implementation. Regionalized programs
 
are especially Important for reaching AiD's target group. As the
 
Rural Profiles (see Section IV and Annexes) reveal, 
the target
 
group is dispersed among the rural population. If we wish to
 
reach a high proportion of poor farmers and landless poor with
 
program resources, the resources must be focused on 
the
 
identifiable areas of greatest target group concentration.
 

A general institutional constraint
described by one knowledgeable observer Is the public financial
 
system, codified in the Ley Financiera de la Repiblice. The
 
labyrinthine workings of this law make it all but impossible

for a regular government ministry such as MAG to introduce
 
flexi Ility into its programming, Although more agile in their

budgeting systems, the autonomous institutions have independent

funding from fixed, "tagged" tax sources, which places their
 
budgets outside effective planning control at the sector level.
 

The cumbersome financial procedure
endured by the regular Ministries and the fixed funding of the
 
autonomous Institutions are boh symptomatic of a general 
Insti­
tutional constraint on sector development. That is, the rate of
 
change in the agricultural sector,the highest in the hemisphere
 



in the past decadeis too rapid for the institutional mechanism
 
to deal with. As described in the credit section, for example,

new crops are slow to receive credit support. Other sector

institutions 
are also slow to recognize new agricultural oppor­
tunities and devote resources to them.
 

The new CAN-OPSA-COTEPSA system is
a 
step in the right direction, for it
can quickly Identify new
activities and react to them. 
 But further change In the Insti­
tutional structure is needed 
before the public agricultural
 
sector can keep up with the rapidly changing agricultural economy.
 

3. Marketing Constraints
 

Successful marketing Is the key to the

development of a viable conercial agricultural sector. The
 
efficiency o."- the marketing system in Costa Rica varies widely

from one comnodity to another. A wide range of producls such asbananas, coffee, cacao, cut flowers, beef, shrimp, sugar, etc.
 
are being marketed competitively and quite efficiently in Inter­
national markets. 
 Others (e.g., meat, milk, potatoes, some
fruits, etc.) 
are being supplied to the domestic market in 
a

fairly efficient manner. 
A large number of products, however, 
are being marketed relatively inefficiently, many with high productlosses, or are reaching only limited markets duo to marketing
prob les. 

It is not within the scope of this
 assessnnt to ldent"'fy and analyze all 
of the marketing problems

and opportunities on a coninodity by conmodity ba.is. 
 It is
 
possible, however, to 
identfy some of the more serious

straints and 

con­
some of the more Important opportunities. As uded


here Imarketing" will Include all of thode actions that take 
place In moving a product from the producer to the consumer.

This will specifically include agro-Industry or the processing

of agricultural products.
 

For a wide range of products pres­
ently being produced for domestic consumption,marketing losses
and in'fficiencles are a serious constraint. 
This is most
 
Important in perishable products such as 
fresh fruits and vege­
tables but can 0lso be costly in non-perishables such as wood
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products. Inadequate transpoztation, improper productionpractices, poor handling and storage, insufficient technical
knowledge, inefficient distribution systems, and others all

take their toll. 
The result is reduced conumaption, higher
prices, lower quality proiucts, markat limitations and lower

producer prices., A stagnant wrket situation for a crop,
commodity, or commodity group dvvolopa, 
with dissatisfaction
 
all along the marketing chain.
 

Costa Rica Ma 
 a comparative ad­

commodities that are in demand in external markets or for
which internal demand could br increased or developed. Most

of the commodities 
 that offer the greatest development potentialrequire procesaing or agro-industrial olnboration in order
be profitable. to
 

The development of agro-Industry is thereforeessential in order to obtain uaxiauw return.% from the agricul­
tural sector. The Government has long been aware 
 of the needto promote the developtent of agro-ndustries. A wultitude

of goverment or quasi-govermat 
 entitioe or orguuizatlons
Uave programs or responsibilities 
I to stimulate ', to regulate',

'to control', 'to promote', 
' to guide' development of agricul­tural industries, 
 It io quite possible that the scattoratton
of respons ibilities aud progras- for the promotIon of agro-industry
has itself bson a constraint to further dvelopmant. 

It ig not iatenudd to imply that
afrjcultur--l industry iis not developed or Important in the
Costa Rican economy, The gross 
product value of agro-inlustry

in 1973 was 3,900 million colomes, 69 parcent of the produet
value of all industry. 
Value added by agro-imuamtry was 1,150
million colones or 
66 percent of that added by all industry.Growth has bean jipressivo; from 1965-73 the lroas product valueat current prices grow more than 154 perceut for the food infustry
and 171 percent for 
on-food. 1/ Agro-ladustry in 1973 dploy'td
an estimated 19,000 persons with total =geas of 300 million 
colones. 

The nom-~r1icultural Industry sub­sector has developed at An even fester pace than agro-industry.
Various prograns, policiez, tax concessionm, etc." havre helped
to encourage this growth. 
As a result of thise different ratos 

1/ Unpublished data. Banco Central do Coota Aca, 



S-Product
:J; :Industry has disinishod from; 1960 toValueand Velue Added by Production. (Soo Table on page 
1973 foil both Groan a 9) r 

ofr h 
 t 
 r i Many of the non-agricultural
 

industries are highly dependent upon imported primary materials
and a high proportion produce principally for domestic consump­tion. 
As a result, these industries have a considerably dif­ferent impact upon the economy than do agro-industries, 
Much
of the agricultural sector is dependent upon agro-industryfor/ 
 "
 th-rcsigan-mreigb 
 --ispo'ucs, and' the incomegenerated at 
the farm level provides additional employment and
consumption. 
One study showed marked differences between agro­industry and other industry in several respects. 1/ 
 A total
of 392 industries were studied of which 70 wore agro-industries.
For each $100.00 of sales, agro-industries utilized primary
materials of national origin worth $46.60. 
Non-agricultural
industries utilized only $12.00 worth of nationally produced
primary materials. 
Also, for each $100.00 of sales, the net
balance of payments (the difference between the value of prod­uct exports and the value of imported primary materials) for
agro-industry was $15.90. 
 For other industry it was negative
$20.30. 
Agro-industry also generates more employment-and is
 more decentralized than other industry.
 

The Caldas study has broad impli­cations for Costa Rica. 
The potential for development of agro­industry is probably equal to or greater than the development
potential of non-agro-industry, and a significant expansion
of the agro-industrial sector could produce the following bene­
fits:
 

a, Agro-industries favor thedirect utilization of renewable natural resources of the country,
have an 
importr.nt multiplier effect in the national economy, and
reduce the country's external dependence;
 

b. Because agro-industry depends
upon agricultural production (including forestry and fish), 
it
is 
a prime gei.rator or indirect employment, most o > which is in
rural areas, and the industries themselves are much more likely
to be decentralized because of the source of their primary

materials.
 

1/ Fernando Caldas, Consideraciones Sobre Las Agroindustrjas
 
en Costa Rica. Mimoo, 1976.
 

http:importr.nt


C' Agro-ilndustry contributesfavorably to the balance of payments. 

In su=ary, it must be concluded
that marketing, including processing, is a serioun constraint
to the further development of many crops and commodities in
Costa Rica. 
The duality exhibited by the agricultural sector,
with the production and marketing of some commodities highly
developed, and other relatively important onov virtually un­developed, suggests that 
a vertically integrated approach might
........... 
_ bepro°blemsthe most.,,tha~tsuccessful way to solve the wide range of imarketing 
exis~t for-the~m re impo tant-,agricultural c o ..... .... 

ditLes, Much is being done in this area and much more 
is needed..
 

ACR03I'1M5TIAI PROMlC'TyO?"61d Value Output and Value Added, 19M.1973' 
(Killions of C*lIa., curroat "logo) 

T^0 V.A. . V. 1 V.Ar0. . T.0' V.A,
 
I.Iood Products 
 047 05 I'm9 293 1,8407
 

5, "Ion-yod Products 
 14P to 
 is 6 
 so 13 43 toS. Total Alro-Industrioe'(w) 9" 375 1,351 34 , 130 $33 3,200 *0 
4. Other Industrleg 283 114 68! 245 1,4000. Total Industria (3.4) 51 2,417 $141,231 389 1'"4 620 1,039 1,143 5,472 i,?4(0. Aaro-induntr e as o


Percent of Total (3.,) 78% 71% 67% 61% * 0 as% 575 46% 

8OUC Caldee, Yermamdo, Cofllde.r~ioam Sobra las Agmj ¢teuprjA 0% Coata ile&, A0,0. 

a/ Total Value Output 
1/ Value Added 

Kclu~sa ooffte procehalnr, Sucludee berog.Z 7baef etbe" Sh~1idU, r8"d A w~od Prodt., and wosd tumtvo. 
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4. 
 Policy Constraints
 

By and large the policies of the GOCR
during recent years have been favorable to both agricultural develop.
ment and AID's Congressional Mandate objectives. 
The fastest agri.
cultural production growth rates 
in the Hemisphere were achieved
over 
the past decade within a political environment of freedom,
peace, and security. 
 The Costa Rican people have received increasing
levels of government services, 
and enjoy rising incomes and a variety
of economic, social, and political opportunities. Much of this
progress 
can be attributed 
to the GOCR policies.
 

Policy in the agricultural sector is
usually arrived at by consensus, 
 The president establishes general
policy upon the advice of 
the legislature, special 
interest groups,
and executive branch agencies. 
 Government policy formulation is
shared by ministries, agencies, semi-autonomous institutions and
Presidential advisers. 
 The Ministry of Agricultureibas a major
responsibility for establishing sector policy and/acyive through
the Minister's chairmanship of the CAN, 
In Its coordination.
Though each sector Institution maintains 

,nent, its own planning depart­the CAN-OPSA-COTEPSA system attempts to assure that these plans
are consistent with overall 
sector and national plans.
most Important current projects Is 

One of OPSA's
 
a new four-year Agricultural


Development Plan.
 

While the CAN and OPSA are now coordinating
new Sector policy and programs, the legacy of past Independence in
institutional policy=making still has damaging effects on Sector
development. 
 Duplicated efforts, dissipated resources, contradictory
policies, and the resulting economic distortions continue. 
 It is
hoped that the new Four-Year Plan will 
review continuing activities
and suggest ways for correcting the deficiencies.
 

Greater inter-institutional policy coordi­nation implies a centralization of policy formulation and control.
Simultaneously, we argue that a decentralization of project formu­lation and implementation through greater regionalization of Sector
activity is needed. 

dictory. 

The two processes are not necessarily contra-
National 
level policy formulation should produce,coherent
coordinated, overall policies determining credit arrangemets, target
groups, products or groupsof products to be developed, regional
allocation of resources, agro-industries, etc.
operation of specific projects 
The formulation and
 

to implement these policies should be
in large degree left to 
regional (local) 
groups, under the leadership
of the MAG-CAR Directors and

bank incorporating representatives of the
and other Sector institutions, farmer groups, and the private
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sector involved in agriculture. 
 The Cantonal Agricultural Committees
could serve 
as a mechanism. 
The basic differences between such gr
and their predecessor CANcitos would be that:
a) They will be Involved 
in specific project activitles. 
 The CANcitos
 
were general forums.

b) 
Thet may be concerned wiLth 
a smaller area (cant6n) than the CANcitos

(regions).

c) 
They will be implementing programs and responsble for controlling
and disbursing funds, something 
the CANcitos did not do.
d) They will 
enjoy the collaboration of the technical 
staffs of
operating sector 
institutions and the OPSA. 
 The CANcitos received
 
II ttle support ..
or. cotmunication from the CAN
 

This last arrangement will hopefully allow
the local-level personnel 
to make a regular Input
level into the national­policy-making process, and to keep national-level 
technicians
and decision makers apprised or 
local situations and changing con­
ditions.
 

Another aspect o 
 the fast pace of change
in Costa Rican agriculture is the suddenness with which traditionally
profitable activities can begin 
to decline. To recognize such a
decline and 
react to slow further expansion of an activity, stop such
expansion, diminish the absolute level of public sector oupport, or
eliminate such support altogether, is an essential policy if the gains
derived from new ventures are not 
to be lost in supporting activities
whose time has passed, Successful activities develop powerful 
Interest
groups, high 
levels of Investment, and dependent economic secto
When difficult times arrive, these groups are vigorous 
-o
 

in seeking as­sistance from their governmen*. 
 The usual government response Is to
subsidize the now unprofitabl,* entorprise from public 
revenues. 
 Such
a response may not always be inappropriate, especially when 
large
numbers of economically marginal 
families are ir.volved, and when such
funds are used 
to assist their transition to new activities. This
social responsibility is usually presented 
s the Justification for
such subsidkes in Costa Rice; it is not always true. Governmentsubsidy of rice growers 
is the current prime example; beef producers
may be next, A sector ina period of rapid changesuch as
culture Sector in Costa Rica today, 
the Agri-


Is unuuaily exposed 
to this risk.
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SECTION IV: Innovative Strategy and Program implications 

A. Priority Constraints and Opportunities
 

The constraints and opportunities which mostseriously affect Sector development in general and the achievementof AID-mandate goals in particular may Lm- groupedcategories: Resources and Land Use; 
into three 

Marketing and Processing; andSector Policy, Planning, and Institutional Coordination. 

l
I-1, Resources and Land Use .
 

The most critical problem facing the
Agricultural Sector is the rapid destruction of the nation's
forests. 
 Slash-and-burn agriculture and indiscriminate, ticber
harvesting are destroying watersheds and soils in steeply sloped
areas, and contributing to drought conditions in flatlands down­stream. 
 Iu ten years land availability will become a 
serious
general constraint on Sector development if destructi.?e land use
continues. 
Land availability and productivity is already a
Ferious limiting factor for target group farmers in Many areas.
 

Deforestation and constraints on
achieving AID's Mandate goals with savll farmers are intimately
linked. Ironically, target group farmers are 
in some cases the
worst offenders in indiscriminate deforestation. 
They are the
squatters who move into urcut 
forest and fell the trees to start
a farm. 
 They are precisely the sort of highly iotivated, hard­working rural poor who should be included in land reform and
colonization programs. 
 If deforestation is to be hal 
3d, this group
of vigorous colonizers must be 
located on land already cleared and
currently in extensive use, or settled on new 
land carefully selected
 as ecologically suitable for agriculture.
 

Also involved in deforestation are
lumbermen who waste two-thirds of the wood they cut, and large farm-
moern 
who cut out forest to expand their pastures., Much of the
good land with potential for intensive agriculture is currently
in extensive cattle production. 
This creates an artificial shortage
of land which forces the destructive process described above. Ifthe activities of all these groups are not soon rationalized, the
country will leftbe without forest with much of the soil and water 
resources 
destroyed.
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2, Marketing, Processing, and Agro-Indugtry
 

For a number of products deeitined mainly
for export, Costa Rica ham highly efficient marketing systems.8om Forproducts, including basic grains and animal products, even the
domestic system is fairly efficient. 
 But the majority of fresh
fruits and vegetables are marketed under a traditional system which
provides only two basic (but essential) services: 
 transportation
and risk bearing. 
Grading and selection, storage, careful handling
and efficient service to areas 
outside the Ueseta Centmi, are all
outside the marketing system's current capability.
system partcularly - incapable It is also aof-of ftcwently hanil-inj -fnew productionoutside of traditional areas or new productc.
may be This last condition
a serious limiting factor to the realization of some 
 of the
most important opportunities in the agricultural sector; viz., the
introduction of 
new crops and activities for the dowestic and ex­port markets. The discussion in Section III mention a multitude
of crop and livestock exterprises for which Costa Rica may have a
comparative advantage. 
 Some are completely now; macada=ia, brackish
water 
shrimp production, and certain oil seed crops, 
Others have
traditionally existed in Costa Rica in the wild or on a small scale,
but can be exploited to a much greater degree: pejibayea, spices,
essential oils, achiote, ornamental plants and flowers, and the
fishing industry. 
Still others are produced commercially in Costa
Rica but have a much larger potential market both inside
the country: and outside
dairy production, pork, fruits and vegetable for both
fresh consumption and industrialization, and cocoa.
 

To successfully realize these opportu­nities will in many case require a complete reestructuring of the
production/processing/marketing 

systems. In nearly all the cases
cited the products need to pass through sone sort of agro-indumtrialprocess before roaching the final consumer,
Section III, As identified in
agro-industrtal development will have positive benefits
for the target group, for the sector as a whole, and for the general
economy.it 

planning. 
should be given high priority in sector developmentThe process of agro-industrial developmentcomplex and difficult, will bebut Costa Rica has several successful systems
to use as models. A major feature of such systers, and one whichis crucial for new agroindustrall development is the full paticipa.


tion of the private sector.
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3. 	 Sector Policy, Planning, and.
 
Institutional Coordination
 

Solving the complex problem of resource

planning, agricultural diversification and agro-industrial developmvent

outlined above will require major modification of the Sector's policy­
making, planning, and institutional structure.
 

Sector institutions are in many respects 
so rigid and resistant to change that they cannot keep up with the 
pace of evolution in the agricultural economy, manifested by ne Op,
'portun ItIes~for profItb lOrdu' Vo a~d__thie__de Iin Ing prof itabillity
or some traditional activities. 
 Hajor factors limiting the agility of
 
policy making, planning, and program activity are:
 

a5 	 Lack of sufficient informatiorn,for policy

decisions. 
 A key area is natural resource and land use infornatico-.
 
Another is information of the feasibility and profitability of now
 
and old production activities. 
A third Is technical Information on
 
the adaptation of activities and technolog!es to Costa Rica's varied
 
ecological zones.
 

b) 	The fragmental structure of planning and
 
policy making, impediny the exchange of
 

information and Ideas between sector 
Institutions. Once new policy

directions are 
identified, the lack of institutional coordination
 
again surfaces as a major constraint.
 

Finally, project design and Implementation

must become to a large degree the responsibility of regionally-based

and coordinated institutional personnel working with local 
groups,.
 

a. 
 GOCR Policy and Program Implications
 

1. Land and Natural Resources
 

Formulating and implementing a coherent
 
national policy which promotes rational use of natural resources while
 
meeting target group land requirements will be a formidable task. A
 
necessary first step is to acquire adequate natural 
resource informatic-n
 
to determine which zones should be maintained in forest, which critical
 
areas need reforestation, and which areas.are appropriate for settle­
ment. This information will also indicate which areas of 
land already

are being under-utilized and are appropriate for intensification.
 

The 	information developed by such 
a re­
source survey and land use inventory will be used by decision makers
 
to formulate new legislation, new land tax and policies, new land
 
reform 	programs, and programs of 
[mproved land and renewable natural
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resource utilization.
 

Specific policy and program suggestions are:
 

- Accelerated land settlcment programsprovide land to the landless rural 'fmies and land-poor farm'7ami
to
 

lies who can manage a farmstead. Such programs should contain strict

selection criteria, be consistent with 
resource management policies,
and provide new settlers with the basic tools and 
resources needed
to get started. 
 Follow-on support services from sector institutions
 
must be programmed and coordinated from the beginning.
 

Credit and tax policies are among the
 most powerful policy tools available to implement overall strategy,

and presently are not being sufficiently employed, Loans 
are still
being given to clear forest for cattle pasture even as deforestation

is daily decried by national 
leaders and surplus beef accumulates.

Land taxes can be used to force the intensified use of land or its
 
sale.
 

- Investment in infrastructure directly
affects resource use and abuse. In
new- settleent areas, roads,
communications, and other infrastructure will be essential 
to suc­
cessful development. Similary, opening roads through forested areas

will encourage cutting if strict protection measures are not enforced. 

- Forest grotection laws must be enforced 

and certain seifdefeating pollcies changed, 0.g., 
the payment to dis­placed squatters for the 'land improvement' of cutting down forest
 cover. 
 Land owners who wish to retain their forest should be given
support in protecting their land from thedepredations of squatters.
 

