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LETTER . OF'INTRODUCTION.1 

Mr. Joe J. Sconce
 
Director
 
Office of the Agency for InternationaJ
 

Development
 
San Jos$
 

Dear Mr. Sconce:
 

We have the pleasure to deliver the study POVERTY IN COSTA RICA, 

METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS IN THE DETERMINATION OF SOME OF ITS CHARACTER-

ISTICS, which was entrusted to La Academia de Centro America by the 

Agency for International Development.
 

The study contains, in the first place, a comprehensive methodolog­

ical discussion concerning the-problems posed'by any investigation about 

poverty. In the second place, the study includes several remarks and 

comments about some of the main characteristics of poverty in Costa Rica. 

In addition, it offers some suggestions in connection with dcoirable ways 

in which to proceed with the study of these topics, since we believe that 

the present piece is just a first stage in their investigation. Finally, 

the appendices and the statistical annex contain information and data tha 

we have considered useful to publish.
 

The completion of this study was made possible by the cooperation of 

several persons. It would be impossible, despite our wishes, to mention 

all of them. However, we wantto explicitly acknowledge the cooperation 

of the following: 
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*Dr.. Manuel Carvajal, Directoriof the Latin American Data Bank of 
the University of Florida, Gainesville, had an important partic­

ipation in the computations, sinc'e La Academia de Centro America
 

contracted with this: institution the tasks of electronic computa­

tion. 

,-Lic. Rena Sdnchez, Director of theCosta Rican Statistics and. 

Census Bureau (Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos), as well" 

as other officials in his agency, in particular those at the 

Mechanic Tabulations Section, provided valuable aid. 

- Mr. Milton Lau, Mr. Travis A. King and Mr. Richard Kreitman, of the 

Rural Development Unit of the Agency for International Development 

in San Jose, made constructive suggestions and criticisms during the 

development of the study. Similar suggestions were received from 

Dr. Samuel Daines of the AID in Washington. 

- Lic. Alvaro Vargas was entrusted with an important portion of the 

compilation and computation of the agricultural costs of production 

used in the study. 

- Mr. Milton Lobell aided in the search for bibliographical references. 

- The lengthy and detailed typing job was undertaken by Miss Ana Isabel 

L6pez and Mrs. Car-men Mata, with the same patience and efficiency as 

always. 

- Miss Alicia Chaves participated in the elaboration of the statistical
 

information.
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We do not want to finish this letter without expressing our
 

gratitude for your continuous confidence, reaffirmed when the Agency
 

for International Development entrusted this difficult and complex
 

study to La Academia de Centro America. We think that the effort has
 

been worthwhile. We believe that, despite its limitations, this first
 

stage of the investigation is an important contribution towards a
 

better understanding of poverty in Costa Rica. Complementary studies
 

undertaken in the future will further increase the usefulness of the
 

results of this effort.
 

With our best whishes,
 

LA ACADEMIA DE CENTRO'AMERICA
 

Alberto Di Mare F., 

Chairman 
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CHAPTER I
 

OBJECTIVES
 

1l'.01'.This study pursued several objectives. As expected, some were
 

achieved satisfactorily, while others were only partially
 

reached and a few were n6t attained at all in this opportunity.
 

Given the nature and difficulty of the study, which to a large
 

extent consisted basically of methodological explorations, it was
 

never expected that all of its specificobjectives would be fully
 

attained. On the contrary, these objectives were reevaluated and
 

modified when the progress of the study made it necessary and when
 

material and time constraints led to more modest goals. In this
 

respect the study must be viewed as the first stage of a long
 

journey. The present pause is justified in order to offer the
 

information gathered to a wider audience and to share the expe­

rience accumulated so far and in order to make some comments and
 

recommendations concerning the tasks remaining.
 

1.02 	Among its more ambitious objectives the study attempted, in
 

the first place, to determine the possible uses of the censuses
 

-population, housing and agricultural- of Costa Rica, in relation
 

to the establishment of a typology of poverty, in general, and of
 

a typology of rural poverty, in particular.
 



In addition to this purely:methodological'objective, i.e. besides
 

the search for procedures that would allow a better utilization of
 

the available census data, R second specific objective of the 

study was to increase the existing knowledge-about the poor 

within th population o," Costa" Rica and, in particular, about the 

rural poor, in order to improve the decision making process-and
 

the 'preparation, execution and evaluation of programs and projects
 

related to this sector of the population.
 

It is important to insist from the beginning that a:determination
 

of the distribution of income and of the concentration of wealth
 

in Costa Rica is not included among the purposes of this'study. 

The information available is not sufficient and the methods employed­

are not appropriate for such an analysis. 

Given its oim nature, it is necessary to keep in mind the main 

limitations of this study. In the first place, the study is'mostly
 

based on the information explicitly contained in the censuses and
 

on data derived from them. The nature, quality and coverage of
 

the census data thus impose an-initial restriction on the results
 

of the study.
 

In the second place, poverty is a complex phenomenon, *nfluenced by
 

multiple variables of the most diverse nature: cultural, anthropo­

logical, psychological, historical, economic, etc. It is,therefore,
 

with great difficulty that poverty can be analyzed on the basis of
 

the census data only. The available census material is mostly
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demographic, social and economic." For'this reason, the typology
 

of poverty that is-attempted in-this study, being based mai nly
 

on such variables, turns out to be incomplete and of limited scope.
 

3 	The scarcity of Information would not necessarily be an important 

limitation if,among the'data ava3ilable',one'possessed sufficient. 

information to establish :the Condition of poverty. .This limitation 

however, could only be overcome if one hid previously defined 

criteria to determine which of the data at hand are the important 

ones. That is, this method, which could be called heuristic, 

requires a theory about the phenomenon being studied. 

In effect, if a theory of poverty existed, one could establish if 

the data required by the theoretical model are contained among 

those at hand. However, in the absence of an adequate theoretical 

model, it was considered preferable to attempt the construction of 

a universal or type, on the basis of the diverse information 

/
available 


Therefore, the method attempted in this study was that of a filing
 

system, in an effort to derive a type through the determination of
 

certain common denominators. Thus, the point of view adopted was'
 

1/ 	 This procedure has been frequently employed in the social sciences,
 
following Quetelet and Weber. For some authors, like Croce, this
 
procedure constitutes the only ordering of reality possible to
 
scientific knowledge.
 



merely taxonomic. This method does not allow, under any circum­

stances, statements about the existance of causal relationships
 

between any of the specific characteristics observed and the con.
 

dition of poverty. In the same sense in which Linnaeus'taxonomy
 

does not say anything about plant physiology, the characteristics
 

of poverty, by themselves, do not say anything about its.causes.
 

'Atypology usually attempts to characterize a situation on the
 

basis:of the conditions appropriate to produce the type. The
 

present study attempts solely to describe'some of the variables
 

that accompany the type. For those forwhom a typological analysis
 

had the first meaning, these words should make it clear that it
 

was not with such an intention that this study was approached.
 



C.,.HAPTER ,-II 

METHODOLOGY
 

2.01 	,A taxonomic analysis of some of the characteristics thataccompany 

poverty in Costa Rica requires, at least. that: the following tasks 

be performed: 

a. the selection of a criterion of poverty;
 

b.. the determination of-the,inicome (and/or.wealth) 'of the' economic,
 

units 	studied;
 

c. the classification and grouping,of such 'nits between the poor•
 

and the non poor as well as among the various categories of
 

the poor that may'be considered useful.for the analysis;
 

d. the selection and measurement of characteristics of interest
 

when it may be expected that they accompany poverty; and
 

e. the verification of the existence and of the magnitude of any 

association between poverty and some of the characteristics.
 

selected for the study.
 

A. 	 CRITERION OF POVERTY
 

2.02 	In any study of this nature it is necessary to:star't from an initial
 

arbitrary definition of poverty. That is, it 'is necessary to
 

select a criterion for the determination of who are the poor The
 

choice of this criterion of poverty is beyond the data. In the
 

same sense in which imaets hadt,prima facie, determine if he was 
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'looking at a plant'or not, before proceeding to examine it
 

taxonomically$ the present study required the selection, a
 

priori, of a definition of poverty.
 
Itlwasnecessary, in addition, to arbitrerily choose aunit of
 

analysis, with respect to which the study attempted to determine
 

.through the application of the criterion of poverty'selected,"if it
 

was poor or not. 
 The basic unit of analysis chosen was the census
 

family. As it
was also the case with respect to other concepts, 

the definition of family used was equivalent to that employed in 

the 1973 censuses of Costa Rica.- This selection implies that 

poverty was conceived, not as a characteristic of the individual 

but as a characteristic of the group with"which the individual 

lives, namely, the family group.
 

2.03 	A universally accepted definition of poverty does not exist. 
As
 

already indicated, poverty being a complex concept, an attempt
 

to measure it 
on the basis of only one or of a few socio-economic
 

indices turns out to be a difficult task, with serious limitations.
 

This.is not the place, however, to attempt a convincing definition
 

of poverty. All that is desired is to report that the various
 

conceptual difficulties involved were taken into account at the
 

time when the criterion of poverty emploved in the study was.
 

selected.
 

I/ 	 A detailed definition of the census family can be found in the
 
Glossary.
 



Poverty is frequently related'to,the: amount of net assets possassed
 

by the unit being studied, in this case the family. That is,
 

poverty is related to the utpit's net worth.. Nevertheless, the
 

measurement of a family's net worth is never an easy task and in
 

this particular case the required information was not available.
 

Instead, considering that the level of a familyvs income is closely
 

related to its net worth and since the estimation of the former is
 

more 	reliable, this study attempted an approximation to the magni­

tude of each family's poverty through the direct measurement of
 

each family's average income.
 

As it 	is usually the case in studies of this nature, the estimation
 

of the 	data required several computational efforts, called hern
 

"generations" or "methodologies". It has been considered appro-.
 

priate to report the results obtained with three of these genera­

tions, under the belief that the comparisons that thus become
 

possible are of interest from the point of view of the development
 

of the methodology. For several reasons tobe explained later,
 

these generations differ, among other things, because,of the
 

adoption of different criteria of poverty.
 

2.04 	 In consequence and partly becaUse one of the objectives of the study
 

was to investigate the possibility of intercountry comparisons of
 

poverty, the definition selected for the first generation was based
 

on income per capita.
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The figure chosen was US$ 150, at 1969'prlces, as the'annual
 

average income for each of the members of thefamily. In addition, 

the selection of this figure of income per capita reflected a 

definition of poverty adopted by the United States Agency for 

International Development (AID), which has already been employed 

in similar studies in other countries. 