2. Diversification, Marketing, and Processing
 

To mantain previous rates of growth and
provide the rural 
target groups with income and employment, the agri­
cultural sector must diversify into 
new products with potential for
agro-industrialization and export. 
 It was these sorts of products

(coffee, sugar, bananas, and beef) which fueled the sector's ex­pansion over 
the past decade. 
The sugar market has collapsed, beef
production has overexpanded and cannot find markets, and most serious
of all, the appearance of coffee rust may seriously disrupt production.

Diversification Is indicated.
 

Basic policy and program requirements to
 
achieve this are:
 

- A national policy determination making
product diversification and agro-industrlal development priority goals.
 

Increased information capabilities in the
areas of marketing, crop adaptation, economic feasibility of new activi­
ties, and export opportunities.
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Now credit PIies to permit increased 
lending for perennial and non-tradition l crops. 

Aw r n s _*-" I IbI_ tyld-.._dInIn ::"iI .
 
profItability of traditional actlvlTis3 policy adj ustments 
 ere
 
lndhidte
 

- Research and development of production
technolog for Industrial commoditlies; introduction of new pkant- ­

materials; adaptation trials. 

Increased public credit to agro-industry

and "package-lending" to processors who wish 
to vertically Integrate
 
production and marketing to meet export market standards.
 

-,Arrangemnts for 'draw-back'• privileges :.
 
(duty-free import of export-destined mati-o- -or agro-industries.
 

- The inclusion of private industry In the
 
planning and implementation of diversification and agro- n ustrial
 
projects.
 

- Encouraqoment for rivate industries and 
recognition that they must be permitted to mke proflts and expect 
efficient performance from their employees.
 

Agro-industrial development may be the most
 
effective means of generating the employmant needed to keep up with
 
the rapidly growing labor force and to provide more off-farm jobs for
 
poor farmers. Diversifica'cion into more labor intensive and profitable

activities is the other Important means 
for Increasing target group

incomes. 
 Some of these activities, identified In earlier sectionsare:
 

- ilk production currently covers only
half of domestic comsumption and couldb -expanded to supply national 
needs, and perhaps even provide exportable surplus. It can be a
 
fairly labor intensive activity, has other excellent ecom,:mnic charac­
teristics for the target group , and necessarily develops an agro­
industrial complement. Increased dairy production can be fitted to a
 
policy of decreased emphasis on beef production, as dairying regularly

supplies bull calves and culled heifers to the meat market. 
 Shifting

extensive beef production to more intensive dairying wl'! free land for
 
crops. 
 In those large areas of the country which are-best suited fot

be6f production, Intensification of land use 
through better management

will allow the same overall beef production from fewer hectares.
 

- Other livestock enterrises, such as pork
poultry, and egg production, have strong potential, but are, like 
dairying, limited by the high cost of concentrated feed. Programs to 
develop alternative national sources of animal feed will be critical
 
to full realization of Costa Rica's potential for animal 
production.

Suggestions for the development of root crops and pnjitrbav for anirnl
 
feeds are contained in Section Ill.
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- Shift .j culture from large to medium
 
and small-scale farmers could provide signficat incone and employment

opportunities for the target group. 
 New technology rice farmers may

be selected from over-croded minlfundio areas or areas of high un­
employment. As production increases 
In th new rice zones, credit
 
restrictions on large rice farmers would tend to limit their rice

plantings, Land 
thus liberated can, through the application of better
 
seed and Improved technology, become an 
Important element in increasing

produetion of cotton, corn,beans, oilseed otc. 
With the prospect of
continuous deficits of 
these basic crops, lands that can produce them 
should not be In rice. Rice production 6inder paddy rice culture world. 

--------- wide is _far superior to uplond.rice.. 

Sp- e,sflavoin1 and essential oils are strong possibilities for labor Intensive, hiT.v ", T-ale, 
industrializable crops, Several international firms are already
Involved in such production in Costa Rica and others are seriously
considering entering into production. Costa Rica's wide range of
climate and growing conditions, well-educated, capable small-farmer
 
groups, and stable political climate mnake it 
an Ideal country for
 
such production.
 

Fhrtruits and vcptables for fresh, frozen,

dehydrated and canned export also carl 
 ove strong employment and

small farmer income effects Wille providing raw material for agro­
industry. 
 Several firms are involved it such production, but the
 
potential market far txceedscurrent supply.
 

TO suiccessfully develop new crops for the
 
export market will require the full participation of national and
 
international private industry and stronger links between producers

and processors. 
 Such links exist in cofc e,. tobacco, and banana
 
production; they need to be forged for each nov crope
 

Also with regard to diversification, one 
must note that while cost of high qua!ity seed and planting material
 
add little to total production costs, the use of such material has
 
great effect on the yield and marketability of the final product.

One of the wisest investments a country c 
ao make Is to provide its
 
farmers with the best seed and plant miterial worldwide research
 
can produce. This material must be introducpd, tested, and adopted

to local conditions, and 
if necessary, distributed on a subsidized
 
basis.
 

Increased diversification and agro-industri­
alization will further accelerate the rate of change in the agricultural

sector. New opprtunities will 
appear and old ones decline each year.

A given commodity may enjoy a few years oi' high profitability and then,
because of biological or 
economic factors qu~ckly declined. Others

witll provide steady income over the lonq-terr, in nny gtven year,
 



some proportion of the dozens of 
Iiv(idual products coming off
 
the farms will root 'ow a pr-fN.t. Pac c' !rkcrs should offic ally

recognIze this fact of aq1;'cult r Iif: ;r d .
t: k out programs 
to help reduce i*ome of th.e r ,3k to vri tihou. placing , large 
financial burden on the rest oC the c:or~rn,. 
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3, 
 Policy, planning and Coordination
 

The program implicttions for sectorpolicy, planning, and coordination are: 

- Information gatheringto provide policy makers and analvuigewith complete, current informaionisa
essential. While the CAN-OPSA-CO!EPSA arrangements improve on pre­vious structures and provides a possible format for coordinatingdata efforts, the different institutions still largely go their
separate ways. 
Program must be developed to promote regular ex­c1ange of information and eliminate duplication of data collection
 

- Institutponal olicy and planning

coordination - Costa Rica has a numbr of highly capabl e-agricul­tural sector institutionu managed and staffed by well-trainod,
competent, dedicated individuals. Each organization can point
with pride to successful programs and 
projects, Even the weak­et sector institutions, as their critics will admit, perform
certain functions well, 
However, even well-conceived'and per­fectly executed programs by a single institution may have little
discernible effect. 
The feasibility of coordi"jted efforts in
Costsa Rica has been demonstrated., by this year's program in cottonproduction and the AID-supported soybean project. Both were coordi­nated by the CAN, and involved the Banks, the MAC, the CNP, theUniversity, and several other institutions, 
Given direction
support from their superiors, the staffn of different 

and
 
Institutions
work well together at the national and local levels. 
 Sector policy
makers nuae 
 take advantage of these intitutional capabilities,
 

- Regionalized roject design and
Ll-nation is another criticali 
tituticnal opportunity.
The MAO's field-level staff and field members of other institutions
are of high quality. They can be supplemented by local citizens
with experience in their areas. 
 Policy should encourage the region­alization of other sector institutions rouighly along the MAO's geo­graphical regions. 
The Cantonal agricultural comittees should be
encouraged, given secure-funding in all regions, and linked with
institutional resources.
 

- The Private Sector should, as a
matter of policy, be included in sector plann ng and project develop­ment, Cooperative technical assistance arrangements between the
MAG, the University , and private firms engaged in export productionhave been tried with moderate success, Such arrangements should be
 
encouraged,
 



-80-w
 

C. AID Stratgffy
 

U, 8. assistance to Costa Rica In agriculture

began in 1.942 when the Institute for Intor-Amnericaun Affairs under 
Point-Four formed the first Servicio (BCA),which continued until
 

...IP,2P. Bilatera programs --of the--US Govrnent have-" continued -to

the present date via the International CooperativG Administration
 
,-ICA) and AID. These efforts were largely institution building,

and focused on the traasfer of basic agricultural technology.

Judging by the comparattvely 
 high level of technical capability of
 
goverment officials and farmers alike, they have been relatively
 
successful.
 

Recent progrms in agriculture have included
 
a $16.5 million Agricultural Sector L"2n in 1970, now almost 
 cow­
pleted, which assisted in strengthening the Ministry of Agriculture,
INFOCOOP, the National Banking System, ITCO, IFAM, CNP and the Univer­
sity of C. R. in providing services &id resources to small

farmers; a second $7.9 million Soctor Loan in 1974, now almost one­
thi'd completed; and a small grant ftuid., project (Agricultural

Services-Oranmt 51l-T-122). The Grant ,1% forject prcvided funding 

a series of studies, technical asaistaeo from US and other sources,

project management, and otber costs of project monitoring eval­and 

uation.
 

The rationale for continuing assistance to
Costa Rica in the Agricultural Sector vill fall within the poli­
tical, economic and philosophical arguuent for a continuing
AID relationship with a "middle-inco " country, to be presented
in a DiP revision in May 1977. These vill rest partly upon the
 
identification of innovative areas, technical 
subject matter 
opportunities, or "limiting factor" seguents in critical Sectors 
where AID, continuing as a relatively airor donor, nay have spe­
cial knowledge, interest or experience.
 

The constraints listed above fall into areas 
in which AID has oxporience and specialized expertise, and are 
congruent with the behind ofconcerns tha Mandate the Foreign
Assistance ACT, During the DAP revisior in May 1977 and there­
after we will develop a series of specific projects forming a 
prototype relationship betweei AID and a critical development Sector 
in a groving, relatively progressive middle-iucom developing 
country. In this instance, we propose that a Sector-wide program
funded during Fist. 1 Years 1978 and 1979 address these limiting
segments. Each project selected would have its specific purpose, 
outputs, and inputs. All projects Would contribute to coman 
objectives of the overall Sector program, as well as to addressing
specific suk-ectoral problems. 



The usa of onvi ordp~gntitjon eachyear (loan and grant) vould simplify pJet dacw ,atlone, anwell as famul~. oifluoffer n taMMS %'Oatri AID Intmr­ventiog propoead for the Sector*, A Pkc4N Welatodof projectototAlling 8 10 1illi~fto (!~~W114 r,' vv,t iLnL: d each 
yearl's PID, PftP andPP, 

In the i dip a fvture (VY 78) ve are plan­ning a loan/grant Project ia at-llarvot prioblww of traditionalcrops and the devolopmnt of vortically t*et d production andmarketing systoms for higb valuo mr-tditional crops that haveposential for bettor la d n 41 unn ?ztion goneration.This 78 Project will focus ror ltd ,;- t probleai, food-'-omssing,a nAr cropc in n k.od, land settlement, 
na arnl resou~rce utilization, and (,,ezoration It re­pritoonts a chiango 2a diocit,% thiL builing/production technology aplrTih, rier Y cropa, the empbasiswill be on 2arketing prtoble, For v-7 Q'-o tho Projectfocus on the entli &griculurs.aj syrw 

will 
in to final
sale, This Project to expatots toiugl .iir' 

'. 

t ho time that
Loan 315-T-025 w1l1 be rmar 
 ' aibo6 ini thestoptransition to a mn ttr y ofa d~ ~~ problemscharucteriatic og a "adllo-tnx cx"
 

D, 
 Arens lor Possiblo AID Agsntance
 

1. Vdtumland use for forest andplanning. Poetaible ,es of . a.- in r wotesensing; CRIBS; tschnial ai5sitnco and trn.inlug in resource
analysis; roaource policy, and land vAoe pliraiaLig, Activitieswould be focused :n the 
 o .........
cult for Natu­
ral Resources and OPA.
 

2. Unt-kot!in;, ofipcinlly the devolop­wment of local and regional mz 1"0 Un idi*f incomeopportunities, roduce food losses, 
 S.'aiLo u lity,lower costs to constmers. Assistaw. 
and 

in -K.. cknrloj~tnnt of gradesand standards. MI&G, IrAU (MuuLcpal i ) anrd OPA-. would
be likely participants. 

3. -Techanicalassistance mnd training in product f; '....... ..........
vertically-integrated prytduction sytat,,, ni £ r organization.Financing and technical imn t'nco for ,- , .L develop­
ment. The Ministry og Agril t, )'PS; Cti. ErprtPromotion Center, and the p.ivAe se:', 

http:griculurs.aj
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4. 	 Land Tit ing Distribution, and Sale,
, 

Technical assistance and prograa suport to An acclerated ln
 
distribution program, ITCO and HMO. 

5, 	 Agricultural Sector Pla,. ra 
Project Design and Devvlop. t, Support to an Agricultural Econo­
mica-'research center within the -UniveriftY o otaRc, h 
would train economists, provide feasibility studies to government 
and private industry, plan and help implaent projects, assist
 
the OPSA in sector 	planning and policyp maintain an agricultural 
data Dank, and perform progran evaluations,
 

6. 	 RsrchDevelo nt and 1PoMotion 
of Now Crops. Introduct ion orwUcropj; and plant~~ingEtra a,
Adaptation research. Research on agr&-inditstrial umes, Outreach; 
mechanisms for new activities. PAG, UCR, Raglonl Institutions, 

E. 	 Planned Iuvestw~nt Schedule
 

Contribution by
 

AID OOCR 
($000) 

FY 78 	Land Productivity and 
Employment Generation (Loan/Grant) 8,000 4,000 
(Related Project Development 
Costs)
 

Technical Support 	 FY 78 100 -
FY 79 100 -
FY so 100 -

FY 79 	 Agriculture Sector 
Project (Loan/Gmnt) 8 ,000-1O,00 4,000-5,000 
(Related Project Developent 
Costs) 

Technical Support 	FY 79 100 -
FY 80 100 -

FY 81 50­
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F. 
 Informtion Requirements for Prcgrax2 
and Projects 

USAID is presntly involved in planningLand Productivity and rfploywint 
the 

Gaueration Project for FYfunding6 InfolMation needed will include (1) basic data on 
78 

chAracteristic, of small,_farmerB
activities (baseline survey 

hwl participate-in projectfor evaluatioo purposes); (2) a studythe nature and mgnitude of mil1 farwtron 
poastharVest andmarketing problems In several regions of the country; (3) feasi­bility studies on three to five system of non-traditional crops;(4) and an Interim Report on the past ard current programs of theInstitute for Lands and Colonization (ITCO). 

Informtion requirommnts for the FY 79 Agri­culture Sector flevelopmont Project will require assistance to
USAID and the OCER from a variety of sources. We anticipate theneed for TDY assistance fron AID/V, IQC contractors USA/PASA,USDA/RSSA and local PSC or institutional contractors in pro­project studies; project developwit; 
 project docuwents prepara­tion; economic, technical and social sounders and feasibility
studies in such areav as natural resource Information, soilconservation, forestry and fisheries management, grain storageand handling, farm level post-harvost handling, regional marketing
systems, food processing technology and engineering, new productmarketing, land settlement system, agricultural information sys­tem for sector project planning in 
 new crops, agriculturalproduct export promotion and sector aasessment updating. Detailsof these needs must await later stages of progras and projectdevelopment, planning and negotiations with the GOCR and approvalby AID/. As the list of tochnical areas to be covered is furtherdefined, plans will be developed to obtain the information accord­ing to needs. 
Funds will also Nt requested at later dates to
 
cover costs involved.
 



0. Other Donors and Progrs 

A major portion of foreign credit from donors 
has gone into traditional infrastructure projects. Looking at the 
total undisbursed balance of $574.1 4illion in all Sectors, one
 
finds that 20 percent is for transport; 20 percent for electric 
power 4fnd cimiictin 33 percent forbw-i~iiscieu 'ifrastructure 
and capital, imports; 7.5 percent for agriculture; 4.7 percent for 
health; 3 percent for education; and 1.2 percent for pro-investment 
surveys,
 

During the next two years, both the IERD and IDB 
are planning lending programs of approximately the sae magnitude as 
recent years, The IBRD is currently analyzing three possible new 
loans: (1) Agricultural Credit/Rural Developimnt to finAnce livestock 
and crop development, as well as possible feeder roads and other rural 
infrastructure -- proposed $15 million; (2) Urban 'ranzport to fi­
nance improvoment of traffic and transit facilities -- amount still 
to be determined; tn,i (3) Boruca Po'.er and Aluminm to finance an 
hydro-electric project for an aluminum smelter -- anount still to be 
deterined and further project preparation delayed until a firm 
decision is made about a company to construct the smelter pan. Be­
sides two projects in the agriculture and education sectors which
 are still awaiting final approval by the 00CR and the IDB, the IDE 
is currently analyzing three possible new projects: (1)Rural Roads, 
Third Stage which would extend the Bank's current feeder road pro­
gram -- proposed $46 million; (2) Education to finance a strengthened 
00CR technical and vocational education program -- proposed $9.8 million; 
and (3)Pre-Investment Tund, II to finance feasibility studies and 
training for OFIPLAN -- proposed $4 million. 

In reviewing other donor credit program, it is 
also interesting to nfo the preva.ling terms and interest rates, es­
pecially in light of the previous discussion of external debt serv­
icing -- i.e. that 65% of Costa Rica's "active" hard currency loans 
have terms less than or equal to 25 years and greater than or equal 
to 5 percent and that 34 percent have term less than or equal to 10 
years and greater than or equal to 6 percent. The IBRD's range from 30 
years and 7-1/4 percent to 25 years and 8i percent; the IDB's range
from the Special Fund termo of 35 years and 2 ivrcent to 20 years and 8 
percent; CAMEI's range from 35 years and 2 percent to 10 yearn and 8 
percent ; and the British Government's only active loan is for 25 years 



and 6 percent. The bulk of tho rtrenhi c).'sdi at. regular coamercial 
terms. 

While foroign c I344 tho most im.­
portant part of all donor and cor.)"cia ra. hor are also 
extensive technical aasistanc( acti'itio.F j.u C sta Ricad - both grant 
and loan funded. "This tochnIcal asist;,ce .;l rovi&oI by the UNDP 
and related UN agencies; by the OAS; a.d by iAlitLr.! progrmma frow 
Japan, Canada, West Garcany, exic., Srit ctlland, Spj4i1 Brazil and 
the United States. In the agricultural ector tochainal asaintanc. 
in provided from FAO in forestry dovco;:-t, ;,i . hoalth, irriga­
tion, fisheries,~ plant pnthology, r~i&(u~dC~ ~,~ctoagra­
rian reform, consrvartion, and pzeve~tion o~i rao;L~t~t; frau 
WtP for the GO'CR foedin.:,; progrnvy ; f'rti ;,T.t .::': ' oy I 

Switzerlaind Zor ageicuiLturn. :cal .;:'.f : i" J. .ihr 

devolopmint; froi a;3 for agricultural ,. ,m& dcv.,: opv txt; and 
from ILO for i'tral developont, 



ANNEX A
 

A Profile of the Rural Poor in Costa Rica
 
Samuel R. Daines, LA/RD Consultant
 

December 16, 1976
 

A. Resource Endowment and Use on Target Group I'arms
 

1, Land Renources
 

a, Land Availability
 

- Total Farm Size
 

In Costa Rica in 1973 there were 73,399 total
 
farms of which 44,728 have leas than 10 hectares of land. Of
 
these about EA) percent, or 26,660, had percapita incomes of less
 
than US$150 in 1969 prices. While the percentage of poor farms
 
is lower as farm size incro.i es it is interesting to note that
 
in Costa Rica, distinct fro: other Central Americen countries,
 
never more than two-thirds of an~y farm size are poor by the
 
US$150 percapila standard. Table 1 indicatos that up to about
 
2.5 hectares, i1ht percentag of poor faris is about two-thirds, 
and that after that point up to 20 hectares it is roughly half.
 
This implies that there are siguificant numbers of very small
 
farms which are not poor by our definition. In addition,
 
though it is established and discussed in thi income sect1ic,
 
it is worth mentioning here that this f'inding is not highly

sensitive to small changes in tho povrty defiaition. There
 
are large number.i of very small far&mrs who would still be in
 
the non-paor cateZory even if a higher poverty line were used.
 