It must be noted that both the selection of income per capita as 

the criterion of poverty and the choice of a figure for this income 

per capita measured in a foreign currency and at prices different
 

from those that ruled when the census observations were made (the
 

agricultural year 1972-73) introduce impor.tant methodological 

difficulties. These difficulties explain, in part, the adoption 

of different criteria of poverty in connection with the various 

generations of computations. 

2.05 The approximate measurement of each family's poverty as attempted
 

in this study would have been more precise if it had resulted
 

from the consideration of the family's income during several economic
 

periods. However, the census information employed did not allow
 

more than the estimation of the family's income in a single period,
 

namely, one year.
 

The previous limitation gave rise to 3ome difficulties worth men­

tioning. Since the definition of income used in the study repre­

sented net income in a given period (a year), those who had losses
 



during the period,appear as poor, independently of their' net worth
 

and of their permanent standard of living.
 

In effect, the first generation of computations led to the classi­

fication in the group of the poor of a large number of families,
 

even though other considerations indicated that these families,
 
sh uld have been classified as non poor, according to more tradi­

tional criteria of poverty. This was the case, in many instances,
 

of families which appeared to have negative net incomes, while in
 

many cases these families possessed rather large farms or cattle
 

ranches.
 

In order to improve the identification of.the group of the poor in
 

Costa Rica, a new definition of poverty was adopted during the second
 

generation of computations, which complemented the income-per-capita
 

definition with considerations about the possession of land by the
 

family unit. Obviously, this new criterion of poverty did not
 

affect the classification of the total population; it affected only
 

the classification of farmers.
 

This'additional criterion is a criterion of wealth, not of.income.
 

As a result, a family which possessed an amount of land estimated
 

to be sufficient to generate the income per capita that corresponded
 

to the non-poor population was considered, during this second
 

generation, as non poor, even though such land may have not gener­

ated, during the specific period covered by the study, an income
 

sufficiently large to allow, when added to the income from other
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activities, the classificationof such afamily as nonpoor, on
 

the basis of income considerations alone.-


In effect, the additional criterion employed led to the classifi­

cation as non poor of farmers which, independently of the level,of
 

their 	family incomes, possessed more than 10 hectares of land or
 

more 	than 5 hectares of cultivated land, since it was considered
 

that 	these families had enough land to potentially generate an
 

income per capita above US$ 150, at 1969 prices.-/
 

During the third generation of computations the additional criterion
 

employed led to the exclusion from the group of the poor of those
 

farmers which, independently of their income levels, possessed more
 

than 20 hectares of land, rather than 10 hectares.
 

2.*06 	 In order to further improve the identification of the group of the
 

poor, an alternative definition of poverty was tested during both
 

the first and the second generations of computations. According
 

to this procedure, those families which simultaneously appeared
 

with a high index of overcrowding, with a low level of education
 

and with bad housing conditions, were considered as poor,
 

independently of their income levels.2
/
 

l/ 	 The attempted revision was partial, in the sense that it did not
 
affect the whole productive endowment of the farming families, but
 
only their land.
 

2/ 	 The adoption of the additional criterion meant that the percentage
 
represented by the poor among the farmers declined from 28.6 per
 
cent (first generation) to 20.7 per cent (second generation). As
 
will be indicated, these figures must be treated with caution.
 

s!I 	 The Glossary contains a detailed definition of all these concepts.
 



As a result of the employment of this alternative criterion of 

-poverty, two groups of.the poor were identified during.the,. fis 

:and the second generations:
 

a. the poor, according to income, and 

b. the poor, according to other conditions, 

The first group of the poor included all the familieswith average
 

family incomes below US$ 150, at 1969 prices (first generation),
 

excluding those with amounts of land sufficient to potentially
 

produce such an income (second generation). The second group of
 

the poor included all those families which, not being poor according
 

to their incomes, simultaneously met the three conditions of the
 

alternative definition. Both groups were kept separated throughout
 

the first stage of analysis. The poor according to income represente
 

the bulk (about 99 per cent) of the poor.
 

2.07 	As already indicated, the family incomes estimated in the study
 

correspond to a one-year period. In the case of the agricultural
 

output, its value was estimated on the basis of the amounts produced
 

during the agricultural year from May 1st, 1972, to April 30th,
 

1973, such as they were reported in the agricultural census. In
 

the case of wage incomes, however, their amount was estimated on
 

the basis of the working conditions of the family members -their
 

occupation and wages- during the week from May 7th to May 12th of
 

1973, 	when they were surveyed in connection with the population
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census of 19-73. This gave rise to'some difficulties with respect 

to*the estimation of the annual family income which also deserve 

'
 mention.
 

In effect, those families, whose members were unemployed during the
 

week,when the census observations were made or whose members re­

ceived in that period incomes below those corresponding to other
 

weeks of the year, may appear as poor, even though this would not
 

be the case if their income would have been directly measured all
 

year round. Similarly, poor families would appear as non poor if
 

their members received exceptionally high wages during the week
 

of the census .observations.
 

At the aggregate level this difficulty would not be very important.
 

if the unemployment rate and the amount of family wage incomes
 

earned during the month of May would have not been very different
 

from their annual averages. However, to the extent to which May
 

would have been a month of low (high) seasonal occupation, this
 

procedure would imply an underestimation (overestimation)-of the
 

income of several families, with the corresponding impact on the
 

number of the poor.
 

2.08 	For the purposes of the first and of the second generations of
 

computations, US dollars of 1969 were converted into colones of
 

1969.by means of the "effective exchange rates for the current re­

ceipts and payments of the Balance of Payments", according to the 



Central Bank.-


In turn, colones of 1969 were converted into colones of 1972­

73 by 	using the low and middle income consumer price index for the
 

Metropolitan Area.-/ Taking into account that the crop of the
 

agricultural year was sold between May of 1972 and April of 1973,
 

the figure of the price index employed corresponded to an inter­

mediate date, that is, to October of 1972.
 

On the basis of the described procedures, US$ 150 at 1969 prices
 

are equivalent to 0 1.153.20, at the prices of the agricultural 

year 	1972-73. However, in order to simplify the computations, an
 

average annual income per member of thefamily of 0 1.100 was used 

to separate the poor from the non poor.
 

2.09 	During the third generation of computations, undertaken by officials
 

of the Agency for International Development (AID), three alternative
 

definitions of poverty were employed:
 

a. A conservative definition, which separated the poor from the
 

non poor on the basis of an annual income per capita of 1.100'
 

colones. This was equivalent to the definition employed in the
 

previous two generations.
 

l/ 	 Banco Central de Costa Rica. Cifras de Cuentas Nacionales de Costa
 
Rica, Serie 1960-1973, Estimaci6n 1974. 1975, p. 23.
 

2/ 	 Direcci6n General de Estadlstica y Censos. Anuario Estad'stico de
 
Costa 	Rica, 1969. San Jose, 1971, p. 235. Anuario Estad2stico de
 
Costa 	Rica, 1973. San Jos6, s.d., p. 221.
 

http:1.153.20
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b. A moderate definition of poverty, which separated the poor from
 

the non poor at the level of 1.400colones.
 

A liberal definition of poverty, which made the separation at
c. 


the level of 1.700 colones.
 

Obviously, the new levels of income per capita considered do not
 

correspond to the original level of US$ 150, at 1969 prices. The
 

use of the new definitions of poverty allows some sensitivity
 

analysis, since it makes explicit the extent to which the number of
 

the poor increases, as the level,of income per capita employed for
 

the separation is augmented.. 

2.10 	Given the arbitrary selection of the level of income per capita
 

which separated the poor from the non poor, it was considered
 

useful to take into account several segments, according to the
 

level of income per family member. During the first and the second
 

generations of computations, the segments considered were the
 

following:
 

Less than 100 colones
 

From 100 to 299 colones
 

From 300 to 499 colones
 

From 500 to 699 colones
 

From 700 to 899 colones
 

From 900 to 1.099 colones
 

1/ 	 It is important to remember that, during the third generation, the
 
classification between poor and non poor was determined, in addition
 

to the indicated levels of income per capita, by the possession or
 
not of 	more than 20 hectares of land.
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It is apparent that only the poor but not the non poor were clas­

sified according to their income segment. A similar procedure could
 

have been followed with respect to the non poor, but this was not
 

possible because such a task would have required expenditures in
 

computation beyond the resources available.
 

Three additional income segments were considered during the third
 

generation of computations. This allowed a more detailed analysis
 

of bordering groups. The new segments taken into account were:
 

From 1,100 to 1,399 colones
 

From 1,400 to 1,699 colones
 

From 1,700 to 1,999 colones
 

In summary, for each of the three generations of computations, the
 

poor were separated from the non poor, on the basis of the follow­

ing criteria:
 

i) First generation: an annual average income of US$ 150,
 

at 1969 prices, per member of the family.
 

ii) Second generation: an annual average income of US$ 150,
 

at 1969 prices, per member of the family and the possession
 

of 10 hectares of land orof 5 hectares of cultivated land.
 

iii) 	 Third generation: the possession of 20 hectares of land 

and an annual average income of 0 1,100,at 1973 prices 

(conservative definition), of 0 1,400, at 1973 prices 

(moderate definition) or of 0 1,700, at 1973 prices (liberal 

definition).
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In addition, for the first and for the second generations, those
 

families with a low level of education, bad housing conditions and
 

a high index of overcrowding, were considered as poor according to
 

other 	conditions, irrespective of their income levels. 

B. .ESTIMATION OF INCOME
 

B.Il ;General considerations
 

2.11 	As already indicated, the basic unit of analysis for the study was
 

the family. That is, the analysis not only is referred to the
 

family group and not toindividual persons, but the level of income
 

per capita itself was computed on the basis of the family income.
 

In effect, the family's income was computed first, as a whole, and
 

then it was divided by the number of the family's members, in order
 

co obtain the family's average income per capita.
 

Each family's income was defined as the sum of the incomes received
 

during the year by all the persons making up the family group.
 

Nevertheless, at the time of the computations, not all the possible
 

sources of income were taken into account and what was included
 

varied with the generations of computations.
 

For the purposes of the first and of the second'generations of com­

putations, the following sources of income were taken into account:
 

a. 	the wages and salaries of employed Workers;
 

b. 	the income of self-employed workers and of employers, as a:
 

remuneration for their labor effort;
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c.. 	the net income originated in the exploitation of a farm, in­

cluding the net imputed value of goods produced on the farm 

and consumed there, as well as the value of firewood employed 

for cooking; and 

d. the income imputed for the occupation of a self-owned house
 

or of one provided free of charge.
 

As a result, net family income can be defined as the sum of the
 

previous items, to the extent to which the family receives incomes
 

from 	these sources. Other sources of income for the family, such 

as 	interest earnings, profits, capitalgains, etc. as well as
 

income transfers ,like scholarships, pensions, donations, etc. were
 

not 	taken into account. To this extent, therefore,,:the correspond­

ing.family income was underestimated.2'
 

The 	income thus computed did not take into consideration transfers
 

in kind and public services enjoyed by the families, such as tech­

nical assistance provided free of charge to the farmers, education
 

and 	health services, etc. Finally, it is important to keep in mind
 

that the familyts income, even though correctly estimatedi does not
 

necessarily reflect the levels of welfare enjoyed by the family
 

members, among other things because income is a concept that does
 

not take into account factors like the influence .of the environment.
 

In the case of the farming families, the net income originated in
 
the 	exploitation of their farms does implicitly include a component
 
attributable to profits and the rent of the land.
 

1 



The 	computation of income described was modified during the third
 

generation in at least two important ways:
 

a. 	the income .imputed as a result of the enjoyment, free of
 

charge, of firewood was excluded from the components of the
 

family income, and
 

b. 	the income imputed for the occupation of a self-owned house
 

or of one provided free of charge was reduced from 100 percent
 

of the estimated value of the rent to 15.percent of this value.
 

In the first place it was considered that usually the value of the
 

firewood used is equivalent to its cost of collection and that, in
 

consequence, its use free of charge did not add anything to the
 

family's net income. In the second case it was considered desirable
 

to subtract from the value of the imputed rent the expenditures in
 

maintenance and repairs of the house. Since these expenditures
 

were unknown, it was arbitrarily decided that the corresponding net
 

income was equivalent to 15 per cent of the estimated rental value
 

of the house.-


A consequence of these two changes in the computation of incomes,.to
 

the extent to which they reduced the contribution of sources of in­

come taken into account during the previous generations, was a sig­

nificant increase in the number of the poor. Once more, this
 

/ 	 The selection of this percentage was made by officials of the Dgency
 
for International Development (AID) and La Academia de Centro Am6­
rica does not necessarily agree with it.
 

http:incomes,.to
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revision may be viewed-as an exercise in sensitivity, with respect
 

to the modified.variables, which has provided additional elements
 

of judgement for the identification of the group of the poor in
 

Costa"Rica.
 

2.12 The computation of the net incomes of the various .groups of families
 

was ;based upon information contained in the agricultural, population
 

and.housing censuses of Costa Rica of 1973, as well as on specific
 

information about the prices and costs of production of agricultural
 

products, which was obtained independently of the censuses.
 

A task of matching the data of the population census with the
 

corresponding data of the agricultural cenaus was necessary, pre­

viously to the computation of the net income from the exploitation
 

of a farm by a farming family. In effect, as of the date of the
 

censuses, there were 331,000 census families and a similar number
 

of privately occupied houses, as well as 82,000 farms, the great
 

majority of which were the property of individuals. Since these
 

individuals were members of families; it 
was then possible to
 

relate the families to which they belonged to the corresponding
 

farms. By establishing this connection between the farm and the
 

census family that exploited it, it became possible to obtain for
 

each farming family an integrated set of data about its demographic,
 

social and economic characteristics, as well as the information
 

necessary for the computation of the net income that the family
 

received for the exploitation of the farm.
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While each questionnaire of the population and of the housing 

censuses provides information about each family and each question­

naire of the agricultural census provides information about a 

particular farm, the latter questionnaires do not have a number or 

code of identification that is comparable to that of the question­

naires of the population and housing censuses, corresponding to the 

family that owns the farm. For this reason it was necessary first 

to identify the questionnaires of the agricultural census, with 

data 	related to the farms exploited by families, and then to
 

identify the questionnaires of the population census that correspond­

ed to the families which exploited those'farms, to finally match.
 

each questionnaire of the agricultural census with the corresponding
 

questionnaires of the population and housing censuses.
 

This procedure required two sizeable efforts:
 

a. 	the identification of the questionnaires (manually), and
 

b. 	the matching of the questionnaires in a manner appropriate for 

their tabulation with the help of computers. This allowed the 

production of a tape which performs the desired matching 

Eventually it was possible to match about 90 percent of the agri­

cultural observations with the corresponding populationand housing
 

observations. Farms exploited by corporations instead of by in­

dividuals were not matched. To the extent to which corporations
 

tend to exploit larger farms, it can be assumed that few of the
 

poor were excluded from the computations by this matching procedure.
 



In the case of the farming families, the matching achieved allowed
 

the determination of the amount of production of each crop and of
 

the'portion of this amount consumed on the farm, as well as
 

information about production technology, output per hectare, and
 

the 	employment of certain inputs such as machinery and fertilizer.­

213 	 From the point of view of the sources of.their income,- themembers 

of a family can be divided into three basic groups! 

a. 
those whose incomes consist only of wages (remunerated workers);
 

b. those whose income is derived only from theexploitation of
 

farms (farmers); and
 

c. 	those whose incomes' originate only from their independent
 

adtivities (self-employed workers and employers).
 

Obviously, in a given family, in addition to these simple forms,
 

one 	can find any of the following four combinations:
 

d. 	those whose incomes are derived both from wages and from the
 

exploitation of farms;
 

e. 	those whose incomes are derived both from wages and from their
 

independent activities;
 

f. those whose incomes are derived from the exploitation of.farms
 

and from their independent'activities; and
 

g. those whose incomes are originated simultaneously from the
 

previous three sources (a,b and c).
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The 	different nature of the sources of incomes and of the type of
 

information required for their computation made it necessary to
 

design three methodoligies: one to determine the incomes of sala­

ried workers, another one to determine the incomes derived from
 

the exploitation of farms and a third one to determine the.incomes 

from independent activities other than the exploitation of farms. 

B.2 	 Non-farming families
 

2.14 	The members of the working force (of the economically active popu­

lation) were classified in the population census of 1973 into four 

categories: 

a. 	remunerated workers: those who work for an employer and receive
 

a wage or salary;
 

b. 	self-employed workers: those who are not employed by!another
 

person and do not employ others themselves. They may be helped
 

by family workers or by non-remunerated apprentices;
 

c. 	employers: those workers who are assisted by one or more
 

remunerated workers; and
 

d. 	non-remunerated family workers: those who work with their
 

family and do not receive an explicit remuneration.
 

While remunerated workers receive an income on account exclusively
 

of their labor contribution, self-employed workers and employers
 

receive an income which remunerates both their work as well as
 

their entrepreneurial ability and the capital advanced to the
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enterprise in which they also participate as workers. To the
 

extent to whi6h the study inputed-a wage soI ely for the -labor
 

contributed by self-employed workers and by employers, their
 

income was underestimated.
 

2.15 The population census of 1973 providesadequate informatIon about
 

the incomes, in the form of wages and salaries) of the members of
 

the families of the country who had remunerated jobs during the
 

week from the 7th to the 12th of May of 1973. The estimation of
 

the monthly incomes of these persons was identical to that under­

taken by the General Bureau of Statistics and Censuses (Direcci6n
 

General de Estadistica y Censos) and, und'4r"the assumption that
 

the incomes thus reported can be considered as representative for
 

the whole year,the annual incomes were estimated by multiplying
 

tho monthly incomes by twelve.
 

On the other hand, the 1973 population census does not contain
 

information about: the probable incomes of self-employed workers
 

and of employers. 
The incomes of these classes of workers were
 

estimated under the assumption that all of them received, In their'
 

respective occupations, an income at least equal to that received
 

by remunerated workers in the same occupations. It was considered
 

that this would be a minimum income per unit of time, since it
 

seemed reasonable to expect that in general a self-employed worker
 

receives an income per unit of time greater than that received by
 

a remunerated worker.
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In effect, urban self-employed workers and employers were classified
 

according to their occupation, at the two digit level of the Inter­

national Uniform Industrial Classification, and an annual income was
 

inputed for their work equal to the annual average wage received by
 

remunerated workers who performed the same tasks in urban areas.
 

The income inputed to self-employed workers and to employers in the
 

rural areas was computed in the same fashion, on the basis of the
 

annual average wages of the remunerated workers in the same occupa­

tion in the rural areas. This procedure excluded those who exploitec
 

farms. Table 2.01 reports the monthly wages corresponding to the.
 

occupations considered, by sex and by urban or rural area.
 

The procedure described considered only main occupations, i.e. those
 

for which, at the two digit level of the International Uniform In­

dustrial Classification, there were one thousand or more self­

employed workers in the country. All other occupations, which re­

presented only 7 per cent of the self-employed workers, were
 

grouped in a single category. An annual average income was inputed
 

to the members of this group on the basis of a representative wage
 

for the various occupations included in the group.
 

As already indicated, the computation described underestimated the
 

true level of the incomes of these persons, both because it is
 

likely that self-employed workers and employers receive, on the
 

average, an income on account of their work above that received by
 

remunerated workers and because their incomes should include a
 



remuneration not only for.the labor contributed, but also for the
 

capital and entrepreneurial capacity supplied.
 

Furthermore, the imputation on the basis of an average wage for
 

each occupational category, at the two digit level,of the Inter­

national Uniform Industrial Classification, hidesincome differences
 

at the individual level. Although one would expect that the market
 

would tend to equate these incomes, itis likely that inthese types
 

of activities, income differences wil1 be more pronounced than in
 

the case of remunerated workers.
 

Finally, this procedure was not followed with respect to the.class
 

41 of the International Uniform Industria ,Classification, which
 

includes "farmer-owners" as self-employed workers. Rather, their
 

incomes were estimated on the basis of the net income from the farms
 

which 	they exploited. This group of farmers includes, in addition
 

to owners, renters, sharecroppers and others who are in charge of,
 

their 	farms, ranches or other agricultural exploitations.
 

B.3 	 Farming families
 

2.16 	The income of a farming family includes the net income from the
 

farm. This net income from the farm results from the following
 

equation:
 

Net income from the farm
 

Value of the total output of the farm during the agricultural
 

year 	1972-73 (sales plus consumption on the farm);
 



Table 2.01 

MONTHLY INCOMES i/ TO IMPUTE IN THE CASE OF SELF-;EMPLOYED

WORKERS AND OF EMPLOYERS, ACCORDING TO OCCUPATION, 2/,
 

SEX AND URBAN AND RURAL AREAS
 

MONTHLY INCOME (Colones per month)

O C C U P A T I O N CODE URBAN RURAL 

Men Women Men Women 
Other directors, managers and administrators 12 2.080 1.370 1.506 1.053 
Merchants and commercial owners 30 1.001 755 642 347 
Store attendants and travelling salesmen 31 513 460 462 403 
Drivers and other vehicle operators 50 743 ... 665 
Tailors, seamstresses and similar 61 665 455 494 406 
Shoemakers, leather workers and similar 62 500 374 470 359. 
Carpenters, cabinetmakers and similar 63 637 421 617 356 
Mechanics, machinery repairmen 68 817 763 
Food products operators 75 509 339 487 279 
Barbers, beauticians and similar 96 576 .. 529 479 ' 559 
Professionals, technicians and similar 0 1.940 1.350 1.523 1.250c 
All others, with occupations not specified 

in this list 500 339 462 279 

l/ 	The monthly income inputed to each worker according to occupation is equal to the national average
for the urban and rural areas. Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos. Censo de 1973, Tomo 2,
 
pp. 345-352.
 