A 27 percent increase in the income definition reduces the non­
poor group by only 17.
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What this implies is that for Costa Rica therural poverty problem nnd the small farm problem are not the 
same, Farm size definitions of the target group are inadequate
to capture the target group with which AID is interested,
 

Table 1 presents the distribution of land

by farm size and income class for Costa Rica as a wholo.
 

Table 1 

Land Distribution by Farm Size
 
Costa Rica 1973
 

INCOME 
Yamber of Farms byFarm Size and Income Class

Landless 0/1 Hag 1/2 Ha, 2/o Ha. 15/10Ha. 10/20 a. 

Poor 
Non-Poor 
Total 

2,870 
1,320 
4,190 

9,018 
4,275 
13,293 

4,336 
2,498 
6,834 

6,550 
5,551 

1.2,101 

3--86 
4,364 
8,250 

07 9 
4,607 
8,686 

Percent 
of Poor 
Farms 68.5 67.8 63.5 53.9 47.1 47.0 

Percent of
 
All Poor 
Farms 9t4 2923 14_1 23 12,6 13.3 100 
SCURCE: Based on Computed Consus/Acadenia Table 4. 

It is unfortunate from a land resource point of
view that the largest group, almost 40 percent, of the poor farmers
 are on holdings of less than 1 hectare. 
As we shall see in the crop
mix section, there is little hope of firding crop combinations so
intensive that this size of holding can ,iver hope to produce incomes
above the poverty line for the farm families so situated. 

- Arable Land In Farms 

Table 2 indicates for selected small farm sizes

the amount of arable land in the faria.
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Table 2 

Arable Land by farK, " -z
 

Farn Size ArablIoa,k i 
 .. iP3nt of Land which
2-3 
 i a-nble 

2-3 Ha1 .65 Ha. 70ee
5-10 Ha. 
 3.54 
 49.8
10-20 Ha. 
 5.32 
 38.2
20-50 Ha. 
 8.33 27.1
 

SOURCE' Daine Thble 1 

it izi ve# v difhow)t t'o stiit( hased €enOusinfor~atlon onhow riuch , ~it uit,'h.? fol" crop, Pk'dUction,figures in TheTable 2 ittc).u& afl la~te_ -IItivnctd !n tihe last fiveyears, but prohably exlu j; a. . r ui% of land which is in uncul­tivated pasture but which could ,o .ncops,wore possible to estL;nte th . 
IIf it

c.XtiOiD .-. ,e'stj T.asturessuitable which arefor crop pro-idction it woi,,;proportion ol 
to r 36uco further thecrop productlon lZM1 Thi, la held bF ~9111 and poor

far enrs. 

b. Land Une 

A cq- ' 
land 

L !,tioia in a country with limitedresource and heavdy reu.rs is the efficiencywith which land is uned. 
 , -5.(.. the proportion of land
dedicated to general usa cat¢ir', x.or poor . nd non-poor farms. 
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Table 3
 

Land Une by 
 Gen,rak C Category
 

Poco t of All Laui t EIch U80 Cat gory
Farm Size Percent cont in xercent
 

Annual Crop or 
 Perenaial 
 Pasture 
in rallcm Cropa
 

0-1 Ha.
 
Poor 
 31.1 
 52.7 
 9.
Xon-Poor 
 20.4 
 61.9 10.0
 

1-2 Ha.
 
Poor 
 30.4 
 38.5 
 15.4
 
Non-Poor 
 2,6.4 
 58.0 
 12.8


2-5 Ha.
 
Poor 
 34.7 
 24.9 
 20.3

Non-Poor 
 20.3 
 48.8 ,15.0
 

5-10 Ha.
 
Poor 25.4 14.5 42.0 
Non-Poor 17.7 
 36.2 
 36.5
 

10-20 Ha.
 
Poor 
 22.0 
 7.1 42.9

Non-Poor 
 17.8 
 20.9 
 44.5
 

8MWE: Computed Can vt/Academin Txble 2!; r,: 
21?. 

St. , 7, r L4t.1d
io I? US(,, Psternn iniTable 3 reveals a conzintent d., o,
. the poor and non­
poor farxfi of'all nize grwms. Thc ~co
, foo& r, cgpn istantly have alower proporti(oA of their lard i7 'n:al crops° This focusesthe land use iasue as much ou a hat crop,)ed land is used for as
e'! the amount of it ahich i L.o, h o thase factors are ofapparent importance in d&stiniguinh q tlhe -,coy grom other former.
Table 4 presants the cultivation intensit,.: coaj% rison. 

I/ 
Tables computed from Di ,%re at all Algunas Condiciones de Vila dela Poblacidn Rural de Costa Rica, Acade~ja daCentro Anrica, 1976,and Los Consos nacionalos do Costa Rica da 2!e73, Dirocci6n General de 

Estadfatica y Ceoaos. 



Table 4 

Cultivation Intensity for Poor and Non-Poor Small Farm
 
(Percent of Land Croppsd by FarLI size &%nd Inco" Class) 

Farm Size 
 Percent of Land Cropped
 

1-2 Ha. 76,9 
 83.2 
2-5 Ha. 
 59,6 
 69.1
 
5-10 HR. 
 39.9 53,9
10-20 Ha. 29.1 38.5 

SOURCE: Computed Cenhus/Acadeia Tab1,, 2D and 23
 

Table 4 deonstrates two consistent trends, thefirst is that for both poor and mon-poor farms the intensity of
cultivation drops drastically as farm size increases. 
The larger
small farms (10-20 Ha.) 
crop well under half am much of their land
an do the smallest farms. 
 'The second conclusion is that for farmof similar size, the poor farms are consistently loss intensive In 
their use of land, 

The Issue of diff ronces in which crops occupy
the cropped land will be discussed in part D, Production Patterns,
but it ins important to note at this point that a large part of thedifferences in income between the poor and non-poor farms appearto be due to both Intensity oft cultivation and crop mix. 

Cultivatiom inteusity varies not only by incomeclass and farm zite, but also by region, Certain regions have amuch higher crop intensity. Figuwe I divides the country into sevenagronomically dofined regions which vill be 
used in various parts

of this assessment.
 

By selecting a few repasw(natitve farm sizesTable 5 presents a comparison of the cultivation intensity of land
 
use for these seven regiona.
 



xxx 

Figuro 1. 
Agronomic Regions of Costa Rica 

Utilized in the 1973 A~icultural Census 
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Table 5
 

Cultivation Intensity by Fa 
 Size and Region
 
(Percent of Land in Crops or Rotation)
 

Region Farm Size 
2to3 5to lo 1to 2O 20toB 
HA " - Ha,. Ha. t ,-" fa.", -

Central Valley E. 67.8 46.7 34.7 24.5 
Central Valley W. 79.9 64.3 48.4 34.5 
North Zone 
Dry Pacific 

58.4 
70.0 

41.1 
37,6 

31,5 
25.4 

20.5 
18.1 

Cent. Pacific 75.7 51.0 39.5 30.4 
Pacific South 72.5 50,4 38.3 29.8 
Atlantic Zone 66.1 57.8 49.7 32.0 

All Regions 70.1 49,8e 38.2 27.1 

SOUCE: NDines Table 1
 

The Dry Pacific Zone, while consistently the
lowest intensity area for the larger size far 
is surprinsiagly
intense in the smaller units under SHn. Equally surprising is the
finding that larger units over 20 Ha. are uniformly unintensive 
land users without large differences between zones. What does
 
appear consistent is that the larger the farm the less intensive
 
the use of farm. 
This is an Importaut conclusion for Costa Rica

where cleared and accessable agricultural land is scarce, and

would lend support to land redistribution efforts whether they are
 
encouraged by market mechanisms or by land reform.
 

- Land Productivity 

While land use intensity may give a reasonable
 
good picture of land use efficiency, it is at best a proxy for direct
 measures like land productivity and land profitability. Land pro­
ductivity may be thought of as a societal view of land use effi ­
ciency since it attempts to estimate the valup added per land unit.
 
This might be thought of as a rough measure of the contribution of
 
a particular land unit to national objectives like nutrition or
 
national income. 
 It should not be confused with measures of private

return of a hectare of the land to the farmer, estimates of private

returns are 
treated under the heading "Profitability of Land Use"
 
which follows.
 



Tablo 6 presents eotimator of the productivity of 
land for various farm sizes and for the poor and non-poor farm 
classes.
 

Ttable 0 

Land Productivity by Farm 'Jie and Income Class
 

Gross Value og Ouut
 
Farm Size pr Arable Hectare in Colonos/Ha.
 

Poor Forms Non-Poor Fars All Farms
 

0-1 Ha, 5,483 14,641 8,428
 
1-2 Ha. 3,301 8,705 5,276
 
2-5 Ha. 2,747 6,827 4,617
 
5-10 Ha. 2,917 5,855 4,469
 
10-20 FA. 3,017 4,997 4,067
 

SOJRCE: Computed Census/Academia Tubles 1A, 1R, and IC, 

While the productivity of land in the non-poor
 
group drops consistently, among the poor farms it reaches a floor 
at about 2 Ha. and then seems to hover at about the saae level as 
farm size inczcrases, The land productivity of the poor is lower 
In all groups (except the farms loss than 1 Ha.) than the lowest 
non-poor group. 

Profitability of Land Use
 

This concept is siilar to land productivity 

except that the viewpoint is the farmr, and hence the measure is 
not the gross value of output per hetare, but rather not income 
or profits per hoctareo In accounting, terminology the Income 
concept used hors is the not return to land, capital and faaily 
labor. Table 6a presents these profitability ratios. 

Tablo 6&
 

Profitability of Land Use by Fara Size and Income Class 

Net income Por Arable HR. in
 
Farm Size Colones/Rae
 

Poor Farms Non-Poor Farms 
0-1 Ha. 3,356 8,131
 
1-2 Ha. 1,093 5,283
 

2-5 Ha. 1,234 4,238
 
5-10 Ha. 928 3,0
 
10-20 9a, 438 2 L695
 

SOURCE: Computed Cenuo/AczAdea Tables IA, ID, and ICe 



Ti1;t1Mj-- %At w1hiciA± private protitability,of tRAd lie falta as .L,.,t - agta~e strom7ly that la"is N o~t X.s'i'fr.i~ny . ft*i T. G fact thVt land on 

inuc~ ~ irzt 01. blti 8 c.' 1t Oltr~the f arm over 20 Ha.is OvidOnt Ln Table 6%, Poor fart,, Dhii1 oxhibiting the same trend

begin at lssa; than half tb'a pIN) 
 it~bility Inval, and dro more rapidly
to the floor of about 450 ,orlvr P#N . idHA,.Thch similar to the 

-poor-larest. -fmrus -.- T -y -,r iarlr .4ezralyh ave-la-a--of itabilitie;; four times as high av 4:-cqprably nized poor farms. Arable
land, raher than total land, $as used to theme ratios in order toSV04d prejudice to 1arger ,'rtsj stnp).t ,c they may have larger
amotutn o1 (r qua .ty or o.ur-.1.,: lance Unlci arabie land, as
meeaored by l.ud recJntly cutivt4,,d or cropped, nay ovreatinate
the true pviod:tivity of l7q, h~iidr, inrc 
 they undoubtedly
have m larrctr pioporztictu ., ljj fhi'h is s1. itable for cultivation
but whO!, has rot hoen r.. ., t .o smaller fars. This
ixpliev thut if .a-e AMccWs'e .,, -- d qtlality were avail­
able t .- offect would bv '.c acc-,'At t.b.* trr,,d geeOn ii Table 64,
 

2. Laboer Reoou ..;,Lu r-ad_ vJ l:te 

A. Abor Suply oix lxrgt Grouap Farms 

Table 7 kndimts v 1,'e nua%4vr of m=-days of laboravailslb],: frm inside t 1arj . ar'Uly r hoctttro of land cropped.
This is Antonded to be nnhiji:t(:t' O tho 9Upply of family labor,
and an i.0i)na.or of pi pulat±on V irar,. tthe land. It is an undr­estimato bcause of thi ('..' " !4119a rural labor poor which
is lAudleas. It in d.i:';.: tO 4i1ludd the landless population in
thox* ,tiates, ho~wver, hr.us ,, tbti'Ar labor is available for 
work on large holdings at voll. 

Labor .3upply oo . ,ir.) 4-3 

Farm za .arn-iriye of l:ice..yActive 

1: CP'ppor. txf-e per fear 

.- Ir'lj ,2.4 

5-i) 110., 2M5
 
10-20 maTta/ 
20 -5 , Th.F-"n 

~'rFo.~j ()-qtI ~i1As,.~'*~ An fou for:~ 

All~e 

http:i.0i)na.or
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Table 7 indicatom that labor tapply and henoe cp­
lation prs8,re are extremely high iv 2.11 of the small farm sizes. 
It its difficult to see* the amployneiit implicstion of these vtubrn 
without estnblishinivowo rignituden ou, the amount of labor deamneid 
by various agrirultural activitie. 10 thINt SOW", thIS rection on 
exploysant is interclsaed to tke section on production rmtters. If 
the productlon pattorns rhich extrl, or could pcotentIaR.v exist, r*-. 
quire roughly as much labor as is supplied, then ona would conclude 

that the popuiut.on pressuro and labor supply are not cousaive. 
Interpreting labor lu.ply firurea is ouly enlightening when presented 
with some rough ideas of labor demand. Table 8, which presentu tMe 
labrr dowand of differ®t agricult-,trt1 Pctivitiea in Costa Rica 
should Lbe reviwemd keoping in mind that smail iarms (up to 10 rLa.) 
have a labor zupply of from 245 to 1,264 nstn dzyn per cropped lhctare, 
The qun9Vlon addiensed 1y Table i ir, "are thkc foasible crop or­
btnations which could provide rsomatIc full eiploymwnt for swil 

farau?" 

http:popuiut.on


Requiresonts of Agricm'.,-oral Activities 

in Qot Ric;' 

Crop or ActivIty Mar-.iaya 

of L. .r 

MGH IkrPOR CROPS 
Onions 331I--:'. 

Flowvrn 300-500 
Bana"a 153.114 

Tommtoes 2LY>.232 
Tobacco 1,0- i94 

Potatoom 110-206 
Coffee 64-20 

sotp 140-141, 
Carrotv 1.20-140 
l' ttueo .'5-

KEDIUM LABDR CROPS 
Pi&eapple M-93 
Cabbtge 78-U2 
Plantain 70-70 
Sugar ca~i 81- 81 

Avocadr .3 
Cocoa 

Oraug,.. 
Casnav-

Ir ) ::, ( ~ t : .,i. ,...:,7-8 
C UjMo t.,5 . 

LOW UIR CPOPS 
Corn 45- ' 
Sorghum 40--..., 
Sweercorn 38-1.3 

Be m, 
VaiUicAR 23-30 
Papaya 33-
Ouineo 30-
Rice .-42 

Coconuts 10c--I 
Beef LIve tock 4-8 

Percent of Farm FLmily 

Labor Supply (Ave, for
 
farms 0-1C Oz. is 728 
man-days per Ha.) which 
woud4 be absorbed if all 
Arable land was in this 

crop.
 

45-69
 

4i-69
 
21-43
 

28-32
 
21-27
 

15-28
 
9-29
 

19-20
 

17-19
 
17­

12-13
 
1!i­

10-11 
B-11
 

9­

2-10 

9­
7-9
 

8­

6-7 
5-6 
5­

,-
-5 
3-4
 

5­

4.­

1-6 

1-2 
85-1
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SOURCK: Academia pagem 34-87 Costa Of Production Data
 
NOTE: The two figuros given in most cAses represent the range of
 

labor intansity of different technological levlo in Costa Rica,
 

When we compare the labor lemands of crop alter­
natives with the labor supply of the average smll farm we can see 
that there are ro feasible crop mixes which would provide for reason­
able &mployont levels for farm family labor. When we realize that 

there are soveno seasonal concentrations of labor demand in theme 
crops which are not represented here, the problea of providiag reason­
able employment levels for 1mll farmers on their own land bgc(omea 
increasingly improbable. 

b. Employmont Patterns 

- Ou-far-ts Employment %nd Underemployment 

There Rre a "eries o conceptual and data 
problems which zuke It diffi.ult to obtai'; accurate eployment infor­
mation on smail faran. It if dJtflcult to eatimate what might be 
considered full cmploymeont. Doe% Ptitt hours a day or ten bours, or 
six hours (af iQ the cara in nu 1 l of Costa Rican agriculture) 
cowprise i fully employed dar" fiv)y =anF dayo a year of work consti­
tute a fully employed year? 1.1n aorsg* uwmber ol either hours 
per day or days per Iear IJ uoed, tho statiticril rasult will be 
that nope fnrv fsmlliog may be more thau fully employed, The defini­
tion uzed In thiu doctuant fc ' full faipioyant is 280 days of work 
per aconouicnlly Active funaly mambor per year. The ntuaber of
 
people ;U the faally vho can work in defined by the census an those 
econoirwcRlly active, a coimplmle d!cription o this definition is 
given o tho population cen:ur doci .on'0 Ueing this definition there 
are nn mcr~ge of 1.61 economical!.. ect..,r, workers per furm fawily, 
Thin itlura 1' Jruwn frou the Acat:z sludy Table 4. In order to 
convert employant outside the fiar into m:n-daya, the average off­
farn wvage per day is divided inrto the o.-ftxr wmlary. Theme 
avwrge6 drawn from Acadein Tabli, 34 Art! 13,023 colones per day for 
employraont outside the farm in agr.culturij activitivs, and 18.7 
coloncz per day for rural employ1.i-1 in ncn-agrictural activitie. 

1/
 

Di Mare et al, Algunas Conlicionep do Vida do In Poblaci6n Rural 
do Costa Rlca, Academx:.a do Centro Amdric!,, 1976. 
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The second difficulty with oatoLting agricul­
tural employmynt is that it is highly eenaor.l. 
 Since the data
 
base which is used for this docuant does not contain annthly

labor use information the amployL nt rategs 
will il1be over ­
estimates, and corrosponiw.ly, the uneoloymat will ba 
 lrs
 
than It would be if seamonal data were used.
 

The third difficulty which glows JiAom a combi­
nation of the other two, in that tho data do not contain direct 
information on the amount.,of- labor,,Which is6:.hied. ,tUMY-1be
that even though the family labor lays idle nuch of the year,

during the harvest, for e aple, they ut hire 
dditonal out­
side iLbor to supplewoont 
their supply dur~ng tha.peak periods

Hiring outside labor also mmy occur when fuily labor is not suffi­
clent to supply even non-peak labor .&nandi or wimn fwmily labor

has off-.farm mlternativos at 
a higher ga tbhAn hired agricultu­
ral labor could be draun onto tho Xarw. In Table 9, whero the agri­cultural eoploynent account to pesentdi, a iuiding of over 100 
percent employmat probably mmn tkat the family As hiring outside 
labor to auppleseut its own labor , 

For all of the reaons givon above, the figuresin Table 9 repreaent P~xilmu family cwpjoywut on the faw, in all 
cases the figure will ba lass than the Ono seen in Table 9. 

Table 1 

On-Farm Employmant Rateis fox Fra Familios 

by Farm Size and Incom Clarj 

Farm 3ize 
 in Agricul.url Activities on the Farm 

Pool Fwmen Non-Poor Farms
 
0-1 Ha. 
 S8S 
 9,5

1-2 Ha. 
 21.0 
 30.1

2-5 Ea. 
 31.9 
 55,9

5-10 Ha. 
 16 
 87.2
 
10-20 a. 51.3 
 102.8
 
Over 20 Ha.. 
 221.0
 

SOURCE: Computation based ou CrAnputet Cens us/Avadeaun Tables2A, 2B and man-Ony requirements tor vrariou i crops from Table S, 

http:corrosponiw.ly


Table 9 deoatratos the cloar tread between
 
farmais and employment rates. The fact that both poor and wu­
poor families are *wployed lom than 10 percent of their avail ­
able -work-days on their fares should be Interproted to mlan that 
they are not really faruers. Their faraw could not to opxpcted 
to absorb more than 20-30 percent even with the most Intensive 
crops which under the techological couditions and market distance 
of many sall farme are economically infomoible. 