2/ 	Considers only main occupations, namely those which at the two digit level employed 1,000 or more
self-employed workers, except occupation 41. 
Op. 	cit., pp.. 300-306.
 

3/ 	This group is considered at the one digit level only.
 



Minus: 	 the cost of the materials used in that production
 

during the agricultural year
 

Minus: 	 the cost of the transportation of those products which,
 

for the estimation of the value of sales and
 

consumption on the farm, the market price and not the
 

price on the farm (at the producer level) was employed;
 

Minus: 	 the value of the labor necessary to produce the output
 

of thatyear, including both hired labor as well as the
 

-inputedwages of the members of the farming family who
 

participated in the exploitation of the farm.
 

Thus computed, the net income from the farm was overestimated to the
 

extent to which financial costs, depreciation and the rent of the
 

land 	were not deducted. However, an attempt to estimate these
 

costs, in order to exclude them from the net income of the farm,
 

would have been an impossible task, given the information and the
 

resources available.
 

2.17 	A farm frequently cultivates more than one crop. For this reason,
 

the net income from the farm was computed by adding the net'incomes
 

originated in the production of each one of the individual crops
 

considered. The annual output of the farm consisted of the products
 

of vegetable origin cropped or collected during the year; of the
 

products of animal origin obtained during the year and of the
 

increment in the size and weight of the herd which resulted from the
 

breeding, growing and fattening activities of the year.
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The following 27 products of vegetable orizin were taken into
 

consideration:
 

avocados coffee plantain 
bananas corn potatoes 

beans corn on the,cob rice 

beets lettuce sorghum 

cabagges onions string beans 

cacao oranges sugar cane 

carrots papaya sweet potatoes 

cassava (yuca) pineapple tobacco 

coconuts plantain (guineo) tomatoes 

For each farm, the data about the total output of each one of these
 

products were directly reported by the informant at the time when
 

the census questionnaires were filled. Timber and other relatively
 

less important products, in terms of volue of production and/or
 

number of farms which produced them, were not considered. In other
 

cases, the information required was not contained in the census.
 

With respect to products of animal origin, only milk and eggs were
 

considered, while honey, cheese and others were excluded. 
In order
 

to estimate the annual production of milk and of eggs, the-daily
 

production was multiplied by 365.
 

With respect to animals proper, only the production of beef, hogs
 

and chickens was considered, excluding the production of rabbits,
 

goats, horses and other animals. In this case, the census data are
 

referred to the stock (number of heads) possessed by the farm on
 

the day of the visit by the census interviewer. On the other hand,
 

output.is the result of a process assumed to take place throughout
 

the year. During this process the stock changes: the number of
 

I4~ 



animals is modified by deaths, births, purchases and salesand
 

the weight of the animals changes, while'the animals may have been
 

on the farm the whole or part of the year. In this case, the
 

output of the farm consists of the net result of this process,
 

1/

both 	in terms of thenumber and of the weight of the animals.-


In order to estimate the net income from the farm it was necessary
 

to find, in addition to the physical amount of production of each
 

crop, the selling price of each one of them. These prices were
 

obtained through specific investigations, as reported in Appendix
 

A. While in some cases it was possible to get the price of the
 

product at the farm level, in other cases only the selling price of
 

the product in the market place was available. In the latter it
 

became necessary to subtract transportation costs, in order to
 

estimate the value of the output at the farm level.
 

The value of the output was computed by multiplying the amount of
 

each crop produced by the corresponding price at the farm level.
 

The value thus computed included both the portion of the production
 

sold and the portion consumed on the farm.
 

On the other hand, the estimation of the costs of production was
 

based, in general, on an input per hectare coefficient. This pro­

cedure was justified on the assumption that the producer, when
 

/ 	 Appendix A contains a detailed explanation of the methodology
 
followed to estimate this production.
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considering his production plans,.makes decisions about the area
 

that he expects to cultivate, but does not know the final outcome
 

of his efforts, because he cannot completely control this result.
 

As a consequence, it seemed more reasonable to compute costs of
 

production as costs per unit of area (a hectare)
 

To estimate the cost of the materials used in the production of the 

farm it was necessary to first determine the level of technology
 

employed. The study distinguished, in general, between those farms
 

which employed a traditional technology and those farms which
 

employed an advanced technology. A farm:was considered to have
 

employed an advanced technology when it had used fertilizer,
 

irrigation, agricultural machinery or dusters. When the farm did
 

not use any of these, it was considered that it employed a traditional
 

technology. The distinction was applied to each one of the specific
 

crops.-Y 

In general, it was not possible to determine, on the basis of the
 

information contained in the agricultural census of 1973, the level
 

of technology employed for each product on each farm. Instead, the
 

yield per cultivated area for each crop was estimated, either for
 

the whole country or for several regions. When the yield per hec­

tare in a given farm was above the modal yield, it was assumed that
 

this farm had employed an advanced technology, while in all other
 

cases it was assumed that it had employed a traditional technology.
 

1/ See Appendix A.
 

t02~ 



2.19 In effect,-the costs Of :producti6n per hectare were estimated on
 

the assumption that either an advanced or a traditional technology
 

were employed. In addition to the value'of the materials used,
 

these costs included'the value of the labor required by this pro­

duction. That is, total cost per hectare resulted from the addition
 

of the cost of the materials per hectare and the labor cost per
 

hectare. Thp latter was computed on the basis of an estimation:of
 

the number of working days required per hectare in the case of each
 

product -according to the technology employed- and on the basis of
 

ttie corresponding daily wage. The information concerning both the
 

levels of agricultural daily wages and thp technical coeficients
 

relative to the amounts of labor required were obtained through
 

specific investigations, for the whole country or for some regions,
 

independently of the abricultural census of 1973.
 

2.20 The procedure adopted to estimate the amount of wages paid to labor
 

hired from outside of the farming family was the following:
 

a. the number of men-hours required for the production of the farm
 

(amount of labor demanded), was determined according to the
 

amounts of each crop produced, the area cultivated and the tech­

nical requirements of labor in each case;
 

b. the amount of labor at the disposal of each family was computed,
 

according to the number of members and their ages;
 

c. the amount of work performed by the members of the family outside
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:the farm, either in'the agricultural'sector.; or in other sectors. 

of the economy, was Subtracted from.the avallability of family 

labor, in order to estimate the amount of labor that the family 

could have devoted to the farm; and 

d. 	finally, the time that the family*could have devoted to the farm 

(c)was subtracted from the time required by the production of 

the farm. (a). When the result from this subtraction was negative, 

.i was assumed that the farm had to hire workers from outside the 

family, since the amount of labor that this could have supplied 

was.insufficient. 

e. 	 Once the amount of labor that each farm had to hire from outside 

the family was estimated, the amount of wages that it must.have 

paid for it was computed. 

2.21 	When the hcuse occupied by the family was owned by it or enjoyed
 

free of charge, an income equivalent to the rent that otherwise would
 

have been paid was imputed to the family. This amount was considered
 

as part of the family's income, since it is attributable to a service
 

enjoyed by it, even though the family did not pay for it at the time
 

of the 	census.
 

In effect, an average rent estimated according to the condition of
 

the 	house (good, fair or bad)and according to its location by
 

canton 	and by rural and urban area was assigned to each house, owned
 



Table 2.02 

AVERAGE RENT ACCORDING TO CANTON, URBAN AND RURAL AREA-

AND THE CONDITION OF THE HOUSE-(GOOD, FAIR, BAD'), 1973 
(Colones per month) 

AVERAGE RENT 
CANTON CODE URBAN RURAL 

Good Fair Bad Good Fair Bad 
San Jose .01 581 -293 2-)6 .143 139 

Escazfi 102 762 205 126 )1 100 83 

Desamparados 103 310 216 169 33 105 100r 

Puriscal 104 229 205 130 .0 100 86: 
Tarrazfi 105 173 106 100 )- 52 50 

Aserr' 106 218 163 114 L5 79 76 

Mora 107 219: :138 89 L5 .67-: 59r,,. 

Goicoechea 108-' 430 255 214 .6 124r '120 

Santa Ana 109 411- 178 97 L6 ..,87.­ :64 

Alajuelita 110 230 186r 149 ?1 91- 90 

Coronado 111, 302 207 - 182' 59 101 100 

Acosta 112 223 .135 102 L7 66- 60 

Tibas 113 409 243 '175: LS -119 116' 

Moravia 114 655 236 .194- t5 1115 110 

Montes de-Oca 115 692 -287 5204 .140,­. 135 

Turrubares 116 93 88 ... t9 43 

Dota 117 200 92 64. )5 45 40 

Curridabat 118 369 216 145 j4 -105, 90 

Pfiez Zeled6n 119 251 170 124 32 "83 80 



Cuadro 2.02-- Cont 

AVERAGE RE... : 

CANTON CODE. URBAN RUTAL 
Good Fair Bad Good Fair Bad 

Le6n Cortes 120 90 66 60 48 32 32 

Alajuela 201 417 265 .­127 179 136 98 

San Ram6n 202 348 252i .109 149 130 84 

Grecia. 203 400 216 107 267 i1 82 

San Mateo 204 78 106 64 347 34, 30 

Atenas 205 240 153: 116 103, 79 70 

Naranjo 206. 278 191 90 119. 99 i;-69 

Palmares 207 293 183 102 126 94- 78 

Pods .208. 218 117 76 94 60 50 

Orotina -209 165-, 122 97 71 .63 60 

San Carlos 210 310 :261 116- 133 10 89 

Alfaro Ruiz 211 222 206 64 i95 90 49 
Valverde Vega 212 237 206 75 102, 90 58 

Upala 213 184 180 123 79 70 70, 

Los Chiles 214, 170 99 64 73 51 49 

Guatuso 215- 329 83 64 141 42 40 

Cartago 301 341 221 129.. 166 126 ' 103 

Paraiso .302 202 82.1 92 98 104 73 
La Uni6n 303 350 210 109 170 120-1 88* 

Jimfinez 304 210 144 -81- :102 82: 66 
Turrialba, 305 373 176 97 :181 101 78 



Cuadro 2.02 - Cont ... 

AVERAGE RENT 
CANTON CODE URBAN RURAL 

Good F&..Lr Bad Good Fair Bad 
Alvarado 306 210 144 81 102 82 66 
Oreamuno 307 210 144 81 102 82 66 
El Guarco 308 210 144 81 102 82 66_-
Heredia 401 537 306 159 241 140 130. 
Barva 402 258 164 76 116 75 63 
Santo Domingo 403 389 236 94 17,4 108 79 

Santa Barbara 404 261 250 94 117 10 79 
San Rafael 405 282 172 94 .127 79 70 
San Isidro 406 282 172 9 127 .79 -70 
Belfin 407 282 172 94 127 79 .70 
Flores 408 282 172 94 127 79 70 
San Pablo -409 282 172 94 127 79 70. 
Sarapiqui 410. 219 190 98-98 87 80 
Liberia o501. 416 226 88 178 129.74 
Nicoya 502, 390- 187 70 167 .107,, 59, 
Santa Cruz 503 396 1213 L1- 170 122 92 
Bagaces 504 238 137 70 102- 78 59. 
Carrillo 505 205 140 83 88 80 69 
Cafas 506 31.7 164 .75 162 "9 62 
Abangares 507 274 176 74 118 101 62 
Tilardn 508 279 188 86 120:'. .108 73 



Cuadro 2.02 - Cont .'.. 

AVERAGE RENT 

CANTON URBAN RURAL 
Good Fair Bad Good Fair Bad 

Nandayure 509 261 141 67 112 81 56 

La Cruz 510 261 141 67 112 81 56 
Hojancha <511 261 141 67 112 81 .56 

Puntarenas 601 332 269 191 195 151 140 

Esparta 602 239 178 89 147 100 65 

Buenos Aires 603 218 134 79 .128 75 58 

Montes de Oro 604 149 110 77 87 62 57 

Osa 605 227 196 109 133 110. 80 

Aguirre 606 277 199 143 162 112 105 

Golfito 607 278 196 102- 163. 11 75 
Coto Brus 608 317. 149 98-- 186 84 72 
Parrita .609 275 192 109 161, 107 80 

Lim6n 701 347 257. 169- 171 133 121 

Pococl .702 307 170 .77 151, 88 56 
Siquirres -,703 256 170 97. 126 88 69-

Talamanca 704 68 60 .76 40 40 40 

Matina 705 109 100 66 54 50 47 

Gufcimo 706 156 120 81 77 62 58 

Source: Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos.
 
Censos Nacionalds de 1973, Vivienda. San Jose, 1974.
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or free of charge.-/ The computation of the imputed rents was
 

based 	on the'figures contained in the housing census of 1973. The
 

rents 	thus estimated appear in Table 2.02.
 

The procedure followed cannot be completely justified, to the
 

extent to which the imputation of a higher or of a lower rent was
 

based on the condition of the house and not on its size and quality,
 

but the latter information was not available. Thus, in reality a
 

higher rent may correspond to a large house built with expensive
 

materials, but in bad condition, than to a small house, built with
 

cheaper materials, but in good condition. Nevertheless, the pro­

cedure followed assigned a higher imputed rent to the latter than
 

to the former.
 

During the third generation of computations, only 15 percent of the
 

amount of the rent was imputed as part of the income of families
 

living in their own house or in one free of charge. The obvious
 

consequence of this procedure was to increase the number of the
 

poor.-/
 

i_/ 	Detailed definitions of housing and of the various forms of tenure
 
appear in the Glossary.
 

2/ 	 Since in the case of farming families, the third generation differs
 
from the second generation with respect to more than one criteria,
 
it is not possible to know exactly the extent to which the number
 
of poor farmers increased as a consequence. However, in the case
 
of non-farming families, both urban and rural, this was the only

difference between the two generations. In this case, the number
 
of poor farmers increased from 63,315 to 87,558. The increase was
 
more pronounced in the urban areas.
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2.22 	In summary, during the first and the second generations of com­

putations, the total net income of the families was estimated on
 

the basis of the following addition:
 

a. 
the wages earned outside of the farms by remunerated workers,
 

both in the agricultural sector as well as in other sectors
 

of the economy, and the wages imputed to self-'employed workers
 

and to employers, .for the labor performed outside of the farms;
 

plus
 

bl. the wages imputed to the members of the family for their work
 

on the farm, estimated accordingto.the technical coefficients
 

and daily wages; plus
 

c. the net income of the farm. as a result,'of its exploitation;
 

plus
 

d. the imputed value of firewood used for cooking and not purchased
 

in the market; and plus
 

e. the imputed rent when the family lived in its own house or in
 

one free of charge.
 

Once-the totalnet income of the family was computed,.the sverage
 

income per member of the family was computed by dividing the total
 

net income by the number of members. On the basis of this income
 

per capita and according to the various definitions of poverty, the
 

poor were separated from the non poor. In addition, both the
 

population of the poor and the population of the non poor were
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subdivided, between urban.and ruial and,,in turn, the rural popu­

iation 	was subdivided between farmers aid non farmers.­

.CHARACTERISTICS
C 	 OF POVERTY
 

2.23 	The geographic distribution of poverty received special attention
 

in this study. That is, the study investigated the proportion that.
 

the poor represented of the total population of each administrative
 

division of the country. This analysis (for each cant6n) covered
 

not only the total population but also its subdivisions between
 

urban and rural and between farming and.non farming.
 

2.24 	Another aspect which received special atteption was the geographic
 

concentration of poverty, i.e. the proportion of the poor of.the
 

country that were located in a given administrative division (a
 

cant6n). This analysis was referred, too, not only to the total
 

population of the country, but also to each one of the subdivisions
 

of this population considered in the study. For example, the study
 

investigated the percentage of the poor rural non-farming population
 

that. is located in a given administrative division.
 

The attention devoted to this topic is a recognition that there are
 

areas where poverty is concentrated which do not correspond to
 

1/ 	 This classification ignores the fact that the census reports a few
 
urban farms (3,160). As it is indicated in the tabulations, in
 
some cases these urban farms were included along with the rural
 
farms, while in other cases they were included among the urban
 
population.
 



This statement
environments unfavorable to the human welfare. 


reflects a working hypothesis according to which poverty, in a
 

spatial sense, is proper of certain geographic spaces which imply
 

a difficult relationship of man with the environment. Hower,
 

poverty is a characteristic also of environments favorable to
 

human 	activities.
 

2.25 	A series of characteristics, considered likely to accompany poverty,
 

were studied with respect to the various categories of the poor
 

(urban and rural, farming and non-farming). The characteristics
 

studied were divided into two classes:
 

a. 	those relative to what might be called the environment of
 

poverty, and
 

b. those relative to the utilization of the environment.
 

In the first case the objective was to verify if the circumstances,
 

a product of past situations, differ for the poor in comparison
 

with the non poor, as well as if these circumstances differ with
 

respect to the various categories of the poor. In particular,
 

this. implied an examiration of differences among the demographic
 

On the other
and social characteristics of the various groups. 


hand, the characteristics relative to the utilization of the environ
 

ment are basically referred to the manner in which income is gener­

ated.1 /
 

1/ 	 In Chapter III the analysis of the results of the study has been
 

organized by distinguishing the demographic and social character­

istics of the various groups, the characteristics with an
 

50LO 
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In order to decide if a given characteristic was or was not specific
 

to poverty, it was investigated if it was shared or. not by both
 

the poor and the non poor. That is,when a given characteristic
 

was shared by both groups, it was considered as not proper to
 

poverty.
 

2.,26 	 Once the group ;f the poor was separated from the non poor, both
 

in the case of the total population, ,as in the case of each one
 

of its subdivisione (urban families and rural families and, among
 

these, farming familieland non-farming families), the typical
 

values of a series of demographic, social and economic character­

istics were estimated, forall the administrative divisions of the
 

country (provinces and cantones), in order to determine if the
 

differences among the typical values corresponding to the various
 

groups 	of families were significant.
 

In effect, during the three generations of computations the study
 

attempted to generate information, both at the country level and
 

at the 	level of the seven provinces and of the 79 cantones, which
 

would allow the establishment of a relationship between the average
 

income level for each group of families and other of their derno­

graphic, social and economic characteristics.
 

During the first generation of computations the study attempted a
 

specifically economic meaning and those characteristics tradition­
ally affected by policies of public expenditures.
 



42
 

classification of the families among deciles, according to the
 

average level'of the annual income per member of the family. The
 

study also attempted to compute several statistical indicators,
 

including the range of the family income, its standard deviation,..
 

its coefficient of variation and ito upper and lower limits, for
 

each one of the deciles.
 

The demographic characteristics of the groups of families studied,
 

in relation to the average income level per member of the family,
 

were the following:
 

a. 	the size of the family;
 

b. 	the age of the head of the family;
 

c. 	the age distribution of the family group and the sex of its
 

members;
 

d. 	the dependency index;- / and
 

e. 	fertility, according to the mother's age, both in the sense
 

of the average number of children born alive per woman and in
 

the sense of the average number of living children per woman.
 

The social characteristics of each group of families, to be related
 

to the average income level per family member, were the following:
 

a. 	the index of schooling, for the population of seven years and
 

older;
 

b. 	the rate of illiteracy, for the population of ten years and
 

older;
 

1/ All the concepts are adequately defined in Appendix A, the Glossary.
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c. 	the level 'offormal-education of the-head,of the family;
 

d. 	 the form of tenure of the house; 

e. 	the condition of the house;
 

f. 	the index of overcrowding; and
 

g. 	access to certain services (water, sewer, electricity) and the
 

use of certain appliances (radio).
 

Finally, the economic characteristics of each group of families
 

examined were the following:
 

a. 	the average number of persons between 15 and 64 years old, per
 

family, as well as their participation in the economically
 

active population;
 

b. 	the composition of the economically active population, by sex
 

and by age groups;
 

c. 	the sector of economic activity of the head of the family;
 

d. 	for the members of the economically active population, if they
 

worked, if they did not work or if they were looking for a job;
 

e. 	the rate of activity, by sex and by age group;
 

f. the rate of unemployment of the economically active population,
 

by sex and by level of furmal education;
 

g. 	the type of occupation, by sex;
 

h. 	the percentage of migrants;
 

i. the average age of the head of the family and the index of
 

schooling of the family, if it was a migrant family or not;
 

k# the use of the land (incultivation, permanent crops, pastures,
 

woods and others) by the farming families;
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.L 	the size of the farms;
 

m. 	the use of alternative technologies (fertilizer, irrigationand
 

various types of agricultural machinery);
 

n. 	the value of output per hectare, according to the technology
 

employed;
 

o. 	the sources of the family income, in the case of farmers,
 

through the estimation, on the one hand, of the wages imputed,
 

for the family labor on the farm and the wagee earned outside
 

of the farm, either in the agricultural sector or in other
 

sectors of the economy, and, on the other hand, of the net income
 

of the farm, as already indicated, as well as the income imputed
 

for the consumption of firewood and because the family lived in
 

its.own house or in one free of charge;
 

p. 	the average annual wages, earned or imputed, of the members of
 

the economically active population who had a job;
 

q. 	the excess supply of family labor, according to the size of the
 

farm and the size of the family;.
 

r. 	the monetized portion of the family income, according to the
 

main agricultural product cultivated by the farming family;
 

a. the sensitivity of the condition of poverty (of the number of
 

the poor) -ith respect to increases of 5 percent in the price
 

of the main agricultural product cultivated by the farming
 

family; and
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t. 	the valIue of outputIper hectare of various agricultural pro­

ducts, according to the employment of various kinds of agri­

cultural machinery.
 