The agricultural employmnt rates for the 
larger farm i a s- b r ................
 
The poor are characterized by substantially lower omployment 
rates on-fare for all farm sizes, 

Table 10 contains an account by major crop 
type of the origin of on-farm labor deu=d, 

Table 10
 
On-Farm Agricultural Employmnt by Crop Type
 

Farm Size k Percent of total a -activ, labor supply
 
Income Claws which is required by crop .tje
 

Cereals Voetab-Ges Cofree Perenial Pasture 
 _To~t
 
Tobacco Crops based
 
Potatoes 
 Livestock
 

0-1 Hal
 
Poor 1.1 5e6 0.07
0.8 0,9 8,5
 
Non-Poor 0.6 10o 0.6 9.5
7.2 0.07 

1-2 Ha.
 
Poor 4.0 2.4 11.6 
 2. 0,4 21.0
 
Non-Poor 2.7 21.5 0.3
3.2 2.4 30.1
 
2-5 En.
 
Poor 7.5 
 2,8 14o8 5,2 16 31.9 
Son-Poor 4.8 4.0 39.1 6.6 1.5 55,9
 
5-10 Ha.
 
Poor 10.7 13.1 5.3
3.7 9.8 42.6
 
Non-Poor 7.8 5.0 54.8 14,9 4.7 87.2
 
10-20 Ha.
 
Poor 15.0 11.2 11.0
3.4 10°7 51.7
 
Non-Poor 13.8 5.8 
 52.4 19.4 11.4 102.8
 
Over 20 Ha.
 
Ko-Poor 
 34.0 3,6 41,6 48.3 93.4 221.0 

SOURCE: Comaputation baned on Computoed Censux/Acade ia Tables
 
2A, 20 and labor requireents figure. fromi Academia.
 



From Table 10 It i.u obviour that the mostimportant contributor of employment for sxsl frms, both poor
and non-poor is coffee. 
It is also intoresatlg tno note thatthe difference in the amount of cofee labor betwoen the poorand the non-poor accounts for almst all of the difforence In
agrlcultural employment. 
Table 11 presents this comparison.
 

Table 11Coffee Employment Di9?eonl and Total Agricultural

Employment Differences Between Poor and Non-Poor Farms
 

Farm Size 
Coffee Emploo.ent 
Difference Between 
Poor and Wo)u-Poor 

Total Eniloyont 
Differenco Botweu 
Poor ad Non-Poor 

Percent of 
Total Employment 

Difference 

Explained by 

Coffee 

0-1 Ila. 
 1.6 Percent 
 1.0 Pareent 
 160 Percent
1-2 Ha. 
 9.9 
 9.1 
 109
2-5 Ha. 
 24.3 
 24.0 
 101
5-10 Ha. 
 41.7 
 44,6 94
10-20 Ha. 
 41.2 
 51.5 
 80
 

SOBRCRE 
 Cowputaton ased on Computd Co.,w/Acgdai Tables 
2A, 2h and labor equirozu.)at cati 6 s by Academia. 

A resonable conclusion fren Table 11 is that
the principal difference between the enplovent of poor and non­poor small farmera inside their ar onIs attributable to the
difference in the amount of coffee which they gro,.
 

The Inoffectvnea 
of cereals as a source of
employment is demonstrated by the fact that while cereals are the
largest or second largest cr-op in area cultivated in all small
farms, they provide ouly a aball proportion of the total ahricul­
tural employment as indicsted in Table 10.
 



- Off-Farm Employment 

Table 12 indicates the off-farm employment, 
patterns for poor and bon-poor anall farm families. 

Table 12
 
Off-Farm Employment Patterns by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Percent of Total Active Family lAbor Employed
I ncome Class.. Outside, the Farm 

In Agriculture Outside A11 Off-Farm 
Sector Agriculture Employment 

0-1 Ha. 
Poor 
 2.1 Percent 11.7 Percent 
 13.8 Percent
 
Non-Poor 
 24.8 133.3 158.1
 

1-2 Ha.
 
Poor 1.0 S.6 
 6.6 
Non-Poor 15.7 
 89.4 105.1
 

2-5 Ha,
 
Poor 
 1.0 4.4 5.4
 
Non-Poor 12.4 56.9 69.3
 

5-10 Na.
 
Poor 0.4 3.6 
 4.0
 
Non-Poor 27.0 40,3 
 67.3
 

1O-20 Ra,
 
Poor 1.0 3.2 
 4.2 
Non-Poor 
 8.6 33.0 41.6
 

Over 20 Ha. 
Non-Poor 
 6.5 30.1 36.6
 

SOURME:Computation based on Ccmputed Census/Academia Tables 
1A, ID and Academia Table 24. 

While the agricultural employment estimates 
are consistently higher than true exployment rates, the off­
farm employment figur4s in Table 12 are in almost all cases 
underestimates. 
This,reaults from the fact that the off-farm
 
employment Information was gathered In a population census 
which asked for employment information for the month prior to 
the interview. Unfortunately the month covered did not fall in 
an average agricultural labor season, and hence the figures 
underestimate off-farm agricultural employmont. 
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The sizeablo difforone between the poor

aad the non-poor point principally to employmant in on-agri­
cultural activities as the factor of 11ost iuiportance, Poor
 
farmers would appear to be poor for two principal reasons;

first, they culti'vate loss coffee than 
non.-joor farmers of
 
ui-l1ar size, and secondly, they are unablo to obtain non­
agricultural Jobs. Theme 
two factorF do not account for all
 
of the differeacen in incot 
 but they do pmdowunate. 

- Overall Eaploymut , Suary 

Table 13 ccbivoc the o-.-gar aud off-farm
 
euployment of the poor 
farm fnaiiou to give a sunmry profile. 

Table 13 
Exployunt Suvwary of MurAl Poor nar-m Fasilies 

Farm Size Percnt of Ttal Acti Labor Cuployed
(Poor Only) On thf Farm a-th7 Total Employment 

0-1 RAI 8.5 Percant 13o8 Percent 22.3 Percent
 
3-2 Ra. 21.0 6.6 
 27.6
 
2-5 Ms. 31.9 3.3 
 37.2 
5-10 Ma, 42.6 4.0 
 46,6

10-20 Pa. 51,3 
 4,1 
 54.4
 

SOURCE: Tables 10 and 12, 

FroM threo ftatbt %'oo oa hall of the available
economically active labor in poor ftm fanilies is ithout productive
employmnto AG hQ fa.rm sir1 lncr a:w tho on-ftar labor demad
 
incre9ses GubstatiAllY, 
 whilO the of-mra lompnamt Is stable.
This lWads us to cUne1ude tbAt Off-ftir Mplaymnt Is not responding
In any direct way to tha gra.vity of T(Wn laar 6upluses, -fas with
larger surplus labor (except for the Tmry Lidllevt 0-1 Ra. farms) do 
not find signifcantly wore off-ar zp oloant. 

There ma three husic plicy or etrategy alter­
nntives fc.r IncreaSiBg the enploy2611 of poor, swall farmers: 

1. Increasing thm labor dftud of the farmitself. This ay b e fry' i-byreajp cnltjvation, shiting th
nix of crops to =ore laor iutvs-iw ones, or by t sc~hrotictl 
cha2-a which result tn labor ,e (oD e__rdplQ 1; tlat increased
YAelds usUally rcsult in Inc-4,-3d hr1ODat iWbor, and if the in ­creasas are based on torti.l,. r, imprvad seodep and chanicals, And 



not offoet by labor losses in Emchanatio the omt result will be 
increased omployment,)
 

ti. Increasing the demand for off-far laboron larger fare units. This strategy wovld fecim on changes aimilar 
to those noted In/except on larger farms. 

iii. Increasing tLw dmand for off-farn laborin uon-agricultural activities. Agro-iudnwtr y may be the mostprouising of these non-farming alternatives, but marketing, textiles
manufacturing, wood and leather products also have significant
 
potential, 
 ..
 

The potential of increasing on-far employment
for the poor sall fawer is 
 probably limited mostly to Increasing
the proportion of labor intensivo crops h Unfortu­which &Towo,
nately the poor farms are not likely to be able to lncrease theirlabor intensity in the sao way that the non-por farms of compa­rable size have accomplimhed thin because 
tho added non-poor laborintensity has cone from coffee, und there i little potential foradding coffee. 
 It is unlikely that nignificant employment increases

could come 
from Nithiir increased cultivation or grow technological

change unless thc increuse3 and change wero 
 In Pon-cereal crops.The principal potential for large on-f£rm employmant increases Is

likely 
 to be from adding labor intensive crops. 

The potential of increasing small farmer employ­nent by increasing labor deand on large farms ic likewise related
 
to the labor intensity of the crops 
they add, Even substantial In­
creases in cereal production on large farm 
would result in relati­
vely small increases in small farmer employzento
 

Non-farm employm 
nt possibilities are discus­sed in the agro-irduxtrial profile, and appear to be at least as

important as the direct employmnt alternatives.
 

3. Capital Rsources nd Fittnl Profitabtilzt 

The availability of agricultural crodit in Costs Ricaia probably the highest in Latin America if Nasurod by the amount
of credit per arable h~ctars or per agricultural worker, 
Table 15
 
presents a comparison; of credit levels In various countries as close
 
to 1970 as possible.
 



Table 15 
Agricultural Credit A'vailabii'ty por Arable Hectare 
aud per Agricultural Worker for Selected Countries 

Country 	 US$ of Agricultural usS of Agricultural 
Credit per Worker Crudit per Arable 
in Agriculture Hctare 

Costa Rica $488 $167 
Argentina 360 17 
_Chile-,27.. ... . 
Mexico 230 67 
Venezuela 168 86 
Colombia 154 77 
Brazil 112 48 
Uruguay 100 9 
Peru 98 61 
Guatemala 61 35 
Ecuador 58 19 
Bolivia 3 1 

SOURCE: Samuel 	 Dained et al, Colombia Agriculture Sector Analysis
dec. 2, AID 1972 Tablen 64 and 66. Based on FAO Production Year­
book 1970 and Dalo Adas, Agricultural Credit in Latin America, 
Ohio State Univerwity 1989.
 

Unfortuuately, the snil farmers who comprine the 
target group have little access to this creditAnnex 9 of the Tripartite
Agricultural Sector Studios fecusos, in part, on the inadequate 
credit base og the poor fanwr. More direct information on this 
credit gap and its incozw impact should be available frou a possible
AID supported 3s farm survey during 1977, 

The "bukability" of smail fara agriculture in Costa Rica 
is an issue of importance to this profile. If swmll ara credit is to 
be expandod on a paying basis the activities it finances mst them­
selvea be profitable. Table 16 prebants catumates of the financial 
profitability in bankiag terms of small farm operations by farm size and 
income class. 

The concept in Table 16 is to present, the net income return 
to tho coats of production which & batik would normally finance as a 
part of agricultural credit. Thin provides an indicator of the bank­
ability of agricultural activities on target group farms. The returns 
are not truly "net" because they do not include return to farmer owned 
asats and labor, 
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Table 18 
Estimaten of Financial Profitability of Small andi Poor
 

Farms by Farm Size
 

Rate of Financial Return: i.e
Far. Size 
 Net Agricultural Income (Sales-Costs)l/
 
as a percent of costs 
(poor farms only)
 

0-1 Ha. 
 141.0 Percent
 
1-2 fa. 
 70.0
 

2-5 H. 
 73.

5-10 Ha. 43.3 
10-20 Ha. 
 17.8
 

S01RCE: Computation based on Computed Cansus/Academia Table IA. 

Poor target group farmers are remarkably profitable
in terms of incom, as a percent of costs. 
This profitability drops off
 
as farm size increases, and the rate of return on the larger poor
farms (10 to 20 Has.) is 
low enough to be questionable from a bankers
 
point of view.
 

Agricultural credit if it were allocated on the basis of
profitability should reach more of the poor small farmers in the
target group. The average profitability (measured the sane way as in
Table 16) of all farms over 20 Ha. in Costa Rica Is 25.5 percent. Thisimplies that all of the small poor farms under 10 Ha. (86.7 percent ofthe target group farms) are significantly more profitable than the
 
average medium or large farm in Costa Rica.
 

Agricultural credit Is seldom allocated on the basis of pro­fitability. 
Factors such as size of loan, administrative costs related
to assessing a large number of small borrowers, risk involved in workingwith small enterprises with few assets to use as security and many
others are more important In lending decisions,
 

1/ It should be noted that there are asoms weaknesses in this methodof estimating farm profitability, Minimum input operations with relati­vely low inccmes may show a high percent of profitability as a percent
of costs simply because costs are extremely low.
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While It Is difficult to make *utimstua of Capital producti­
vity and financiml profitability based on the Computed Census/Academia

data, the figures abovo should lead us 
to conclude that the targt
farmers under 10 Ra. are not 
poor because they are inefficient in their
 
use of capital or financial resources, 
 It would also appear that
 
programs directed at changing their businoss operation with a view to

increasing its profitability are not likely to be as useful (because

profitability is already vry high) as are 
programs oriented towardlncreaa&ing amount of financial resource at his disposal so than he can
achieve a higher total return at perhaps a lower rate of return, 
The 
cap .city to expand and absorb additional financial respources is probably
very small for the 0-2 Ha. far rs, ..but may be- slgalfcant -for-the 
2-10 Ua. group. 



B. Income Patterns of the Rural Poor
 

1. Definitions and Dimensions of Rural Poverty
 

a. All Rural Poor
 

Defining a target group of rural poor for AID
 

purposes is essentially an attempt to identify a sub-group of the
 

rural population which ought to be the focus of AID programs. The
 

tarqet qroup may be defined geographically, ethnically, economically
 
by farm or employment type, or farm size class. Each of these
 
methods has a two fold intent, first, to find a disadvantaged group
 
.and- secondly,--to. so-de fine (-the- .
group -that-they-are-.di-s.t:ingii.shabc.-le 

for program purposes from the non-target population.
 

In Costa Rica the choice is to approach the
 
identi fication of the target group using income level as the princi­
pal preliminary characteristic. An income definition of the target
 
kroup unforturi.tely cannot serve for program purposes since it is
 
not easy to estimate income levels as a pre-requisite to including
 
a fami ly in an AID program. To do so would require exhaustive
 
survey work on each family to determine their income level before 
ihey could be included. The proceedure selected for target group
 
definition has three stages. First, an income profile of the total
 
rural population by region, farm size, crop type, disaggregated
 
between the farming and landless populations. This step is to
 
suq lest meaningful proxies for income, that is characteristicswhich
 
may be useful for program purposes. The second step involves survey
 
work on selected sub-groups. rhe characteristics chosen to provide
 
this second level target group definition are geographic and crop­
pinq patterns. The third step involves actual sample survey work
 
in the selected geographic areas to establish feasible (that is
 
adequate for program implementation/ guidlines for selection of
 
families for inclusion in AID programs. The statistical basis for
 
the target group definition may be found in various parts of this
 
document. The present section on income deals directly with the
 
(geographic component.
 

Farm size definitions are inadequate since a 
larile percent of the smallest farms are not poor, and a large portion. 
of medium si ?ed farms are. Poor and non-poor farms are found in 
significant numbers alongside each other in all of the provinces. 

A further consideration which complicates 
tar(let group definition in Costa Rica is the difference between 
the direct recipients of program funds, and those intended to benefit 
from program funds. The landless poor are the best example of this 
definitional difficulty. Programs which are intended to generate 
employment for the landless poor would largely be disbursed to 
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airoindustries and farmers. 
 The farms which might be used 
to
 
qenerate that employment may not themselves be the 
smallest
 
or poorest ones. 
 In Costa Rica the smallist farms are owned

and operated by families who are classified as farmers but who
 
are really rural laborers. Attempts to improve their quality

of life will probably not be directed at their farms, and hence

they would be intended recipients of program benefits 
through

added employment, but not 
the first or direct recipients of
 program funds. 
 For Costa Rica the target group will be defined
 
as the qroup which 
is to 
receive program benefits.
 

Table 17 presents an outline of the dimen­siors of the "income defined" target group using 
 three alterna­
tive annual income 
levels to divide the 
poor and non-poor. These

definitions begin with a standard 
in 1969 US$ of $150 per capita.

The measurements 
are all based on data from 
1973. Three different
exchange rates are used in converting the data 
to US$, the lowest

of these, 6.7, was the rate used to 
tax coffee exporters in 1973
the highest one was the 
free market rate, and 
a third estimated

between 
the two is used to give a poverty definition averaging

the extremes. 
 These three alternative definitions represent

appro^Imatlons of 
the target group size depending or, which of these

throe rates 
is taken to most accurately reflect 
the "truts" value
 
of the Colon in 1973.
 

Table 17 

Dimensions of the Rura 
 Poor Target Group
 

Income Definition 
 Target Group 
 Non-Poor Percent

in Coflones per 
 Farm Landless 
 Tota! Families Poor
Capita/year 
 Families Families 
 Families
 

Low Exc. Rate
 
Below 1100 Col. 
 34,705 56,412 91,Pj7 
 111,787 45%
 
Mid Exc. Rate
 
Below 1400 Col. 
 40,686 70,570 111.256 91,613 55% 
High Exc. Rite 
Be1ct; 1700 Ccl. 45,480* 82,020 127,500 75,404 63% 

Possible because more 
than one family live on some farms.
 

SOURCE: 
 Based on Computed Census/Academia Table 3A.
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A1ternative exchanqe rates move the total
 
sIze of the target qroup from 145 pe'cent of t1 -OralI population 
to 63 percent. Using th r . ;'chang; r :,-,d I iit , lrTab Ie 
18 axpl orc,- , ., rr,. i o al d shtir) Lit..!, of he rural poor by 
province. objectivo o i-bl : il, is to see If tho poor are
 
geographically concntrated ;n i; say which would allow Programs
 
to centralize in certiAin areas, 

TDiC ! .
 

Geographic Distribution of th 7 Rural Poor Target Group 

Province PCo, Fanti es Pe,",.-ent Percent of
 
(Undsr 1U O0 co of ?ur, National Poor
 

Capita/year) Pop. Poor in Province
 

San Jost 24,713 53,3 22.2
 
Alajuela 23,908 75,I 21,5
 
Cartago 12,485 57,5 11,2
 
Heredia 6,175 43,1 5,6
 
Guanacaste 21,179 64,5 19.0
 
Puntarenes '6,1-88 52,8 14.8
 
Llm6rn 6,308 42,8 5,7
 

lo'.aI 111,256
 

SOURCE: Computation based on fompvted Census/Acadernia Tabie 3A. 

Provi rcial d!ffer,.:nces in thc percentage of
 
the rural population in the poverty cjoup pcrmit a rough classi­
fication o;' province,s iwLo '.iC-z: q rcps; 

Avera,,eN pov. rty orovinces (those 
with poverty percetaqes c oseto (.hA r',,ional averae). 
this group are Sar Jose, Alajutla, i' and.Putarens. 

;i. tHigh Poverty provinces with 
povert.y percentages significantly ab.vnw the national average. 
O:,ly one province, Guanacaste is in this class. 

iii. Low povcrty pwovinces., with poverty 
percentages signlficantly beir th, national ;v-raige. This includes
 
Llmon and Heredia.
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Provincial level analysis of poverty inchience
 
may miss impzrtant differences .Avich apv.r at thmi cantonal or
 
dis.trict level. T'he rural profild da.ta bas e cortin, Information 
at the canton and district 4val ond HiIbe ,_,d to ,xamino In
 
more detail geographic concotration. offoryovty program
 
design purpu s. Once identified, thosq spec ific areas are to
 

be the subject of a dMAWI id rural sampie suivey as 'entiond
 
earl ir.
 