As 	already indicated, the criterion to separate the poor farmers
 

from 	the non-poor farmers, taking into account the possession of
 

land 	by the family, was modified during the second generation of
 

computations. For this reason, during this second generation the
 

study again attempted to obtain the demographic, social and economic
 

information examined during the first generation, for the farming
 

families of the country. This would have allowed a comparison
 

between the results of the two generations.
 

Finally, as it has been indicated, too, several changes in the
 

definition of poverty and in the methodology employed to estimate
 

incomes were introduced during the third generation. The study
 

attempted to analyze, during this generation, the sources of
 

income of the farming families, the size of the farm and the use
 

of the land, the average size of the family, the monetization of
 

income and the value of output per cultivated area.
 

2.27 	The previous sections have described what the study attempted and
 

the various methodologies employed to achieve it. Unfortunately,
 

it was not possible to finally get all the infonration desired,
 

since several programming errors have been found with respect to
 

each one of the three generations -shortcomings which took place
 

during the stage of electronic computation, which was outside the
 

I 5 
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control .of the Academia- and which invalidate a very important
 

portion of the data produced. It was not possible to correct these
 

mistakes, given the limitations imposed by:time and the resources
 

available.
 

The most important programming errors affected the estimation of
 

'theincomes of the farming families, since the program operated
 

incorrectly with the amounts both of the wages paid during the ex­

ploitation of the farm to persons outside of the farming families 

and of the wages imputed for the work ofthe family at the farm.-, 

These mistakes resulted in an incorrect estimation of the income of 

the farming families, underestimating itin the case of the first 

and of the second generations and overestimating it in the case of 

the third generation. They also resulted in the incorrect estimatic
 

of all those indicators in whose estimation the study employed the
 

distinction between poor farmers and non-poor farmers.
 

/ 	 In the case of the first and of the second generations, instead of
 

adding the income imputed for the family labor on the farm, the
 

program added the amount of the wages paid to labor hired outside
 

of the family, for the estimation of the family incomes. Since
 

the item added represented a much smaller portion of the cost of
 

labor in the exploitation of the farm, than the item omitted, the
 

family's income was underestimated to that extent. In the case
 

of the third generation, the cost of the family labor was not
 

deducted while estimating the net income of the farm and this
 

error resulted in a corresponding overestimation of the family
 

income.
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As_ a, consequence of another programming error, the farming
 

families of the province of Guanacaste were added to -the non-farming:'
 

rural'families of this province, when computing the latter figure,
 

resulting in an excess of 11,000 families and of 74,000 persons,
 

with respect to this province and withrespect to the country in
 

general.-


For all these reasons, he.present,publicati6on:reports onlya small
 

portion of the information that the study attempted to generate. It
 

is expected that the errors made will be corrected in the future
 

and that, through new generations of computations, with a relative-.
 

ly small marginal effort, it will be possible to produce a very
 

sustantial amount of information, given the magnitude of the job as
 

it.has been performed up to this moment. This new information will
 

complement the present'effort and will be very useful, among other
 

things,,for the study Of: poverty in 'Costa Rica.
 

2.28 	The Statistical Annex presents information relative to theurban
 

families And to the non-farming rural families, since the programming
 

I 	 The total number of persons that results in the study (1,955,730)
 
is greater than the number of persons that appears in the population
 
census of 1973 (1,871,780), both because of the programming error
 
reported and because, during the matching of the agricultural census
 
and of the population census, when a family was assigned to each
 
census farm, some families were taken into consideration more than
 
once, if they possessed more than one farm. On the other hand, the
 
total area in hectares of the farms that appear in the study
 
(2,251,000) is less than the extension of the farms of the country
 
according to the agricultural census of 1973, which reports 3,122,000
 
hectares, since farms owned by corporations could not be assigned to
 
a specific family during the matching procedure.
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errors relative to the income of the farmin'gfamilies did-not
 

invalidate the computation of the income corresponding to these
 

other groups of families.
 

For these families, the information published includes: the classi­

fication of the families by'deciles and.by quartiles of income, the
 

statistical parameters relative to the average income per family
 

member and the demographic, social and economic indicators as
 

follows:
 

a. 	the average size of the family;
 

b. 	the average number of persons between 15 and.64;years old per
 

family;
 

c. 	the age of the head of the family;
 

d. 	the level of formal education of the head of the family;
 

e. 	the economic activity of the head of the family;
 

f. 	the index of dependency;
 

g. 	the condition of activity of the members of the 'family;
 

h. 	the composition of the economically active population by sex
 

and 	age group;
 

i. 	the rate of unemployment of the economically active population
 

by sex and by level of formal education;
 

J. 	the index of schooling and the rate of illiteracy;
 

k. 	the tenure and condition of the house;
 

1. 	fertility; and
 

m. 	the level of the wages earned and imputed.
 



49"
 

.,
The previous information ispresented according to the estim 
ations
 

generated during the first generationof computations.
 

Inchapter three, which describis some ,of the.most salient demo­

graphic, social and economic characteristics which accompany
 

poverty in Costa Rica, some of the data presented, produced during
 

one or more of the three generations'of.'computations, are affected
 

These data are presented inby the programming errors described. 


view of their possible utility, but they should be treated with
 

extreme caution. Relative and ordinal'figures were used in several
 

cases., since these have suffered less the -imxact of the mistakes
 

mentioned.
 



3.02 

CHAPTER.III 

,,OBSERVATIONSAND COMMENTS ABOUT POVERTY
 

3.01 ,The comments and observations about poverty contained in 
this
 

chapter are an attempt to examine the extent 
to which the avail­

able information allows an identification of significant enough
 

differences among the groups of the poor and of the non poor. If • 

significant differences are discovered, then it would be possible 

to compare an "ideal type" of the poor with another one correspond­

ing to the non poor. The objective would be to answer the questions:
 

which ones are the main differences between the poor and the non
 

poor and which ones, among these differences, are more pronounced.
 

With this objective in mind, the following comments and ,observations
 

have been grouped into four sections. The first one contains a 

global analysis of the situation of poverty. The second one in­

cludesinformation about some demographic and social characteristics
 

of the poor and of the non poor. The third section presents data
 

about some economic features of these groups and the fourth 
one
 

examines how much access the poor have to certain services affected
 

mostly by policies of public expenditures. It is assumed that if
 

there are not important differences between the poor and the non
 

poor, with respect to access to these services, this would mean
 

that the government expenditures have been able to reduce the
 

On the other hand, if sharp differences
expected differences. 




indicate that thei public expenditures havepersist, this would 

not been sufficient or have been unable to reduce such differ­

ences. 

303 	In order-to prevent a mistaken interpretation or wrong inferences 

frorm certain statements, it is important to keep in mind that an 

assertion about the level of poverty of a given group (e.g. poor 

families, poor farming families, etc.) or a comparison of the
 

degree of poverty among various geographical areas (e.g. provinces,
 

cantones, etc.) can be made from any of the following points of
 

view:
 

i) 	In absolute terms one may be compgring the average income 

of the total number of families (poor and non poor) in a 

given administrative unit (e.g. a province) or of a given 

category (e.g. farmers), with the average income of another 

administrative unit or of another category. Alternatively, 

one may be comparing the average income of the poor 

families of a given administrative unit or of a given 

category, with the average income of the poor fami'ie of' 

another administrative unit or category. 

ii) In relative terms one may be comparing the number of poor
 

families (their total or the number corresponding to a
 

certain category), in a given administrative unit (e.g. a
 

province) as a proportion of the total number of poor farmers
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(of the same category) ina larger administrative unit 

(e~g.' 	the country). Alternatively, one may be comparing 

the' number of poor families of a&given category (e.g. urban 

or rural, farmers or non farmers) in a given administrative
 

unit as a proportion of the total number of families of the
 

same category in such a unit. The term concentration will
 

be used to refer to the first type of proportion, while the
 

term distribution will be used to refer to the second one.
 

A. 	 POVERTY AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL
 

A-1 Global figures
 

3.04 	The number of poor families in the country'differs significantly 

depending on which one of the methodologies or on which one of their 

variants is used. The differences are marked: the number of poor 

families ranges between 79,000, according to the results of method­

ology II, and 177,000, according to methodology III 1. In relative 

terms, this implies that the poor families may represent between 

one-quarter and one-half of the total number of families in the 

coun Z70,/ 

l/ 	 Methodology II means the one used during the second generation of
 
computations, as described in Chapter II. In the case of the
 
third generation, the variants of the corresponding methodology
 
III c., III m. and III 1. are referred to the employment of a
 
conservative, of a moderate and of a liberal definition of
 
poverty, respectively.
 

~Lt 
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3.05 	Table 3.01 indicates that the proportion that the poor represent 

among the urban population is always less than one-half of the 

proportion that the poor represent among the rural population, 

irrespective of the methodology employed. At the most (for 

methodology III .), the urban poor represent one-third of the 

urban families of the country, while the rural poor are, at least, 

one third ofthe rural families of the country and, in some cases 

(methodologies III m. and III 1.) they represent over 50 percent 

of them. This seems to indicate that, in general, the rural areas 

are "poorer" than the urban areas.-Y In the case of the poor among 

'tne rural population, poor farmers represent a proportion of the 

total 	number of farmers of the country which is very similar to the
 

proportion represented by the poor among the non-farming rural
 

population.
 

A greater proportion of poor families among the rural population
 
does not necessarily imply that the average income per capita of
 
the rural population is lower than the averageincome per capita
 
of the urban population. Neither does it imply that the average
 
income per capita of the rural poor is lower than the average
 
income per capita of the urban poor. Unfortunately, it was not
 
possible to get reliable figures about the incomes of the rural
 
poor.
 