In addition to -ddrss;inq the ibsua of the 
severity of i.verty by province, Table 18 presents the proportion 
which each province comprises of the tot I target group. Three 
of the seven provinces, San Josh, AIajuela, and Guanacaste, contain 
almosttwo thirds of the tot, rural pa,' ,though many cantons or 
smaller areas equally as po:,r are: c.; ed in other provinces. 

b. Frm Families
 

There are between 35,000 and 45,000 farm fami­
lies in the target group depending on the income definition used. 
This is 38 percent of the total form families at the lowest inccme 
definition and 36 percvnt at tho highest. 

rhe geoiraphical distribution of the farm
 
families included in the trqet group i illustrated in Table 19.
 

Tabl 19 

Distribution of Poor Farm Fai lies by Province
 

Province Number of Poor Farm Families 
 Percent of Poor
 
Under 11OO Col. Under 1700 Col. Farm Families by
 

Per Capita Per Capita Province (under
 
Per year Per year 1100 Col.)
 

San Jose 8,/60 11,458 25.2 %
 
Alajuele 7,312 9,803 21.0
 
Cartago 3,038 3,902 8.8
 
Heredia 1,164 1,564 3,4
 
Guanacaste 5,898 7,568 11,0
 
Puntarenas 6,601 8,501 19,0
 
Limon 1,932 2,684 5,6
 

.
Total 34, 70 45;480 100.0
 

SOURCE: Computed Censi'uAcaoemia Table 3A.
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Puntaronas an, San Jose have a signiflcantly 

larger share of the poor farmers than they do of the target group 

as a whole. This ncicatv5 that in thsA two provinces a larger 
proportion of the tarqat ,roup are farmrs, and a consequently 
smaller relative propor.i on a <InuIe s !oboret . This also 
implies that in the poverty concentr ti:n province of Guanacaste, 

,
the proportion or londko oc r in t,, trrqtvt qoup is also higqh 

coopared to othe:r ,ro ince.. 

,r of the se.ven pro inces (San Jose,
 
Alajuela, Puntarena And Guanacaste) comprise 82 percent of the
 
farming target qroup.
 

Table 20 presents the distribution of rural
 

poor by frm size usinq the 1100 Colon per capita annual income 
definition. The fiqura, in Table 20 :,re for farms not fan'ilies 
Since there -irii so~ne cases of mac- than ,ne fami ly per farm the num­

ber of families W Table 21 K sligh ly 16,qer. 

Tab,-V 20 

Rural Target Group Farms by Farm Size 

Farm Size No. of Poor Farms No. of Non-Poor Percent of 
(under 1100 Col.) Farms Farms which 

(/capita/year) are poor 

"Land less'' 
Farms 2,870 1,320 68.5 
0-1 Ha. 9,018 '4,275 67.8 
I-2 Ha. 4,336 2,498 63.5 
2-5 Ha. 6,550 5,551 54.1
 
5-10 Via. 3,896 4,364 47.2
 
10-20 Ha. 4,079 4,607 47.0
 
Over 20 Ha. 0 20,O45 0.0
 

Total 30,739 42,660 41.9
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia Tables IA, IB, and IC.
 

By this definition 42 percent of the farms
 
with 5It of the farm population in Costa Rica are operated by
 
fami lies with len'; than $US 150 per capita annual income. Since
 
there is probably an overestimation bias in the way family labor
 
is ,alued, there are probably s lightly more than 31 thousand 

farms in the target group. 
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While there is a decreasing trend in the per­
cent of farms which are poor as farms increase in size, the decline
 
Is not as rapid as one might expect based on similar inforniatioi,
 
from other countries, in Costa Rica there are sicgnificant numbers
 
of non-poor farms In the smallest sizes, and significant numbers 
of poor farms in the 10-20 Ha. size. Poverty is not simply a 
question of gross farm size, a farm size definition of poverty
 
would be largely inadequate as a way of defining the target group
 
in Costa Rica.
 

Farm families are shown in Table 21 with
 
alternative definitions of "poverty". This Table shows the sensi­
tivity of the size of the target group to differing income level
 
definitions.
 

Table 21
 

Target Group Farm Families in Costa Rica
 
by Alternative Definitions of Poverty
 

Poverty Definition No. of Families Population
 
(per capita/year) In Target Group in Target Group
 

Less than 1100 Colones 34,705 241,875
 
Less than 1400 Colones 30,686 283,244
 
Less Than 1700 Colones 45,480 315,801
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A.
 

The three different definitions change the per­
cent of the farm operating population which is poor front half (51
 
percent) to two thirds (6 7percent).
 

The distribution of the farming poor may be
 
seen In Table 22 where the population is gi.en by income segment.
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Table 22 

Income Distribution of the Farming Population
 

Income Strata Population Percent of Population
 

(per capita) by Income Strata
 

per year)
 

Less than 100 Colones 42,943 9 Percent
 
10 "
 46,164 


300-500 Colones 42,531 9
 

500-800 Colones 59,481 13
 
800-1100 Colones 50,756 11
 
1100-1400 Colones 41,369 9
 

1400-1700 Colones 32,557 7
 

1700-2000 Colones 2 ",374 6 

Over 2000 'olones 129,501 27 " 

100-300 Colones 


Total 471,676 100 Percent 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Tables 3A, and 3B.
 

c. Landless Rural Poor
 

The number of poor farming families is less in 

Costa Rica than the number of rural landless poor. Table 23 pre­

sents the number of landless poor using the three alternative pover­

ty definitions explained above.
 

Table 23
 

Landless Rural Poor 

Poverty Definition No. Poor No. Non Poor
 

in Colones per dapita
 

Less thar 1100 364,837 377,160
 

Less than 1400 454,864 287,133
 

Less than 1700 522,798 219,199
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A.
 



- 29 -

It is often suggested that the landless 

population is poorer than the farmingj population. Since the 

absolute size of the landless group in Costa Rica is signifi­

cantly larger than the farming rrouprthe landless group would 

be expected tp preorni,-i,- te iri the t,.rget group. But ia a 

larger proportion of the landless population poor? Table 24 

tests this. hypothesi , nd f ,hs that at the lower income defi­

nition the opposite, is true, a slightly higher proportion of 

the farming population is classed as "poor" than is classed poor 

for the landless population. As the po,.erty line is moved up 

this changes, and the landless group show a higher incidence
 

of poverty.
 

Table 24
 

Comparison of the Proportion of the Landless and Farming
 

Population Classed as "Poor" 

Income Definition Percent of Farming Percent of Landless 

(Per Capita/year) Population Classed Pooulation Classed 

as "Poor " as "Poor" 

Under i100 Colones 5i,3 , 49,2 %
 

Under 1l400 Colones 60,I 61,3
 

Under 1700 Colones 67,0 70,5
 

SOURCE: Computation based on Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A. 

The d;fferences in any definition are noL 

large, it would appear that landless and farming fami lies are 

ah'most equally poor. 

Table 2') presents the geographical distri­

bution of the rural landless poor. 
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Table 25
 

Distribution of the Rural Landless Poor by Province
 

Province Landless Poor Families Percent of 
Under 1100 Col. Under 1700 Col. National Landless 
per capita/year per capitalyear Under 1100 Col. 

San Jose 11,431 17,046 20.3 
Alajuela 12,476 17,3 6 22,1 
Cartago 6,984 10,351 12,4 
Heredla 3,572 5,864 6,3 
Guanacaste 11,914 16,232 21,1 
Puntarenas 7,022 10,337 12.5 
Llmon 3,013 4,854 5,3 

Total 56,412 82,020 l0OO.0 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A.
 

As was mentioned above, Guanacaste has a
 
disproportionately large landless poor group, the share of poor
 
farmers in Guanacaste is only 17 percent compared with 21 percent
 
of the national landless poor. This is a result of the large
 
changes In production patterns In this region as large nmbers of
 

earlier poor small farmers became landless poor.
 

One of the principal concerns of any pro­
gram aimed at the rural poor must be employment of the landless
 
families. The share of landless and farm families In the target
 
group Is indicated in Table 26.
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Table 26 

Sumary of Landless and Farm Population in the Target
 
Group Using Alternative Poverti Definitions
 

Poverty Definition in Farm Poor Landless Poor Total Poor
 
Colones/Capita/year
 

POPULATION
 
Less than 10 241,875 364,837 606,712
 
Less than 1400 283,244 454,864 738,108
 
Less than 1700 315,801 522,798 838.599
 

No. FAMILIES
 
Less than 1100 34,705 56,412 91,117
 
tess than 1400 40,686 70,570 111,256
 
Less than 1700 45,480 82.020 127,500
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A
 

The predominance of landless poor in the income
 
defined target groip may be seen more clearly In Table 27 where the
 
percentage shares of the targot group and total rural population are
 
presented.
 

Table 27 

Rural Poor Target Group 
Oercentage Share of Fiarm and Non-Farm Poor 

of the Target Group and of the Total Rural Population 

Poverty Definition 
in Colones/capita/year 

Farm Poor Non-Farm 
Poor 

Target 
Group 

Total 
Rural 

PERCENT OF TARGET GROUP 
Less than 1100 39,9 , 60.1 % 100 % 
Less than 1400 38,4 61,6 100 
Less than 1700 37,7 62,3 100 

PERCENT OF rHE TOTAL 
Less than 1100 19,9 30,1 50,0 100 
Less than 1400 23,3 37,5 60,8 100 
Less than 1700 26,0 43,1 69,1 100 

SOURCE: Computation based on Computed Census/Academia. Table 3A.
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From one half to two 
thirds of the rural
population are 
In the poverty target group depending on the
exchange rate chosen to define poverty. 
 The composition of
the 
target group varies only slightly as the poverty line is
 move upward; tho landless proportion rises from 60 to 62 per­
cent.
 

The 
income profile of the landless poor

is given in Table 28.
 

Table 28
 

Income Profile of the Landless Rural Population
 

Income Strata 
 Population 
 Percent of Population
 
in Colones/capita/year
 

Less than 100 Colones 49,400 
 7 Percent

100 to 300 Colones 
 25,750 
 3
 
300 to 500 Colones 
 59,240 
 8

500 to 800 Colones 
 119,926 
 16
 
800 to 1100 Colones 
 110,512 
 15

1100 to 1400 Colones 
 90,827 
 12
 
1400 to 1700 Colones 
 67,934 
 9
1700 to 2000 Colones 
 52,640 
 8
Over 2000 Colones 
 166,559 
 22
 

Total 
 741,997 
 100
 

SOURCE: 
 Computed Census/Academia. Tables 3A, and 38.
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2. Income Level and Source (Farm/off Farm) by size
 

a. 	 Income Level by Farm Size
 

Table 29 presents the Income leel of poor

and non-poor farms by 
farm size. The income definition used is
 
the lowest, 1100 Colones per capita/per year.
 

Table 22
 

Income Level of Farm Farrlilies by Farm Size
 

Farm size No.Poor 	 Average annual Income Average annual Income Poor
 
per capita of per capita of Income
 
Poor Farms Non-Poor Farms as a
 

of Non-

Poor
 

"Land less"
 
Farms 2,870 470 
 3,258 14.4 %

0 to I Ha. 9,0!8 b94 
 3,622 13,6

I to 2 Ha. 4 336 
 562 3,847 14,6

2 to 5 Ha. 6,550 636 
 4,017 15,8

5 to 10 Ha. 3,896 
 643 4,634 13,9

10 to 20 Ha. 4,079 582 
 4,722 12,3

Over 20 Ha. 0 na 
 4,771 	 na
 

Ail Farms 30,739 562 
 4,449 	 12,6
 

SOURCE: .,'>mputed Census/Academia. Tables IA, and 1B.
 

The poor farm target group appears to identify
 
a particulary disadvantaged portion of the population. 
As was
 
mentioned ear!ier, the disadvantaged are not restricted to very

small farm sizer. The differential between the poor and non-poor

incomes is dramatic and does not appear to vary consistently with
 
farm size. Farms classed poor (accounting for about 42 percent

of farms, have incomes of only 12 to 15 percent of the average
 
incomes of non-poor farms.
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Table 30 presents the geographic distribution
 

of poor farms and compares the average Income per capita on poor
 

farms by province.
 

Table 30
 

Distribution of Poor Farms by Province
 

Province No. of poor Percent of Average per Income as a
 
Farms National Poor capita income of National Ave.
 

Farms for poor Farms
 

San Jose 8,593 28,2 558 99,3 %
 
Alajueoa 6,767 22,2 587 io4,4
 
Cartago 3,314 10,9 521 93,9
 
Heredla 1,146 3,8 426 75,8
 
Guanacaste 4,422 14,5 588 104,6
 
Puntarenas 4,626 15,2 566 100,7
 
Limon 1,653 5,4 na na
 

Total 30,521 100.0 562 100.0
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table IA.
 

Except for Heredia, there appears to be lens
 

than seven percent variation in the average income level of the
 
poor farmers. Heredia appears to have significantly lower average
 
income among poor farmers; this finding will be disaggregated to
 
the canton and district level to search of geographic concentrations
 
of poverty in this province during the development of a sample frame
 
for targeted surveys.
 

Table 30 addresses only the issue of the number 

of poor farms and their income level. To address the issue of the 
incidence of poverty by province Table 31 presents the percent of 
farms which are classed as poor, using the 1100 Colon income 
definition. 
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Table 31 

Geographic Incidence of Farm Poverty
 

Province 	 Percent of Farms Farm Poverty
 
with under 1100 Index (Province
 

Colones/capita/per year as a % of National%)
 

High Farm Poverty Provinces
 
Cartago 51,3 % 122
 
San Jose 49,0 117
 

Average Farm Poverty Provinces
 
Guanacaste 40,2 96
 
Alajuela 39,3 94
 
Limon 39.2 94
 

Low Farm Poverty Provinces
 
Puntarenas 36,0 .86
 
Heredla 33,2 79
 

Total 	 41,9 100
 

SOURCE: Computation based on Computed Census/Academia. Tables ]A, and 18.
 

It is interesting to note that Heredia, the
 
province with the lowest average income among poor farmers, is
 
the province with the least incidence of poverty when measured
 
by the percent of farms which are poor. This indicates that
 
while the proportion of farms which are poor may be small, the
 
severity of the poverty level of this small number is acute.
 

San Jose is classed by the standard In Table
 
31 as a high farm poverty incidence province. Disaggregating
 
these province wide findings to the canton and district level
 
should provide considerable program guidance on the location of
 
potential geographic targets.
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b. Income Source by Farm Size
 

Table 32 presents the percent share of
 

income originating from on-farm and from off-farm sources to
 
farm families.
 

Table 32
 

Income Sources for Farm Families by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Percent of income Percent of Income 
from _I-FARM sources from OFF-FARM sources 
(Poor Farms Only) Poor Farms Non Poor 

'Landless''
 
Farms 50,7 % 49,3 % 74.4 % 
0 to I Ha. 6293 37,7 74.3
 
I to 2 Ha. 85,0 '5,0 50,7
 
2 to 5 Ha. 90,0 10.0 31.1
 
5 to 10 Ha. 92,4 7,6 19,4
 
10 to 20 Ha. 93,1 6,9 15,4
 

All Poor Farms 81,0 19,0 26,5
 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Table ID.
 

The importance of off-farm Income sources
 
decreases consistently as farm size increases. This is similar
 

to the conclusion from the employment section in which the
 
larger farm are able to absorb an increasing share of the avail
 

able fami 1 labor. It is surprising that in no case do off-farm 
sources account for more income than on-farm sources. 

The difference in dependance on off-farm
 

income sources between the poor and non-poor farms is substantial.
 
,n most cases the percentage contribution of nff-farm income is
 
more than twice as high on non-poor farms as on poor farms.
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Table 33 presents the source of off-farm 
income by sector which is divided between off-farm emplyment 
on other farms and off-f,r eirnploymant In non-agricultural 
act ivi t ies. 

TabIe 33. 

Off-Farm Income Source by Sector
 

Farm Size 	 iercent of Income from Percent of Income from
 
Off-Farm Off-Farm
 
Ariculture Non-Agriculture

Poor Non Poor Poor Non Poor
 

"Land iess" 
Farms 8.3 % 14,4 % 41,0 % 59,9 % 
0 to I Ha. 5,4 11,3 32,2 63,0 
I to 2 Ha. 2,1 7.3 12,8 43,3 
2 to 5 Ha. 1,5 5.3 8.3 25,6 
5 to 10 Ha. 1,6 4,1 5,9 15,2 
10 to 20 Ha. 1,5 3,1 5,4 12,3 
Over 20 Ha. na 2,6 na 12,8 
All Farms 3.0 4.5 15,9 21,9 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Tables )A, and IB.
 

Based on table 3 , Table 33 surrmarizes the 
proportion of the off-farm income which is non-agricultural In
 
origin. From Table 35 we can see that while the level of off­
farm income varies significantlv by farm size and between the poor
 
and non-poor, there is little dlffecnce in the proportion of off­
farm income by sector. What this Implies is that the non-poor do
 
not have Improved Inconrs because they are able to depend more
 
on non-agricultural employment.
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Income Originating in
Proportion of Off-Farm 

Non-Agricultural Employment
 

Income Originating in
Percent of Off-Farm
Farm Size 

Off-Farm Employment
Non -Agricultural 

Non-Poor Farms
Poor Farms 


80,6 %
"Landless 
 80,6
83.2 %
Farms 
 84,8
85,6
O to I Ha. 
 85,6
85.9
I to 2 Ha. 
 82,8
84,7
2 to 5 Ha. 
 78,8
78,7
5 to 10 Ha. 
 79,9
78.3
10 to 20 Ha. 

na 83,1
Over 20 Ha. 


83.0
84,1
All Farms 


on Computed Census/Academia. Tables IA, and lB
 
SOURCE: Computation based 


Target Groups Farms.
 
Market Orientation and Subsistence on
C. 


is a term usually applied to
"Subsistence agriculture" 

the market economy, which
 farms outside, or principally outside, 


of their own inputs and consume most of their output.

produce most 


there appear to be no subsistence farms
 Except in a very few cases 


by this definition in Costa Rica.
 

zre consumed by their producers in

Certain crops, howe-er, 


Corn and beans are examples of crops
significant quantities. 

on the farm in significant.
which, in certain regions,are consumed 


It is proper, therefore, to speak of subsistence
quantities. 

crops but not subsistence farms, since only in rare cases do these
 

total value of
 
subsistence crops make up a large share of the 


small or poor farms. Since the subsistence crops
production on 


are grains, and low value per hectare crops, the share of land
 

be hi'jher proportion than their share of
 
dedicatad to them will 


not the share of
 
value of output. The share of product value and 


be used to measure subsistence. Table 35
 area cultivated must 


presents the value of product consumed as a percent of the value
 

of product sold as an indicator of the level of subsistence for
 

poor and non-poor farms.
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Table 35 

Subsistonce Index:
 

Value of Product Consumed as a percent of product
 
Value Sold
 

Farm Size 
 Poor Farms Non-Poor Farms
 
Puriscal Turrubares National National Average
 

Average
 

0 to I Ha. 9,6 % 7,5 % 4,0 % 0,9 %
 
1 to 2 Ha. 8,3 14,9 5,3 1,3 
2 to 5 Ha. 8,5 8,8 6,4 1,5 
5 to 10 Ha. 7,3 7,0 5,8 1,5 
10 to 20 Ha. 6,2 7,4 5,6 2,1 
Over 20 Ha. 
 na na na 1,3
 

All Farm Sizes ;,6 % 7,9% 5,2 % 1,3
 

SOURCE: Computation based on Computed Census/Academia. Tables IA, and IlB.
 

In addition to presentinj national averages for both poor
 
and non-poor farms, Table 35 includes two extremely poor Cantons 
where subsistence leveis are considerably hiqher. Three obvious 
trends are evident in Table 35: first, p,'3r farms are three to 
four times more subsistence oriented than non-poor farms; second,
 
as poverty deepens inside the poor group so doe- 'he level o1
 
subsistence and third, in the non-poor subsistence increases as
 
farm size increase, and the incidence of home consumption on
 
farms over 20 Ha. is as stronq as the average.
 

Table 35 understimates the level of subsistence because
 
two important sources of home produced consumption are not captured
 
!n the basic data used for the Table. The data do not include
 
home consumption of livestock products. Given the importance
 
of livestock in the total product mix on small farms as 
is dis­
cussed in the production patterns aection, the consumption of
 
livestock products may be almost as important as 
crop consumption.
 
The second orniss.ion is of small vegetable crops or permanent
 
crops which are grown exclusively from home consumption and for 
which the volume of each item (for example one or two plantain 
trees) is small enough that the interviewer likely omitted it from 
the questionaire. These omission may likewise be important.
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Even if we allow for lO01 underestimation, the level of
 
subsistence on rho; 
averae for poor tiur-st group farms nould be
 
about 10, on trh ,.'raqe, and even ;n the pooresi canton, 
loss
 
than 301.
 

it Appear%., herof.r rarngetthtL group are basically
 
market orin it .,Z An K;v
. n ,*i uf their produice. Whether
 
they are also intirated into the market for aqricultural inputs

is an issue addr.ssd in the technological indicators of this
 
study, which indic tes Lhat whi le level
the of input purchases
 
is lower on poor farms, almost all of them are in.ol.ed in the 
purchase of 
some inputs and in that sense are involved in the
 
market economy.
 

D. Production Pattern-

The intent of this sect ion 
is to provide a profile of the
 
production pattarns and 
technological characteristics of farms 
which may be included in AID program activities. The yroup of 
farms who may rec.ive direct assistance must be broader than 
just the poor and vev snmall farms since a principal program 
focus should be Lo gyen'rae employment for landless workers, 
and expand off form ,mpioynent opportuni ties for the smallest 
farms. Four potential program focusinj on farm sizes have been 
selected as representative ,ises, and tho country has been divided 
Into seven Agronomically defined regions for this analysis of 
production and technoloqical patterns. One ext.ra farm size (20 to 
50 Ha.) is added in the tables for comparison purposes to illus­
trate the pattern on larwor farm,. 

I. nd Li u..rop ckxProduction Patterns 

Th~e Lotal Yalu, of Produc tion srIal inaCostaon farms 
Rica cot-,s from diverse %et of a i culc,ural act i'it ies Vhouyh
annual crops are important in c'rms of area :ul tivated they only
contribute iHM-13 percent of total val of- production. Tabie 36 
separates agricultural ac.Viti S O; !,i1! :arms nto trMree 
categories, annualperennial crops, and 1eveslock oroduc.s. 

http:in.ol.ed
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rh, Cont r iib t ion of Gr n r. I Crap -Ind Ll estock
Act i ltie. to Total V llute of Production on Sm lI Farms

(I cItIdiI, I/ Prin( i ;, 1 ind tockCr ( L ies Products 

Farn Sin2e Percent of Total Farm Value of Production* 

Annual 
 Perennial 
 Livestock 
 Total
 

2 to 3 Ha. 13,4 % 38,0 , 48,6 % oo %3 to 4 Ha. 11,8 45,1 43,1 100
5 to 10 Ha. 11,3 43,3 
 45,4 1OO
10 to 20 Ha. 13,2 46,7 
 40,I 100 
20 to 50 Ha. 11,2 36.3 
 52,6 10
 

Production consumed on the farm is included in total value of 
production. The price used to 
value home consumed production

is the average producer price from the Academia study.
 

SOURCE: Daines Representative Farm Analysis 
Table 22.
 

The imoortance of perennial 
crops, especially coffee, is
not surprisinq, 
but the importance of animal 
products on 
even

the smallest farms distinguishes Costa Rican small 
farmers
from most other Latin JVcerican small J.armers situations. Thegeneral lack of 
importance of 
hasic qrains and other annual
 
crops, even when home consumption is included, emphasizesthe point made elsewhere that 
 uhsistence agriculture is clearly

not the rule for small Costa Ric:An farmers. 

Regional dfFerence% in crop n i): on small farms
signiFicant. are 

Tabie 37 indicates 
the ocr,:ent of total 
 alue of
production oriclinat nq annualin crops, perennial crops, and
 
livestock products. 
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Table 37 

Crop and Livestock Contribution to Farm Value of
 
Production by Agronomic Region
 

Percent Contribution to Total Value of
 
Farm Pr-ductlon
 

Economic Region 
 Annual Perennial Livestock Total
 
and Farm Size Crops Crops Products Value
 

Cent. Valley East
 
2 to 3 Ha. 48 %
13 % 39% 100 % 
5 to 10 Ha. 9 50 41 t00 
10 to 20 Ha. 9 46 45 lO 

Cent. Valley West
 
2 to 3 Ha. 8 53 39 
 100
 
5 to 10 Ha. 5 69 
 26 100
 
10 to 20 Ha. 3 73 
 24 100
 

North Zone
 
? re- 3 Ha. 
 13 42 45 100 
5 to in Ha. 13 44 43 100 
10 . 20 Ha. 23 70 7 100 

Dry Pacific
 
2 to 3 Ha. 20 5 
 75 100 
5 to 10 Ha. 15 787 I00 
10 to 20 Ha. 13 
 6 81 100
 

Central Pacific
 
2 to 3 Ha. 10 38 
 52 100
 
5 to 10 Ha. 7 
 34 59 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 14 40 46 100 

Pacific South 
2 to 3 Ha. 21 50 29 100 
5 to 10 Ha. 19 52 29 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 18 47 35 100 

Atlantic Zone
 
2 to 3 Ha. 8 
 31 61 100
 
5 to 10 Ha. 10 47 
 43 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 12 45 43 100
 

SOURCES: Daines, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 22.
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Annual crops are least important in two Central Valley
 

regions, and most Important In the Pacific regions. Perennial
 

crops, are important, as would be expected, in all regions
 

except the Bry Pacific area whore Irriqation would be required
 

to support them. In the Dry Pacific area 1l.estock along with
 

annual crops predominate. In both of the Central Valley regions
 

small farms depend on annual crops to a larger extent than large
 

farms, but there is no obvious crop mix trend according to farm
 

size elsewhere.
 

a. Annual Crops
 

While annual crops occupy a significant share
 

of the land in small farms, they are relatively unimportant in
 

value terms. Table 38 indicates the contribution of major annual
 

crops to total farm value of production.
 

"Fable 38
 

Percentage Contribution of Principal Annual Crops
 

to the total Value of Production on Small Farms
 

Crop Percent of Total Value of Farm Production
 

2 to 3 Ha. 5 to 10 Ha. 10 to 20 Ha. 20 to 50 Ha.
 

Corn 3,8 % 2,9 % 3,8 % 3,7%
 
Rice 2,0 2,2 3,2 0,5
 

Beans 1,7 1,4 1,9 1,8
 

Basic Grains 7,5 6,6 8,9 8,9
 

Potatoes 1.7 1,2 1.2 0,9
 

Cassava II 1,3 1,8 0,9
 

Tomatoes 1,4 0.9 0,3 0,2
 

Tobacco 1,7 1,3 1,0 0,2
 

Other Annuals 4,7 13.2 2.3
 

All Annuals 11,3 11,2
 

SOURCE: Daines, Representative Small Farm Analysis. Tables 22, and 23,
 



- 44 -

On a national basis corn Is the most Important annual 
crop on small farms in terms of value. Tomatoes and tobacco 
are very important for the smallest farms. These cropping 
patterns vary considerably by region. A detailed description 
of the cropping patterns in each region for each farm size is 
given in Daines, Representative Small Farm Analysis Table 22. 
Potatoes are only important on small farms in the Central 
Valley East, and to a lesser degree in the North Zone. In 
those two regions potatoes are approximately four times as 
important on the smallest (2-3 Ha.) farms as all basic grains
 
together. Basic grains predominate among annual crops in the
 
all of the Pacific zones,though to a lesser degree in the Pacific
 
South where tobacco is almost as important on small farm as
 
basic grains. Tomatoes are an important small farm crop in
 
both Central Valley regions and yuga in the North and Atlantic
 
zones.
 

It appears that annual crops, taken as a group, are not
 
very important sources of income (or consumed value) on small
 
farms as a whole, however, they are more important on the
 
poorer of the small fcrm group than for all smalI farms. This
 
tendency may be seen in Table 39.
 

Table 39 

The Relative Importance of Annual and Cereal Crops in
 
Total Value of Farm-Production Between Poor and
 

Non-Poor Farms 

Farm Size Percent of Land Percent cf Land Percent 
and Income in Cereals in Annual Crops Additional 
Class Annual Crops 

on Poor Farms 
0 to I Ha. 

Poor 31,5 % 37,1 % 43,8 % 
N'-Poor 18,2 25,8 

I to 2 Ha, 
Poor 38,2 43,2 33,3 
on-Poor 25,5 32,4 

2 to 5 Ha 
Poor 30,7 33,1 47,8 
Non-Poor 18,8 22,4 

5 to 10 Ha. 
Poor 19,5 20,9 29,8 
Non-Poor 14,0 16,11 

10 to 20 Ha. 
Poor 13,3 13,9 0,7 
Non-Poor 12,7 13,8 

SOURCE: Computed Census/Academia. Tables 2 D , and 2E 
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Table 39 indicates that the: poocer farms in the smallest 
size groups de~pend much more on arnnual crops for their production 
than do the non-poor. In additimna', k irdicates that basic 
grains predominate in the anntul crop rou"p more heavi iy for tre 
poor than the non- poor. W, niis that non-poor farms are 
more di ve.rsi fied into other ,-,nnI WA ptatoes, tomatoes 

tobacco which, viiHO. mo-u prniu ,v :nn higher rsk crops, 

In s uma;-ry, i i apprs t .c )afnnual crops are much less 
important on small .:arms', than M ,stoc. and perennial crops. 
This is Lru. ior bLth ri po-of ,nd non-poor small farms, even 
after aojuiriny the rat ioes tor each size range by the 

added dependence factor on poo O'ms, 

/hil, it s not alwiic "M utelo suyjest that observed 

differance'; .vi t-c. poor .'n. , paur are necessari ly ,aus itive 
(as opposod in' syn ona ic) their povo r'ty, the data available 

here woulid Ind us to hypolh2;ize that diversification out of 
basic grain's,, into oter annual or other agricultural acti' ities 
may be a vWZ:A factor in raisinq target group incomes. 

b. Perennial C ros. 

In four out of the stven zones, perennial 
crops predominate in small farm production. Coffee is the most 
important crop, not only among the ptrennial crops, but it is 
also the most important sinqie agricuitural acti vity on small 
farms. Cofftso in addition, is of primt importance to the land­
less laborors ond small farmers as a source of employment. 

Perhaps the mos t iwrportarnL difference 
between tho pool ad non-poor smalI Farn: rs that the non-poor 
farm has ,subtantially more coffoe. Whe magn,.da nf this 
difference W,. already beer presented in the amp loyment section 
of this documrent and will not be ropoated nire. This differerce 
is, how.a.er, limited to cert.ain rmcqions. Table 39a presents the 
percent snare of value of production on small f~ars from coffee 
by region. 

http:how.a.er
http:magn,.da
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3 9 &Tablo 

Coffee Valug na a Porcent of Totsil V %luw of Production
 
for Snn1 Forun by R3yt.s :td Psurm: S1ir
 

il. 5 to10 ir 10 to 2Oii to 50 on. 

Cent. Valley E. 42.97) 40.87 38,2% 31.7% 
Cent. Volley W. 48.'! 61.8 63.7 67.2 

North Zoav 30.8 28.1 38.8 9.8 
Dry Pacific 2.6 3.S 2.8 2.6 

Cent. Pacific 35.9 30.8 36.2 32.9 

Pacific South 45.2 45.0 38.6 24.9 
Atlautic 7.ono 2.5 2.7 2.1 1.6 

All Regions 29.8 30.4 31.5 24.4
 

SOURCE: Daina, Represontative Small Farm Aiwlysiti, Table 25 

Roason othhor thon coffee mut be the predom­
inant explanation for differonceu b:txreon the poor end non-poor in 
the dry Pacific and Atlantic mo= v ailuco coffee ia virtually non­

existent there.
 

In tM- important coffoo regio-nn, coffee accotmts 
for approximately 90 porcou1 of the priniil crop value on amall 
farm., and in the other regions from 50-75 percent. In the Atlantic 
zone, howver, coffee is only 5 parcent of parmnnirl crop value. 

Other important small farm p rnnial crops include bananas, plan­

tan, guineo, cacao and ougar carte. Tabl, 40 outlines the percent 
importance in farm productton vlo of thzon othor perennial crops 

by region for farm bkmteon 5-10 1r... A moro detailed trettment for 
all sall farm sizs con ba son in Dninwn, Representative Small 

Form Analysis, Table 24. 
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Ttsblo 10 

The Cont ri but Ion of iPrenlnI I Ck7,.'J (Nc Iud Ing Coffto)
 
to the Tori Vnlu of FVr ; Pr-odoction on 5 to 10 flu.
 

Region Poercen: of total farm value of production 
IBanan s~ P]tains _(-1ineo Cacao Sugar Cane 

Cent. Vm]ley R. i .07. 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 

Cent. Valley W. 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 7.0 

North Zone 2.1 4.0 1.5 0.8 7.4 

Dry Pacific 0.3 2.0 0.3 0.0 1.2 

Cent. Pacific 0.6 0.7 o.2 0.0 1.7 

Pacific South 1.6 ,4.1 0.2 0.2 1.0 
Atlantic Zone 10.0 13.8 0.2 20.1 0.5 

Rogions 2.2 3.5j 0.3 3.0 3.8 

SOURCE: Daines, ReprosontatIvo sl FniD Analysio, Table 24 

Tnblc ,40 wupiiz.. tho wide regional veriation 

in the importance of p r*:t.l cro-ps. Sugar cane io the widest 
ranging of the irnportant non.-vcf'oe .rnnrs1 crops , and provides 
5-10 percent of sra11 f" ii cou!.o in the Cenitrtil Valley and North 

zones. Caco, bnns, a ti vitol. to farm in­ad l aro small 
comn in only the AtiAntic zon ) wh&:rc they contribute 35-45 per­

cent of the grosq ialur, o pr6odiu~t.on on 3ynall foram. While guineo 

is of *o .,ctli iIaportlcnc.t k': No;r:h zone on small fares, its 

insignific-..ncr ns ncoa Is F;urpristng.an t~ourc.. 

fl'Jflxt'"c(.2: tn h c importanco of perennial 

crops btween ti poor n',,rn1--pcr ny)pc(,r lo lxNliraited to coffee. 
Thero In little ohsred i i'5:-ce iJ% t.he cul'iivation of other 
porennial crops (.-ee Ctp -..u /. iddemin Tnbles 2D, and 2E). 

The ' rt;tc:; , ;ud in mrany regions predom­
inance, of livestock prodncl oan- fnrai obvious the'.. ai it from 

tables already pr;ecnicid. ia. sod. ,onwill explore the product 
composition inside livont'k th.n raglonal variation in 

the mix of live'stock p)o1,:tu,:. o1 3..f rTms. 

i,-odLcts rry lh divided into two 
groups, ptiL.ure ht-,4 d, r-I., dl si k , ),eof, rheop, etc., and non­
pasture liv..sLock tv in:-. e,..ImcIu,.1-1 ng 2nd egg:.), pork, honey, 

etc. For the sniall f trwtho is Important since hishr dtstinc tlon 

http:pr6odiu~t.on
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Thble 42 

Tb6 CotOn-iino ~~Lad Poultry

Producto to Tovol Voluo o! P'ct on 
 8Il Form 

Iy Rt, j o~ntl~ 

Region VC, o olt Fara Pro.duction 

Cent. Valley E. 8% 3% 3% 1% 
Cent. Valley W. 6 3 28 14 9 
North Zone 
 15 1 613 4 22
 
Dry Pacific 
 47 31. 27 11 7 5 
C. Pacific 14 12 12 22 12 4 
patlfic Vciuth 12 1G 10 9 5 4 
Atlantic %on. 38 21) G 8 6 8 

All Re l ons 20, 20% 12% 12% 9% 8% 

SOURCK: Dainen, Reproqeutot1,i , 'rm Ancly,:in, Thble 25 

3ub~~~ eon fnrmE;-i~ iwny be via inportant
In livestock poduct , ;,,a tn crop.!i. -he cuinun data on which thene 
analysea are bafed ' . to cnpture thre on- fori consumption of 
liveetock producto. Tabi _ 11 ,ind thn other tOblea in thin document 
included consumed and sotd liv~tock products togother in the total 
value. Home connumption ot' ir:in produced livo~tock commoditio ts 
on imiportant isotio which rihouid bh tddrorjed in a regionally tar­
geted somple aurvey bocnuor- of thie ponible pooitlve nutritional 
impact on tvrgot group ta1ii .i:;. Li,, tock prod'Jcts nmy have a 
significantly lower a h-cr in *ilhn.incr.'.. h:i in total value of 
farm production. 

The i,: .:,rtanc -, l' pork and poultry in the 
small farm production pr.ttern -ny . . by comparing the percent
shares of total form produ -tion :o."0: for thoso products with 
basic grains as Is Mhown In Tv:bir, 4-2. 

Mi11k und bi ,' produc'ti -mvppear aia important
small farm commodities in q11 rglonr , -milk products being most Im­
portant in the Central Volley 3r.t, and the Central Pacific regions,
while beef in raont inport),unt !n "ho )r.,, Pacific, and AtInntic re­
giona. Both milik and bio.f ro lnpor,an nt.,l farm producta in the
North zone. In the fnrm Oire.)fre ) to 50 H. beef becomes Pre­
dominant over niilk In nil cnni:e, 
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Table 43 

Milk and Beef Share of 	Total 
Value of Production
 
on ftall Farra by Region and Farm Size
 

Region 	 Percent of 7Ttal Value of Faru Production
 

peef Milk

L7N_- -T/0 -/ /3 7io 10720 

Cent. Valley E. 
 8% 9% 10% 20% 24% 30%
 
Cent. Valley W. 2 4 6 
 4 4 6
 
North Zone 
 10 
 15 36 14 13 27
 
Dry Pacific 
 12 29 39 5 11 10
 
Cent. Pacific 7 
 9 15 9 13 1
 
Pacific South 	 4 11
7 ,1 7 9
 
Atlantic Zone 
 11 15 17 11 2 2
 

All Regions 	 8% 13% 19% 10%
9% 	 14%
 

SOURCE: Daines, Repreaentatlve Saill Fnrn Analymis, Tnbii 25
 

2. Yield PAttorn and Tochnol 
 ical Level on Small FarwA
 

a. Techno~o{J:cnl Indicators on 2- nll Forms
 

Two indicuto.,, ro used to give a tochnological
 
profile of small farms, mcchnnical Intonuity, and fertilizer use.
 

- tloqhonlcal Intenalty 

Tho nunbe" of trnctor or mechanized horse­
power per hectare cultivated imrtand of Increasing on larger farro 
as one might expect in Costa Rico, doclino an is indicated in 
Table 44. 

Tablc. 44 

Mechanical Intensity of Cultivation on Small Farwm
 
Am Indicated by the Muif .r a,' TrF.ctoc 3orsepower
 

per Cultivatto' Hectare
 

Farm Size 	 Horepowor per Mechanical Intensity
 
Cultiveted Ha. Index (National Average
 

lP/Ha. Cultivated = 100
 
2 to 3 Ha. 0.92 
 158 
3 to 4 ua. 0.95 182 
5 to 10 Wn 0.70 120 
10 to PO Ha 0.61 104 
20 to50a 0.,15 77
 

SOURCE: Dalnes, Representative Snall Farm Analysls, T'ble 4 
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The decline in Mochanical inteanity sho" 
not be interpreted to indicate thet thry asaller farm utilize a 
lorger proportion of their totp Vrwr in "echnnical form than do 
larger fara.. Tr-ble 45 indicator; that t val! form utilize more 
uniml and huorn power as wlvich ionatr they are simply mre 
power trntcns;vo thon largor 

Power Source and Intennity on .ull rarztq by Form Size
 

Farm Size Draft Animals 7Dotal Power Index of
 
per Hectare Indicator All Power
 
Cultivated (Mechanical (Nat. Ave.- 100
 

Annl 1 and 
JuAinmkv a mn)a si 

2 to 3 He. 0.14 2.14 252
 
3 to 4 Ha. 0.14 1.82 214
 
5 to 10 Ha. 0.10 1.27 149
 
10 to 20 Ha. 0.07 1.03 122
 
20 to 50 Ha. 0.05 0.83 98
 

SOURCE: Daine, Repreaentative Swall Far Analysis, Table 4
 

The nmnlloat forma havo 2.5 timea ma much 
power available per hectare cultivated na the national average. 
These figuren overestimate tht3 power utilized per hectare cultivated 
mince much of the pover on snall fac-3 comen from human labor, which
 
in significantly under utilized. Ii' however, human labor I sub­
tracted out loavin only animal and Lechanical power (for which 
there is no rearon to think thant they would be lesa fully utilized 
on small thvin on lnrge fnrr.s) the f=5ll farms still appear to be 
much wre power intennive. 