Table 3.01
 

PROPORTION OF POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY
 

METHODOLOGIES
 
II III c. III m. IIi
 

Poor 	families as a %of the 
total number of families in 
the country 24.5 23.0 35.6 44.1 51.4 

Poor urban families as a 
of the urban families of 
the country 13.8 :13.8 22.1, 28.5 35.0 

Poor rural families as a 
of the rural families of 

,the country 31.9 29.2 44.9 54.8 62.8 

Poor farming families as a 
of.the farming families of 
the country 28.6 20.7 47.3 55.4 62.0 

Poor non-farming rural 
families as a % of the non­
farming rural families of 
the country 33.8 33.8 43.6 54.5 63.3 

Source: Academia de Centro America
 

3.06 	The classification of the poor families of the country into urban
 

and rural and, of the latter, into farmers and non-farmers, is
 

presented in Table 3.02. Two observations are relevant:
 

i) The distribution of the poor families into urban and rural
 

is fairly constant, for all the methodologies used and for
 

all their variants. The rural poor represent about 75
 

percent of the poor families of the country and the urban
 

poor 	represent the remaining 25 percent.
 



ii):Among the rural poor,'the non-farming families represent
 

about twice the number of the farming families in this
 

category. Rural poverty, therefore, consists of two-thirds
 

of non-farming families and one-third of farming families.
 

CLASSIFICATION OF THE POOR FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY ACCORDING 

TO URBAN AND RORALAND TO-FARMING AND NON FARMING -

METHODOLOGIES 

II 	 III c. III m. 111 1. 

a. Poor urban families 25.3 25.3 25.5 26.5 27.9 

b. Poor rural families (c+d) 74.7 74.7 74.5 73.5 72.1 

c. Poor farmers 27.0 20.0 28.4 26.9 25.7 

d. Poor non-farming 
rural families 47.7 54.7 46.1 46.6 46.4 

Source: Academia de Centro Ame'rica.
 

A-2 Geographic concentration
 

3.07 	 With respect to the concentration of poverty in the country (the
 

proportion of the total number of poor families in the country
 

located in each province), the relative importance of each of the
 

provinces does not change with each of the three methodologies and
 

1/ 	 Each group of poor families as a proportion of the total number
 
of poor families in the country.
 



their 	variants (Table 3.03). In:effect, San Josd and Alajuela
 

possess, among themselves, about one-half of the total number of
 

poor families In the country, either in the case of the urban poor
 

or in the case of the rural poor, farmers and non farmers. The
 

provinces of Heredia and Lim6n, on the other hand, possess each
 

one of them about 6 percent of the poor families of the country.,
 

The following remarks are relevant:
 

i) as one would expect, a high proportion (almost one-half)
 

of all 	the urbaa poor of the country are concentrated in 

Lim provinc(e of' ;anI Jo61, andcJ 

ii) 	 in an analysis of the concentration of the poor rural non­

farming families, the provinces with the greatest numbers
 

are San Jos6 and Alajuela./
 

3.08 	Table 3.04 contains information about the coefficient of elasticity 

of the geographic concentration of poverty, for each one of the 

provinces of the country. This coefficient results from the division 

of the percentage of the poor (total number of poor in a given pro­

vince divided by the total numLer of poor in the country) by the
 

percentage of the population (population of a province divided by
 

the total population of the cobntry). It appears that for certain
 

_/ 	 Section 3.08 examines a coefficient of elasticity of poverty which
 
relates the concentration of the poor with the concentration of the
 
total population of each province. Appendix C contains data about
 
the concentration and distribution of the different groups of the
 
poor by province.
 



provinces like San Josd, Heredia andPuntarenas, this coefficient
 

is less than one, indicating that the poor are relatively less
 

concentrated in those provinces than the total population, while
 

for some other provinces, particularly Guanacaste, the coefficient
 

is greater than one.
 

Table 3.03 

GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER 

OF POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY 

PROVINCES METHODOLOGIES 

I II II c. III m. I1l1. 

San Jos6 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.30 

Alajuela 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.19 0.19 

Cartago 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 

Hered-.a 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 

Guanacaste 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.16 

Puntarenas 0.11 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 

Lim6n 0.06 6.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 

Source: Academia de Centro America.
 

When the different groups of the poor are examined individually,
 

several interesting questions emerge
 

i) with respect to the poor farmers, the most unfavorable
 

situation appears in Cartago;
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ii) 	with respect to the non-farming poor, the most adverse
 

situation appears in Guanacaste;
 

iii) 	 with respect to the poor rural population, again the pro­

vinces of Cartago and of Guanacaste present the worst
 

situation; and
 

iv) 	the urban population shows high coefficients for Limon and
 

Puntarenas, highlightin :an important concentration of
 

poverty in the port areas of the Pa,.ific and of the
 

Atlantic.
 

Table 3.04 

COEFFICIENT OF ELASTIC"TY OF THE GEOGRAPHIC 

CONCENTRATION 01' POVERTY i 

r A 	MiI 1 I E S 
Rural non 

Farming. farming Rural Urban Total 

Costa Rica 

San Jos* 1.12 1.00 1.02 0.78 0.77 

Alajuel)a 1.07 1.18 1.12 1.33 1.27 

Cartago 1.52 1.05 1.18 1.14 1.22 

Ifercdia 0.93 0.75 0.82 0.82 0.84 

Guanacaste 0.98 1.24. 1.19 1.75 1.43 

Puntarenas 0.66 0.75 0.71 1.35 1.88 

Lim6n 0.61 0.72 0.70 1.44 1.00 

1/ On tht basi, of the data f",om methodology II.
 

Sourcet Academia de Centro Am6rica.
 



A-3 Geographic distribution
 

3.09 	The distribution of poverty by province did not experience signifi­

cant changes as the methodologies were modified or with respect to
 

their variants, either (Table 3.05). San Jose is the "less poor"
 

province (lower percentage represented by the poor families of this
 

province with respect to the total number of families in the pro­

vince), although this is the province were the largest number of
 

poor families in the country live. Heredia is the second province
 

"less poor". On the contrary, Guanacaste and afterwards Alajuela
 

are the provinces with greater poverty, in this respect, for all
 

the methodologies.
 

3,.10 An important change is observed, once the poor farmers are segregat­

ed, when one moves from methodologies I and II to methodology III;
 

i) while with methodologies I and II Cartago and San Jos6 are
 

the provinces for which the proportion of poor farmers
 

with respect to the total number of farmers is higher, with
 

methodology III this is the case for Guanacaste and Punta­

renas.
 

Ui) Puntarenas is the province which experiences the greatest
 

change: with methodologies I and II it occupies one of the
 

first places, while with methodology III it becomes one of
 

the provinces for which the proportion of poor farmers
 

with respect to their total is greater;
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iii) the province of Lim6n shows,in this respect, a good 

relative position-with the three methodologies. 

Table 3.05
 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF
 

POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY
 

METHODOLOGIES
 

PROVINCE 
I II IIlc. IlI m. IlI1. 

San Josh 0.18 0.18 0.27 0.35 0.41 

Alajuela 0.31 0.29 0.43 0.52 0.59 

Cartago 0.28 0.28 0.39 0.49 0.57 

Heredia 0.20 0.19' 0.28 0.37 0.45 

Guanacaste 0.36 0.33 0.51 0.61 0.69 

Puntarenas 0.23 0.20 0.40 0.49 0.56 

Lim6n 0.23 0.20 0.31 0.39 0.47 

COSTA RICA 0.24 0.23 0.36 0.44 0.51 

Source: Academia de Centro Am6rica.
 

3.11 The information contained in Table 3.06'for the 10 "poorest" can­

tones, and in Table 3.07, for the 10 "least poor" cantones, results
 

from tha classification, given the different methodologies, of the
 

cantones of the country according to the distribution of poverty.
 

Several facts should be mentioned:
 

i) there is a greater constancy among the least poor cantones
 

than among the poorest, as the methodology used is changed.
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Among the 10 least poor cantones with methodology II and
 

with all the variants of methodology III there are-eight
 

common cantones: Montes de Oca, Tibfs, San Jose Central,
 

Heredia Central, Moravia,'Goicoechea, Curridabat-and De­

samparados. In the case of the 10 poorest cantones, on
 

the contrary, only four were common tothe'two methodologies:
 

Turrubares, Orotina, Dota and Mora.
 

ii) The canton of Turrubares is the poorest canton in the
 

country, irrespective of the methodology employed.
 

iii) The cantones of Montes de Oca-and of Tibfs are the least
 

poor cantones of.the countrylirrespective of which method­

ology is used.
 

iv) 	It seems that, according to its distribution, the greatest
 

poverty of the country can be found in a series of cantones
 

which constitute a sort of semi-circle (half-moon) towards
 

the West and the South of the Central Valley, consisting
 

mainly of the following cantones: San Mateo, Orotina,
 

Turrubares, Puriscal, Mora, Acosta, Dota, Tarrazfiand.Le6n
 

B. 	 DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

B-i Family size 

3.12 	 From the information gathered through the application of each one of
 

the different methodologies, it appears that, as the average family
 



Table 3.06
 

.GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY. TEN CANTONES WITH THE HIGHEST 

PERCENTAGE OF POOR FAMILIES, WITH RESPECT TO THEIR TOTAL POPULATION 

Ranking 
of the METHODOLOGIES 
cantones II % IIIc. % 1II1. %IIIm 

1 Turrubares 48 Turrubares 69 Turrubaxes 76 Turrubares 81 

2 Orotina 47 Puriscal 60 Acosta 70 Acosta 76 

3 Dota 45 Acosta 60 Puriscal 69 Puriscal 74, 

4 San Mateo 44 Mora 56 Los Chiles- 66 LosChiles 73 

5 Carrillo 43 Dota 56 Bagaces 65 La.Cruz 73 

6 Mora 42 Los Chiles 56 . La Cruz 65 -Hojancha 73 

7 La Cruz- 40 Nicoya 55 Alvarado 64 Le6n Cortes 72 

8 Jimfnez 40 Santa Cruz- 55 Nicoya 64 Upala ,72 

9 Alvarado 40 San Mateo 54 -,-Mora i4 Nicoya 72 

10 Aserri 40 Orotina 
1/
- 54 Santa 

2/
Cruz- 64 Bagaces-y 

Nandayure 72 

I/ The cantones of Bagaces, Carrillo, Hojancha and Buenos Aires have :5L%too. 

2/ The cantones of Hojancha, Buenos Aires and Le6n Cortes have 64 %, to0.-

Source: Academia de Centro Amrica. 



Tabre 3.07 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY. TEN CANTONES:WITH THE LOWEST 

PERCENTAGE OF POOR FAMILIES, WITH RESPECT TO-THEIR TOTAL POPULATION
 

RankingM 
of the 
cantones 

o£teM 

.II % III c. 

E T H 0 D 0 LL 0 G I E S 

% III m. % II 1. 

79 Montes de Oca 10 Montes de Oca 16 Montes de Oca 22 Montes de Oca 28 

78 

77 

Tib~s 

San Jos' 
10 

11 

Tibfs 

Moravia 
17 

18 

Tibas 

eSanJose 
23 

24 

Tibas 

*San Jos-
29 

30 

76 

75 

- Heredia 

Moravia 

12 

12 

*San Jose 

Goicoechea 

19 

19 

Moravia 

Goicoechea 

25 

25 

Moravia 

Goicoechea 

32 

33 

ca 

74 Goicoechea 12 Curridabat 20 *Heredia 28 *Heredia 34 

73 Curridabat 14 *Heredia 21 Curridabat 28 Curridabat 37 

72 Desamparados 18 Desamparados 24 *Lim6n 31 Desamparados 39 

71 Flores 18 *Lim6n 25 Desamparados 32 *Lim6n 39 

70 Santo Domingo 18 Belen 26 Bel'n & Santo 
Domingo 34 

Belni_ 43 

- Implies the central canton of each province. 

1/ The cantones of Santo Domingo and of Escazd have 43 %, too. 

Source: Academia de Centro America. 



income increases, greater is,paripassu, the average size of the
 

family. This'higher family income as the family's size increases
 

can be explained, at least 4n part, by the largest proportion of
 

members old enough to work included in the larger families, as
 

shown in Tables 1A and 1B of the Statistical Annex. In turn, due
 

to biological-demographic factors, the latter families tend to be
 

"older", since the average age of their heads is greater (see
 

Tables 2A and 2B of the Statistical Annex).
 

3.13 	When the families are classified into poor andnon poor, it appears
 

that the size of the former is larger than that of the latter. In
 

the case of methodology III, for which the division between the poor
 

and the non-poor families takes place at a level of income per 

capita of 0 i,100, the average size of the non-poor families is 5.3 

members, while the average size of the poor families is 6.3 members; 

that is, there is a difference of about one person per family. 

It should also be mentioned that, as the level of income per capita 

employed in the classification of the families into poor and non 

poor increases to 0 1,400 and to 0 1,700, the difference between the 

average sizes of these two groups of families tends to increase. In 

effect, when the limiting income becomes V 1,700, there is a 

difference of 1.4 members, since the non-poor families possess on 

the average five members and the poor families possess on the average 

6.4 members.
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3.14 	 In general, poor families tend to have more members than non-poor
 

families. In addition, rural families are larger than urban
 

families and farming families tend to be larger than non-farming
 

families.
 

Table 3.08
 

SOME DEMOGRAPHIC INDICATORS OF POOR
 

AND NON-POOR FAMILIES 1/
 

Non
 
Poo
Poor
Total Poor
 

Total number of families (5) 100.0 22.9 77.1
 

Average size of the family 5"7 6.6 5.4
 

Members of the economically active 
population per family 1.6 1.1 1.8 

Rate of open unemployment (%) 6.0 14.0 4.0 

Index of dependency 0.91 1.53 0.75 

Rate of activity (%) 0.55 0.43 0.59 

I/ Methodology II
 

Source: Academia de Centro Am6rica
 

B-2 Age structure and dependency index
 

3.15 	Table 3.08 includes information concerning the index of dependency.
 

It suggests that there is a marked difference between the age
 

structures of the group of poor families and the group of non-poor
 

families. Among the latter, for each four persons in age of
 

working (from 15 years old to less than 65 years old) there are
 

.11
 



other 	three persons younger or older (less than 15 years old or
 

over 65 years of age)i while among poor families for each four
 

persons in age of working, there are six other persons younger or
 

older. For this reason, the index of dependency for poor families
 

(1.53) is twice that for non-poor families (0.75). This helps to
 

explain why:
 

i) 	among the poor families, for every 100 persons,, 40 persons
 

have an age between 15 and 65 years, while among the non­

poor families, for every 100 persons, there are 57 persons
 

in that age group, and why
 

ii) while among the non-poor families.there is an average of
 

1.8 persons in the economically active population, among
 

the poor families there is an average of only 1.1 persons
 

in the economically active population.
 

B-3 	Fertility
 

3.16 	Fertility, measured as the average number of children born alive
 

according to the age of the mother, is significantly higher in
 

the rural areas than in the urban areas and among mothers from
 

poor families than among mothers from non-poor families. This is
 

the case for the various age groups of the mothers, as shown in
 

Table 	3.09.
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Table 3.09 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN BORN ALIVE PER MOTHER,
 

ACCORDING TO THE AGE OF THE MOTHER
 

URBAN AREA RURAL AREA 
AGE OF THE MOTHER Non Non 

Total poor Poor Total poor Poor 

From 15 to 19 years old 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.19 

From 20 to 29 years old 1.22 1.11 2.11 2.15 1.81 2.98 

From 30 to 39 years old 3.64 3.29 5.51 5.78 5.10 6.72 

From 40 to 49 years old 5.01 4.76 6.62 7.94 7.67 8.47 

From 50 to 59 years old 5.08 5.00 5.64. 7.92 7.97 7.76 

60 years old and older 4.97 4.99 4.86 7.45 7.51 7.36 

Source: Academia de Centro Am6rica.
 

B-4 	Migration
 

3.17 	Among the total number of poor families, according to methodology
 

II, only 15 percent are migrants. The following observations.are
 

relevant in this connection:
 

i) Non-poor families have migrated to a larger extent than
 

poor families (except those in Alajuela and Lim6n)*. This
 

is much less the case with respect to the rural non poor,
 

which migrate less than the non poor among other groups.
 

Wi) 	 Migration among urban families is systematically lower
 

than among rural families, except for San Jose and Guana­

caste.
 

019
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.1ii) The distribution of the migratory patterns by provinces
 

highlights the fact that Lim6n and Heredia show a propor­

ticn of migrants among the poor rural population higher
 

than the other provinces, while Cartago and Guanacaste are
 

the provinces with the lowest proportion of migrants among
 

poor rural families. In the case of Limx6n, almost one-half
 

of the rural population, both poor and non-poor families,
 

are migrants.
 

iv) 	Poor farmers migrate less than non-poor farmers, but the
 

difference is not very marked.
 

v) 	Heads of the family are slightly qlder among non-migrant
 

rural families. This characteristic is more accentuated
 

in the case of non-poor families: the head of non-migrant
 

families is considerably older than the head of migrant
 

families in this category.
 

vi) 	 As it is also the case for the total population, the index
 

of schooling is higher among.the migrant urban families
 

than among the migrant rural families. There seems to be,
 

no 	association between schooling and migration, for the
 

several categories of poverty.
 

cqO
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Table 3.10
 

PROPORTION OF MIGRANT FAMILIES, POOR AND NON POOR
 

RURAL FAMILIES URBAN FAMILIES 
PROVINCE Non Non 

Poor poor Poor poor 

San Jos6 0.12 0.15 0.19 0.17 

Alajuela 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.08 

Cartago 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.05 

Heredia 0.21 0.25 0.17 0.11 

Guanacaste 0.I 0.14 0.13 0,12 

Puntarenas 0.20 0.21 0.10 0.11 

Lim6n 0.46 0.43 0.13 0.14 

Costa Rica 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.14 

Source: Academia de Centro Am6rica.
 

C. 	ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS i
 

C-i Activity of the family
 

3.18 For the whole country, the economically active population represented
 

55 percent of the total population. This activity rate was lower in
 

the case of the poor than in the case of the non poor., sinqe while,
 

59 percent of the non-poor population was in the economically active
 

population, only 43 percent of the poor were included in it. Among
 

l/ 	This description of the economic characteristics is based on the
 
information gathered during the second generation.
 



the poor, the rate of activity was higherin the case of the 

farmers (49 percent) than in the case of the non farmers,. urban 

and rural together (41 percent). 

According to sex, among the masculine iopulation the urban poor 

had the lowest activity rate (66 per cent). In all the other cases 

this rate of activity was above 84 percent (urban non poor). This 

rate was at a maximum in the case of the rural non poor (95 percent) 

and in the case of poor farmers (93 percent). Among the femenine 

population, the lowest activity rate was observed with respect to 

poor farming families (6 percent) and the highest rate was observed 

with respect to urban non-poor families (35 percent). 

3.19 	With respect to the various provinces, the lowest activity rate was
 

found in Guanacaste and in Alajuela (53 percent) and the highest
 

activity rate was found in Lim6n (59 percent). In the latter
 

province appeared the highest activity rate among th3 non poor (63
 

percent), while the highest activity rate among the poor was observed
 

in Cartago (46 percent). Finally, among the poor, the lowest
 

activity rate was found in Guanacaste and in San Jose (42 percent).
 

3.20 On the average, the economically active population of the whole
 

country included 1.64 members of each family. Among the poor,
 

however, only an average of 1.11 members per family were included,
 

while in the case of the non poor an average of 1.81 members per
 



family 	were. A lower participation was found among the urbanpoor
 

(0.89 	members per family) and among the non-farming rural poor
 

(1.02 members per family).
 

In the case of the masculine population included in the economi­

cally active population, a lower proportion (going from 40 percent,
 

among the non-farming rural poor, to 44 percent, among the urban
 

non poor) was of 30 years old or younger, in comparison with the
 

femenine population (for which the proportion went from 56 percent,
 

among the urban poor, up to 72 percent, among poor farmers).
 

C-2 	Sector of activity of the head of the family
 

3.21 	 While 56 percent of the heads of non-poor urban families were
 

classified as occupied in the terciary sector, only 30 percent of
 

the heads of poor urban families were classified in this sector.
 

Among the urban non poor 23 percent were occupied in the secondary
 

sector and only 16 percent were looking for a job for the first
 

time. On the other hand, among the urban poor, only 16 percent of
 

the heads of family worked in the secondary sector, while 46 per­

cent were looking for a job for the first time.
 

Among the rural non-farming families, 53 percent of the heads of
 

poor families worked in the primary sector, but only 46 percent of
 

the heads of non-poor farilies did. For this category, among the
 

non poor 18 percent worked in the secondary sector and 25 percent
 

in the terciary sector, while among the poor only 9 percent worked
 



72 

in the secondary sector and 13 percent worked in the terciary
 

sector.
 

About 26 percent of the heads of poor non-farming rural families 

vore lootkiw for a job for the first time, but this percentage 

repres,ntd 11 powecnt wavmnr th, non poor in th. category. 

Obviousy, tho jre,- n;t p-,oportion of I'!he heads of the farming 

famiie't k n 0to prnit'c:tv -. jct (71 per:ent among the poor 

ad '1) por-.'eli: "