Whether the .ndtng that smaller farus uti­
lize more mechanical and other power per hoctare cultivated is an 
indicator that they nre at 4 higher technological level depends on 
the definition of "technolojy". S,.)-,mny differc.it Mpr ninga have 
been given to the word "technology" t at it is perhaps better not 
to give an interpretation w.hich dopenda on any one of them. All 
that can be said from Table 15 itithat anall forns use =re power 
(animal, nechanical, and iuwtan) po, Y. cultivatod than do larger 
ones. Thin finding Lay have oooi,-c ' -ive program implcations, 
since prograinao zimed at incroa,:ir. .chbnical power available 
to small fer:aora on the bnsii th'.4t ti-cy ara power scorco would 

http:differc.it
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probably noi-o to b izie 

Ac !Iithi othor %:h totrintica of umall 
ferwa, w7chnnicta' nnd runiywry vo* rcgiow~lly, Lind eomclu­

cher&acteri&atic of 5,c, rjyo.~a;uc4i-wvr tW.' *.i it1 tforms 
i o vi rtunil ~ o n, , t~n i nf rnqu1ntr z1vnr-; 

11 r; --- ~c 
Pacific and Iforth zonl-i:, ri ti- jchanlcilly Intonsie of SwI1l 
farm region;,, followed c~w-ue'47 by Conti-)i Valloy Went and Central 

on slaill ? In Zi S,,,tnth rejiono. The Dry 

Th ( i'fl;r no n' 
pattern indienting nihat by aric: c'ar:-hanicitl power docc not 
result in o raduet.~cn in 1h-~~ &of anhi:),jni and hu=.n power us~ed. 

Valley Ra~t. t ota I ndi , aailar re-ional 

I g k . fi C a t1Y . 

fertilizer per cultivriteod l tzi r, cl2!w. nr~tional avrne It 
is iflterezgting to noto ~ t tU<ruc± of ~ sdizio fa-rs 

.do rc(f'rom~ 20 to W Pnh.y on)y m'-r 50 ol-jfrtto at fortilizer 
uso ev la'r.hova- ho ~%Iv ~ 

Tviflv 46 pro~jnt;3 L jmary ol ifertilizer 
urne ir. L~Ior crop;- ),Yr k~i, taro c tIvI dIn th~ose c ropt 

Fertilizer' Ui. on S~iil Farm 

Form Size 74g1 of T' Iz i eI Fertilizer Use Index 
peor IHti. C~u."" t o d (Nat. Ave. Kg/Ha. 

Cultivoted =100) 

2 tn 3 Ha. 149.9 V~g. 67 
3 to 4 He. 1w0.8 72 
5 to 10 Fig 158.9 71 
10 to 20 HA. 161.6 72 
20 to 50 Ha.1~> 70 

SOURCE: Dlnen, Reprezsentwilv-, Fo~1~rm Analyfjin, Tn~ble 7 

'The~re In 1 t e obiervnblo trend arw~nr al 

and redita- zt1,ed ron. : in tOi n"' uno of go -tiilzera. All are 
xign1 ficartimi~ tho r i'.1),11 :: trsge, which lo It.elf rather low 
by .p "n i rh d. 

,.r(7j7t fz r lnt Dry TPlci fJ r- d Atla ntic 
reglone, over half of th~e total. Fnirtilijzer used or, '~ fnrrias is~ 
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used in coffee, Lnd In the principt coffee nress the figure is over
 
75% Even -jo, rk~z, i nmI 1.3:.qcz,~ oni~a farlaF aignil'i­
cantly less than the natlonn.( , 7 only exception to thin
 
is in the Cnt r' V!-ltluy r-A, . jail
J.dl ppls gnif­py 
icantly more fertilizer in coffe,: "%an the coffevnationrl average, 

In the Dry ir'cific region tro thirds of
small form frtilizer !iru,,'d<i in rj-e find ona third in corn. In the 
Pocift .South region a tu~at one third )f amall farm fertilizer ti
 
applied In tobacco.
 

F,t!?lzor ua in ba-Ic Lrrjins on 
5wil
 
forms vnrton widoly by regioi-n, with aioat rgiann and fkura tizaO
 
above the nationail N ,,ori Ullernton rnto but 
woit regiono below. 

c
In bananan, arc t forn iz.-.- u: fe Li conPiitontly 16s than 10 
percent of the -- tnw tionri rf nc-l1ectI.ng the atronZ influence of 

well -*q
the large nnd orp:i'.:x, . c , roduction. In tobacco
 
and In nmgar (cano, r ~c",mVly t:2 &L~ove below
3ligkitly and 

the natioalaI vara-'<
 

k~zo;;s ~ .~ .)p-p~nnr to be using bone
fertilizer, and t; ,tyPU ovrifi vernpve in signiiicantly under the 
national nverae, there rn. rt,;t regiorns and cropa where elal
 
farms oppear not to be .rn1 
 -! ficin behind the larger fnrm iei 
segment In fertilizer uno. 

b. Yield ,R r,'i 

o foruv 

mctric ::' -'n wi 


Cor;n yIWlOsn ll are clustered about 
the one ton . ;'.. a grndusl declining 
trend no farm size incret,;-..'. Gon vi~id on Tervix of 20 lie, or 
less are slightly higher "Orh'i- t h( r.onrA. in.,vorage, In rd.o they are 
nignificantly ]owor and io bwan, sli{:Ptly l ov er. Tuble 47 presents
yield patterns in baivsei an ch in the interest of brevity av­
erage out the rather zbt: nj r3onwI differeace. A complete
region and fasr size b . ,k(&.: of yiold pvtterns for all m ajor crzpc. 
to given in I)PInoL, lop'"-iv, m Analysis Tables 9 tarough 13. 

http:nc-l1ectI.ng
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Tnbie 47 

Yields in Baic Grains on Swall ftrw 

Farm Size Physical Yield Index (National Average Yield 
in Tona/Ba. - 100)

Corn Bears Rice 

2 to 3 Ha. 108 102 63
3 to 4He. 
 105 
 88 
 64
5 to I0 N. 80 90 76
10 to 20 Ha. 
 104 
 103 
 72

20 to 50 H. 
 105 
 75 
 56
 

SOURCE: Damne, Representative Small Farm.Analysis, Table 9 

Yields of tobacco on stmll farms 
are consist­
ently above the national average L*'fleoting the more localized and 
higher technological level in this cVop. 

Yields of potatos, yuca, and tomatoes appear
to be regionally determined, thore ore no form size patterns nor 
overall small farm averages which would be meaningful. 

Small foria yields of coffee appear to be only
slightly below the overall average for the various regions. Banana
yields are lower in comparison to notional averages than any other 
crop. 

Except for a few crops, there are essentially
 
no yield patterns among small. ferma which 
can be identified easily.
Most of the yield differences appear to be regional in nature and 
little -elated to farm size. 

E. Production Constraints
 

The poor target group having been defined and described, the
focus of discussion now turnv to searching for ways to Improve
their situation The method auggented in the Latin America Regional

Agriculture Assessment Guidelines, and chosen here, 
to "allow the
problens to suggest the solutions", begins at the form level anking
the question, what factors are limiting the poor farmer from improv­
ing his income or welfare? Theue problemB, or limiting ractore are
called "constroints". Tvo generel type of constraints will be
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excuined, form AM,01 enrd non-forN. Yctora. 

Frylo&,or piruduct io. n tvotroi1nto will bo grouped into 

fa ren rl nt u~ll . n to* the thvorv~ tvoureWIN&~reOt 

produc tio;, 

tions vre M lized, W~i~5iro (un~d proerbP) method ortrinntan In 

P compmirtinon of~ prn7duc ~n chornexristi cE between the por~i onxd non~­

poor fororini i hc L n in o di re' uoani1. n tion of t~he po-or 
forms thommelvenurl ~ 'idprpdert ansure of potentil. 

To aii nr'lif;; ie Gnsrw ia En~ lI sia, the, tp~vrent of net 

i ncome in; uund oc th u~go must !2po-t objetive The torgot 
group ±'e rr ) 1: .~rve' Its n in wn or vi rotmbinaton of the 
following vimngen 

- ncrenxi h:'uniqu Oa C (incl lanIedAn of ~d Coti.p'{ 1ucin "Croppod" 

-Incrovue theo =Qn of MY voppd hy lncr~ote oi q ihc propor­
tion of land ur!W.*w Zopin2 hrtu.fa-c 1unutilmod land). 

-Increnow~ 'riV: WrOI xi'. rcra c sningMono u~oo th y pd by 
the coubltrcfiorz -' e on' from.;jn li.j. produc to lowxer 

va lue pot' Nn. Drv~dc;c t~o higher vu iue per Be. rprodcte 

-IrncrYmI2 incu Mhn *.2 gi thu~ 2ro croped or' the maix of 
product by/ . c h~T4-lold y or pnoductivily of land 
used in ve rt cula rrco,. 'io Mamai~ yiaid per hectare uay WhJ 
irncrenigA 0 inccsn Thuv of ounpuL mara than the tMddi­
tion!2 co of t32hS or by holdingv the 

vM ue of output~ ranitant and' rducirg; tho can;t of inpuits. 
Changan oft thkotp Weldo, for oeaEll, ut ilizingf m~ore fer­

til1izer, :arui peoO id bettor geed, inproved mnnngement or 
technical o;,2rlicau Tarnw ztho nin h r of nnii~lx iper No. 

In pasiture, etc Vo!a tAn chngcl in this cuto;ory aire 

looaoly Monr no "'JU iW; rOfArI> te"O W Changan. 

-Incruss ing hih prco recalvad par"it Wi prodct. in may be 
accomplisvhed by O thrrt ~ i of th produc~t (xarmr"TA qu,?i Ity 

t~cIOf Ic~L r. no), or In chnngn thno mceting: aro ntgent. 

lxi~~ ;Kr.xcy, ufer an 1nrvQxo hirn ircorno hy cultivating 
more landI, g~rowing h i;hwr volu cr:opn, Improvilng the Incomi yield per 
hectare, or by getting; i Wittnr prie' fo hin p;rod~uct 
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The above catalo, ofI 0o introvent o1torr.2tivem haa1 
to structure the dIiecu. iocr ofc r wntuwhich limit the achieve­
ment of improved inromv.
 

1. £~r. Lenc ~for Xncroa n tithr 

,It ic unfor.nt(,r,' thrt ;1oio of the data available 
permits a direct . of "he qu,.ity of l.d in tho Wndpoor non­
poor forma. It is difficult t0torforu, to inoauro land nlack and to 
estimate the relative Anportanre of land ag a conatra int on the im­
provement of target Lrroup incvo. &naly oae category of lend in the 
data is clearly an indct:io of lTd aJ.qcix, the oruint of land 
classed so "fallow".
 

Table 4i36 Ld:; ,; h i,xsent of Lnd in fallow for 
the target and non-poor 7arti n b." oliza. 

:', 13
 

Lond B3iucA: Z 
Percent of Land Once ('trjtc., ywt now Utilized 

Farm Size Poor Al'orvm. Non-poor Fare DiLt.rence 

0 to I Ha. 0.oV, 0.0% 0.0% 
1 to 2 Ha. 0.0 0.0 
 0.0 
2 to 5 Ha 1.5 0.0 1.5
 
5 to 10 Ha. 4.4 
 1.6 2.8
 
10 to 20 a. 8.0 3.7 4.3 
Over 20 He. 11 1.9 a 

SOURCE: Computed Censue/Acadevin T-iblos 211 nod 21 

UsIng follo n;oa n Indicator of land slack it 
would appear that there In no otzch in targot group farms under 2 
Ha., and an innIgnifcor.o , o7 j"leck, and only from 4-8 percent 
slack in target group n 'Lm',o f . . Fllow land may not be 
all available for cultivotion, - ?nllo iv a neceuaary part of the 
cultivation cycle If w,' n~uo. that the. non-poor farm is an indica­
tion of the ninivan faiio,..' cetstry to operate, then the land alack 
measure in only the dcf ,.o fc: e.n the fallow percents. 7710 not 
ieasure of lavnd alckl Aidicuto, thi, fron 3-5 percent of land ie in 
available fallow on I,,!r f r,ot ?.n'za over five He. 
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In ony countrios irw.luding Cos.tO IliCO, led Mls, "i , 
not found In lalow but In po'l;.y utiliz,.cd pature which could kj, 
cultivated or brou'h,1t into ! tcnu iL.,-qr~ro%,d farre nte p rstr 
cropa. T'h 4 pro por I on o?f S),, t od =1 y b )uo a rot "h 4, jd i 

usedr ) lo'rfi r lt. '-v, b -th In the,a of~i.&Ar t Tjlzc to ,-f t 

quality 1,, pre .irrnb1. to rnf)wn at 1 

T'o. bj e 49 

Pousible Land SlIFck in Piaturn and Fallow 

Fsmra Siz- Percent of Land 1n Pntvure Net Land 8lnck on
 
on Po.ir FPoor Parm in Fallow 

and Paoturo
 

O to 1 IRa. 9. ]Y. 9.2% 
I to 2H . 15.4 
 15.4 
2 to 5 Na. 20.3 21.8 
5 to 10 Ha. 42.0 
 -14.8 
10 to 20 IL 42.9 47.2 

SOURCE: Computed Cenvut,'/ f.3,6il.klu 2D and 2E"tb 


7hi) diot uvIon on cuLmodity tuix on muxn1.1 fturis in 
part D, Production Ptoordi, ta-sun to coniclude thrat a aipilf­
icant port of tho poature 1. Ia r.ntivoly productivo u;o. Some of 
the net lead al'ck in Toble .m eat thors1'oro bo discounted me 
being in current producti7tm; uoie. 

orrP,fnms ior fivie he.ctores cultivattt from 60-84 
percent of their land, " 5 1nr::Hn. cultlvati3 40"c 10 Only 
percont and frou 0 to 2 H,- only 2 percont. EHzorn i we ditcount 
for tho d.c reanm' (lulity an o.nre theroprobable in ize ircre iec 
would mppoor to be connidoi-abkc 'Inrd A;l;ck on target group farms 
over five R9. It iti probh1l rocqon-nblo to ouggont tht 2I porcent 
of t1ho land in 5 to 10 R". 'L an, 30 percent in 10 to 20 11. 

target group fnrmrj istntnk, 

Lrind and ktid qun l'iy ari., highly r gionoi I phorhom­
enon, and the concl,4nionc. drn here v,;-ry widely I'roYi regio.n to 
rogion, as demonatr.ted An Table 50. 

http:f.3,6il.kl
http:utiliz,.cd
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Tvble 50 

latimates of lAnd Constraint on Small Farms 
by Region for Farm from 10 to 20 He. 

Region 	 Percent of Land by Land Use Category (10/20 Ha.) 
Fallow Posture Pisture Uncultivated 

+ Fallow 

C. Valley E. 4.2% 48.1% 52.3% 65.3% 
C. Valley W. 1.8 45.7 47.5 51.6 
North Zone 5.2 40.1 45.3 68.5
 
Dry Pacific 3.8 64.9 68.7 74.6
 
C. Pacific 9.0 46.3 55.3 0.5
 
Pacific S. 9.5 35.8 45.3 61.7
 
Atlantic 9.2 29.1 38.3 50.3
 

All Regions 	 6.3 44.9 51.2 61.8
 

SOUIKI: Samuel Dainea, Reprebentative Small Farm Analysis, Tables 2 and 3 

Kany factors make this eatimate difficult, for example 
in the Atlantic zone where colonization potential is significant and 
land In not a serious constraint, Table 50 indicates that a larger 
than average amount of lead in form is cultivated. What may be 
drawn from Table 50 in that there in probably a potential increase 
in land under cultivation in target farms from 10 to 20 Ia. oa the
 
order of 30 to 40%.
 

In summry, land appears to be a binding constraint 
on the davelopment of the 74 percent of the target group farmers 
who are on farms of less than five VA. It appears not to be a con­
atraint on target group farms over 10 hectares, indeed a signifi­
cant assistance opportunity should be to increase the amount of 
land under cultivation on these farug. 

For the target families on farms under five hectares, 
the lar.d constraint conclusion eliminates expanding cultivation
 
within the present farn as a viable income improvement strategy, 
leaving the following assintance alternatives for examination:
 

- Focus asaistance on increasing the oupply of land to 
target group families in this class.
 

- Focus on one or a combintion of the other farm income 
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Increasing elternativea (higher value crop six, is­
proved technology, otc.)
 

- Focusanenatonce on rreo;!in& off-farn oaploywnt op­
portunitior for thono fmllrmrn, 

Incroatr, tho rupply ,if lnd to the loea than five 
PA. group uny involve public las' l i'1o,%m' or colonizotion, but it 
could alao be done by direct finuricir. of land purchae or rental. 
The issue of land reforn./colonization ond nn evaluation of ito 
advisability and feasibility o.o beyond the scope of this paper, but 
increasing the supply of land to theae legii then 5 Ha. poor farmers 
would appear to be a critical necod. 

Alternatives for t.iprow),l Incono through technolog­

ical change will be diocuac,& in T,3 hfo. Ofi-faro eaaployment 
alternativen Ewy be goneratod s)irlior on other larger ?arms, or in 
non- am activitin. 

T'e aoiatonco opx)rtunity of bringing unutilized 
land In target group fort-an t*!kvv~n 5-20 23. is significant, and 
may be viewod not only oe; ea incezo gorarating altornatIve for 
these fmrrr, but may generate ce~ aont &ltenrativo for mubers 

of the mller tnrgot fvin. , anid or insdlema fiamilies. 

ldontify- incroawod cultivotion in tbhi target 

group segmnt as a potential iaritanc otrtey leada ue to a 
second level of farn levol contrminto, i.e., whnt arm the factors 
which impede the cultivation of thin lIad? o might divide those 
into farm level reource coniotrnintv, zind off-fnm factors will be
 

discusmnd later, the rxrs[rnphA vih1ch follow focus only on farm
 

level conatriJ na. 

Finmncial 1iwriEt, Liv_' !able labor, and ticrwgerical ca­
pacity are perhapa the kont i o- nt i level constraints to the 
expansion of cultivation. 'Thiro ./: b cartain aroas in Costa Rice, 

and cortain smesone of the year who-.i labor to operate entendcd cul­
tivation may be difficult to obtntn. Sone have aaM-estod that the 
level of social sorvices &%nd ,r.,r na s.n the rural arena in Costs 
Rica may be such that riany un-pbloyod workorm are not Borioualy 
looking for work. Tio doto nvailra, i ,iot 2, directly oddress this 
issue, all that can be soid io that except for poriods of coffee 
harvest there appear to bo viy ificant lbor surpluoas in all rural 
regiona. In tha abnence of othor ovidence it must be Gaamod that 
labor could be drawn to productioln 0tornntivon .t or viear the 
current wage rte in oufficl.nt q~untity to not present n constraint 
on the expenrion of cultivttion lit targot group fe=roL f7rom 10 to 20 
He. in size. Fain family Inbor oii thene frraui could provide n large 
proportion of thin added labor roriulroe.ont 'ithout ever, requiring 

outside workera.
 

http:oufficl.nt
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Cr it n4 finucial In Cantn Rice. Cie­

bandaint rela tive W other L!,i PA 1ITAr c~untri*O 00 w" 00 
atratedi in Able 15. Tho r~pnrino credit study Iniiato Att 

poor fariv Unfortanntely do YGt "Ieui acceso to~ thim) CrAQ 

t ion o f tadd!aa 1. rtn HP&M,~rkting, ord Wholgisl 

fa~ctar ony) he(r; Inprtan l*- W nn ic eruulo M;~ get~ri 

ori cultivaed pvmkurm, :~ or by An:roolo An Mr*.~ s US rai o:L 

pargt of tho W, tr Wn to rviu No bmr ~!to culity)t, 

Thee re knov, I AwIjh~j tic~r'.ud6eyo W tviiavap Ml Wo Wanl"v~~ 

dtfor ~ oc&P A vogpir orna A -oz t e orunrII~ y .~~' 

prca nd tha mrazall~ c'rr.;nh of Arsi\'& Mqual market-j~cto ~ 

bi Inftu trnvoirp or pYQou~ an Vvyccv AwMo i vu
r u. no . I. 

or ito3 COOL '' *Mtoretgru p W Or i o C' Av21' wol,'s 1.114 

thalIw prfeanint r"I~einI o ~atn rafratvt 
pen thr'oo farm A Quaii t;o Av an. O&1 rtrui;c,3,*t­

fot cnicton Re~i viy WV n t r!V .jft i~tvc 

icruoo (Amh~uaig noc thm," 20~ Drdut ~ ~' by 30140l IO~ant
 

dl for~n~i h~ AINr~rchant r.: 3. and.A l o ol? ti layp foivat
 

groupy) C 

to to rhif he mIix of props in n ga unkuy A'rectinn, tha W 



- 61 ­

asuuuptlon is that thin farunr is at a rolatively low technology 
and hence the compared crop volue reloten to a lowor yield a well. 
Table 51 contains the estimte of valuo iar hectaro for variouo 
crope asm a percent of corn value per hectare on tho samt forma. 
Since mny high vcalue cropg i , oy.rz profltpblo in certain regioan, 
whereas corn io growin in oll, the comparicon crop will dictate 
obich region the figurea aro oro-n r, Tho nuiahor in 0 after 
the valuo figuro indicston the roion -Iromwhich the *ptiuato is 
taken (see Figure 1). 

Table 51 

Value of Production por Hctaer Cultivated 

Crop Vulue of Produt- ion Par Hectare Cultivated 
(Corn Velue of Production per M1. Cult. = 100) 

to a'Ka. a 5 10 Eb.i r to Parm 

Tom toes 3345 2896 (1) 
Bno sa 711 3303 (4,5) 
Tobacco 1245 1106 (6) 
Potatoes 896 970 (1) 
Cof fee 769 844 (2) 
Sugar Cane 202 754 (5) 
Plontuing 589 623 (6) 
Yuce 367 139 (3)
 
Cacao 118 157 (7,6) 
Rice 159 175 (2,1) 
Deans 108 229 (2) 
Corn 100 100 (all) 

SOURCE: l)ines, Representative Soill Form Analyeti. Iables 9, 10, 11,
 

and 12 

There are a wide voriety of xpecialty and minor crops 
in the high value category which ore not included in the table, but
 

which prenent viable small farm alternatives.
 

Livestock activitij are difficult to clossify accord­
ing to their value per hectare ince some of thes do not even in­
volve land (poultry ond pork) ',nd the ones that do use lnnd do not 
generally use cultivated land. ien livevtock in baoeed on culti­
vated pnoture It can be * higrh voluo nctiviity. 'abon dalry is Wood 
on cultivated and improved p:arturer ita vnluo per cultivated in, in 
Coste Rica in 669 percent or corn vmluo on 0 to . Ho. forme, and 
376 percent on 5 to 10 M. rr. aef in not ,aw high value even 
when bosed on cultivated pnituro, it r 'jG5'h oi' corn volue on 0 to 
5 He. forma ond 155% on 5 to 10 He. fY*r 
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The non-pasture based livestock products since they 
require no land are aoong the beot alternativen for income Zener­
stion on target group farms under 5 He. These activities are al­
ready importat incone sourcen and familiar to a wide range of 
target group families, and therefore require no now technology to 
be expanded, In thim sense we might think of the non-pasture
 
based animal activities (poultry, pork, honey, etc.) an very high
 
on the list of "high value" productu.
 

The quention of the potential of the target group 
farms to cultivate a higher proportion of high value crops may be 
addressed by first comparing the proportion which high value crops 
already represent in the crap mix of poor and non-poor small farms. 
Table 52 preseats this comparison. 

Table 52
 

Comparison of the Area Cultivated in Low Value Crops
 
Between Poor 0nd Non-Poor Small Farms
 

Crop Type Percent of Land Difference 
and Form Size Cultivated 7 Ha. 

Poor Non-Poor 

Low Value Cereals 
0 to I Ha. 31.5% 18.2% -13.3% 519 Ha.
 
I to 2 He. 38.2 25.5 -12.7 777
 
2 to 5 Ha. 30.7 18.8 -11.9 2,607
 
5 to 10 Ha. 19.5 14.0 - 5.5 1,r.5
 

10 to 20 He. 13.3 12.7 - 0.6 353
 

SOURCE: Computed Cennus/Academia Tables 2D and 2E
 

The potential cultivated land which could be shifted 
from low value to higher volue crops is small in the farms over 
five hectares, if the non-poor ore taken as the model. What this 
implies is that for the under five hectare fanis thore cppearm to 
be significant room for subatitution of lowor valua crops by higher 
value. 

Coffee iv tha crop which provides the high value beats 
for the income earned by the non-poor formR. It 'accountsfor noerly 
all of the differencen in inerno tveern the poor and non-Ioor in 
the principal coffee regions. Tle oncawer to how to raive the inoome 
of the under five hectare forma neer.s aimple enough, grow nore coffee 
or crops like it in value per hectare. Since coffee is not really
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an alterngtive other products muowt be sought. 

Unfor'tunz)tely, zvont of thz high value crops are high
risk crops. Their rink coraen princlp..zly from high production 
costs and wide market price fluctuotiona which occur most violently
where the size of th.T .rket is anmll, as is the case of Costa Rice.
 

'Mer..it iPporttnt con:.trclntE on shifting the crop

mix ore off-fnrm nmrket nyntet conqtroJnts. In the commodities
 
where processing plants 
ore on Intogral port of the msrkoting chain 
oasistance directly to procoooing ,c&ctivities in one way of reducing
 
the off-form conatraint. 

In uswmnry, It Eppoor ; thot tome potential, large

enough to be worth exploiting, exi-t. in tnrget 
 group forma from 2
 
to 5 lR9. to vubtittuto higher vciluo 
cropo for cereels. Non-poor
forms in 9imilor r"gions on nioilor nizotd formsw have been succeas­
ful in doing ao. Little potentiml for crop Piix 
shift appears to be 
present in the over five hA. taiTet group formsj. The mode of os­
sistance and principal bottlnocks ring likely to be found in market­
ing and processing, ord not rit the f~ri level, 

3. jtEhnaoogical Conntrainto and Alternatives 
for 
Increasing the Inrcomo Productivity Of Cultivatod 
Lend Through Tchnical Chznge 

On all fokin i ,re o. obviOuS potential to in
 
creoe income by improving producti v -1'ty 
 through technologicel change,

As was observed in the auction on .'lnd potterns on small formi,
 
there are many cropo In which the 
 an ll forn yields ore both lower
 
than the nationol ovorage, 
 )ni! very lc-,; by tachnical otendarda for
 
the climate mnd ocil conditiona o Conto Rica.
 

Improved pncticor vilth raoulting yield increases
 
oppeors to be the only on-? n-ri 
 Income ltcernative for the smllest
 
forms under two hectarem.
 

The crop m'Ar i, r-?o dlverso in Cojts Rice, and the re­
gional differenco so wrked thr't it in boyond the ocope of this 
paper to explore the potent1o7 1, d;crihi, the conotraints which 
limit yield incro-3in.g technrlugo chaynge. The detailed compar­
ison of yieldm by crop oi:,o " r'eio7 tindertoken in the Repreaont­
ative Snsll Porri Anilyrstv xl(iya T,-hhfl_;r ? rcGvOcelod 0 hoter'Ogene­
ity of yield pntternn whi ch 1,-'!-d' onslyn,. There were 
@imply no obvioue pttoriu, T' 1",p.obablo thot coreful onslyss 
at the cantonol n.. diitrIc, -',.'c.', di oo atgrantlng by c"opping type
&nd incone clina, :.ould providt n ger'.iour bools for troth eotimating
the iLpct and ovo v nog the f',nsibillty of yold increasing 
progroni. 
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Table 53 aummrizes the conclusions of the farm levqil 

Coln trinto-seetion -for -the.faring -segient-of thetarget.,-group.-.. 

Table 53 

Buinry of Priority of Constraints and Potential 
Areas of Opportunity for Assistance for Income 

Improvement of Rural Poor Farm Families 

Farm Size No. of Priority Constraints Priority Areas 
Target at the Farm Level for Assistance 
Families 

0 to I Be. 9,018 Land Availability 	 Off-Form
 
Meployment
 
Land Reform
 
Coloniz tion 

I to 2 Na. 4,336 Land Availability 	 Off-Faru 
Eployment 
Leand Reform 
Colonize tion 

2 to 5 He. 6,550 	 Low Value Crop Mix High Value Crops
 
Low Yields Tech. Change
 

5 to 10 Na. 3,896 Low Utilization ot Land 	 Increase Cult.
 

Low Yields 	 Tech. Change
 

10 to 20 e. 4,079 Low Utilization of Land 	 Increase Cult.
 

All Poor Foma 
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ANNEX D
 

LIST OF ACRONYMS
 

AITEC Acci6n Internacional Tdcnica (cons'ilting firm) 

CABEI Central American Bank for Economic Integration
 

CACM Central American Common Market 

CAN National Agricultural Council 

CAR Regional Agricultural Center 

CCSS Social Security Institute 

CIGRAS Seed and Grain Laboratory
 

CITA Center for Investigations in Food Technclogy
 

CNP National Production Council
 

CODESA Costa Rican Development Corporation 

DGEC Statistics and Census Bureau
 

DINADECO Hatioual Community Development Organization
 

GOCR Government, of Costa Rica 

IFAM Municipal Development Institute
 

IMAS Social Assistance Institute
 

IKA National Vocational Training Institute
 

INFOCOOP Cooperative Development Institute
 

ITCO National ).and and Colonization Institute
 

MAG Ministry of ARriculture and Livestock
 

MEIC Ministry of Economy, Industry and Commerce
 

OFIPLAN National Planning Office
 

OSPA Sectoral Office of Agricultural Planning
 

PIMA Integrated Program of Agricultural Marketing
 

SBN National Banking System
 

UCR University of Costa Rica
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SVMuA9RYPF BAS4C SOCIO-ECONOMIC IWOCATOR 

JA~1W 270 197F ANNEX E 

' 11 ltIi II),"' , Pill, Ildu . , 2, Il. , 121,, 22 f1.1% roll. 

0011 
I 

mr wil-'a f'ltl , o .71.31,: 294 

l Il (0 , ) i,.) . n. 2. .0, 1 1111. (' 7ll , 110.2'l2W *ei* 1. , 
A %I'l., ".l. 11I illl l 

II. xI'2ll I ' 2l1h.\l I2IN'II2 II.,I211 N~i ' ' 'ui ~ f { :1 i t" i'2i, i 2~i o ,' l i'l'2c t.22,i 

.i2.2 197:11 

Mli's. 1'4l1:4r 17. 0 19.V 

MII,h &,rims~. 1/ G,.7 7.6 

Coili "rep 1. 5 12i.7 
0IN'tr m-lrorl; (linlhildin glov'l) 11,.2 27.9 

I1l. I CO.NI: iINsri II1:i11M 

Ilerci n. of fnillly Incon,: of tl0 I 

1963 1973 

1,wcitt 207, 6.0 5.4 
NexI 6014, 34.0 44.0 
Next 10% 14.0 IG.2 

Ilig'at 10O 41,0 34.4 

IV. M14I,%\CE 01] ,AYMENTS 

Exports $55.6 mll. $ 84.3 roll. $231.2 mll. $487.6 roll. 
Imports $46.0 m1. $110.4 ml!. $316.7 mll. $000.8 mil. 
"r1ide lalance $ 9.6 ntil. -$2G. 1 roll. -$ 85.5 11l. -$212.2 mil. 
Avg. Animal Growth 

Exports --.-4.2%--- --- 11.4%--- --- 16.1% ---

Avg. Annual Growth
 

-
Imports --- 9.2% - --- 12.5%--- --- 17.2%---

Net Int'l Iteservei (12/ 
31) $6 mll. rig mll. $26 mll. $52 mll. 

Dish. I-bt Out mld-
Ing (12/31) $121.6 inl. $476.7 nil]. 

Debt Srvlce Paynionts $37. mril, $73. 0 nil]. 
l1vbt Servlra'/Expori 11.0% 14.9% 

V. 1POPU AIIONifNlIl lXENT July 

15,o963 1973 1975 

'll2232u.lll(0001's) 80ll 1,397 1,887 1.08 

lull. of 1il.,* ---3.of,'-. - .. -2. 2%--­
llrti P.pullitll 34.4% 40.61% n.a. 
lhii.iI 1o01-Il:lt lm 05.1 mI 1:., n. a. 
i.allor Force 29'2, 000 408,0200 :1'(,, 000 n.no 
Employed 280,000 379.000 G42. 00a. , 
llhlel'ploymnnt It'ito 4.1% 7.1% 7.3% n.a. 

Aiulcultur' 49.8% 311.2% n.a. 
Ini ltryl h1In*9 11.8 12.0 n.a. 
C;miIstlruell2ni 5.5 8.8 n.a. 
1l1:11lcSolevlevii 4.7 5.b n. a. 
Conmme rce 9.9 14.8 n. a. 
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GROSS DO-NESTIC PRODUCT, 3Y SECTOR OF ORIGIN 
(Millions of Colones, Market Prices) 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 196S 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Agriculiture S32.8536.5 924.0 994. : 1,065.0 1, 175.4 1,302.9 1,469.3 1,443.4 1,601.6 1,962.9 2," .2. 4 3,2S3. 2 

Industry/Mfg. & Miniing 512.2 573.2 659.4 730.9 7 i2 -97.. ,004 .5 1 192.2 1,325.0 1.507.1 1,903.3 2,677.9 3,207.2 

Ccnstruction 17'. 155.9 1S5.4 15-1.9 204.3 22-. 1 245.6 277.4 343.3 423.8 507.1 65-1.9 q33. 2 

Basic ServI ces 1/ 156.7 207.9 227.5 244.1 26.2 291.6 344.8 354.0 -A3.5 509.9 595.5 7,7 .6 1,0€34.7 

C0:. -n -( -96.4 73-5.3 793.3 S79.4 918.2 1,011.0 1,116.3 1,371.3 1,502.0 1,651.3 2,054.5 2, 734. 7 3,2-2.5 

& Insurance 12').5 129.5 153.3 165.9 167.2 204.4 236.9 302.7 321.0 404.5 505.5 635.3 z3'..0 

I. 4 57.! 360,. 8 373.1 391.7 425.8 444.0 467.6 498.7 524. 9 553.4 626.5 7-4.5 997.2 

;:eral Government '22.. 3 2.13.5 3-2.9 -154. S -4195.1 341. f 614.5 693.2 813.6 995.. 0 1,196.6 1,576.4 2,141.9 

29.1.7 210.3 229.6 242.6 255.4 273.1 302.6 335.7 375.2 420.1 .195.9 626.7 809. 8 

(Adjustments) - - - 29.9 46.9 19.6 - 44.3 146.1 311.2 14.3 -

TOTAL 3,404.2 3,608.2 3,928.5 4,288.4 4,633.9 5,126.7 5,655.3 6,5214.5 7,137.0 8,215.8 10,162.4 13,17S.0 16,507.2 

'.cal GDP (19C, prices) - - - 4,288.4 4,529.7 4,915.3 5,183.6 5,571.7 5,952.5 6,438.7 6,932.1 7,307.2 7,555.5 

Cr.t increase - - 5.6% 8.5': 5.4% 7.5-t 6.E% 8.27b 7.75 5.4% 3..-1 

SElectricity, Gas, Water, Transport, and Communication. 
Source: Central Bank of Costa Rica. 



L )XPORTS BY SECTOR OF ORIGIN 
(S Millions and Percentages) 

1965-75 1970-74 1974-75 
1965 ...... 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 Annual Per Cent Annual Per Cent Annual Per Cent 

Increase Increase Increase 

-- TAL EXPORTS 111. 5 231.2 225.4 2S0.9 344.5 -t40.3 487.7 15. . 7 17.4% 10.5%, 

.r-c-ltu-a Goods 56.9 169.9 159.1 206.9 243.2 287.6 317.2 13.9% 14.1% 11.0% 

C, Uee 46.6 73.1 59.3 77.8 94.0 124.8 97.0 7.6,1 14.3% -22.2-
Banana 28.3 66.q 63.9 82.5 90.7 98.3 134.6 16.S% 10.1% 37.0% 
SL,-ir 4.6 10.1 12.9 13.1 21.5 24.4 48.2 26.5% 24.7% 97.5 
..... t 5.2 15.0 20.5 30.2 32.6 34.2 32.1 20.0% 17.4% -,. 5% 

r 2.2 1.9 1.5 3.0 4.4 5.9 5.3 9.2% 32.7% -11.4% 

nufarctred Goods &
 
M,isc. 
 24.9 61.3 67.3 74.0 101.3 152.7 170.5 21.2% 25.6% 11.7% 

Source: Department of S:a.istics thru Monthly Statistical Bulletin of the Central Bank (Dec. 1975). 
NOTE: Exports are F.O.B. 



MINIMUM \VAGFls 

Daily Minimum 

April Dec. Dec. 
Industry Occupation 1972 1974 1974 1975 , 

Coffee Laborer C12.90 q18.20 020.20 (24.00 
Banana 1/ Laborer 20.80 26.00 28.70 31.50 
Cattle Laborer 14.00 18.00 22.00 26.00 
Sugar Cane Laborer 13.60 19.15 22.00 24.00 
Other Agriculture Laborer 12.80 18.05 20.20 24.00 
Mining Laborer 19.00 24.70 27.25 31.00 
Meat Processing Machine Operator n.a. n.a. 31.00 34.40 
Candy Machine Operator 17.35 23.40 25.85 29.20 
Coffee Processing Laborer n.a. n.a. 25.75 29.10 
Brewery Machine Operator 23.00 28.75 31.65 35.15 

Unskilled Operator 19.00 24.70 27.25 30.50 
Textiles Machine Operator 17.25 23.30 25.75 29.10 

Unskilled Operator 14.25 20.10 22.30 25.40 
Tailoring Cutters 31.45 36.15 39.65 42.80 "' 

Unskilled Laborer 14.25 20.10 22.30 25.40 ,Ic 
Printing Unskilled Laborer 14.35 20.25 22.50 25.65 
Cement Skilled Laborer 26.20 31.45 34.55 38.00 
Motor Vehicle Repair Skilled Laborer 26.30 31.55 34.70 38.15 
Plastics Machine Oper-ator n.a. n.a. 25.40 28.70 
Construction Heavy Machine Op. 38.25 42.05 46.05 49.75 

Skilled Laborer 28.50 34.20 37.60 40.60 
Helper 19.95 25.95 28.65 32.65 
Laborer 17.85 23.20 25.65 29.75 

_/ Does not include workers with Banana Co. of Costa I,, or ChiriquriLand Co. 

Source: Dept. of State Airgram (A-47) dated 4/18/74, (;lzette #232 dated 
12/5/74, and Gazette #237 dated 12/13/75. 


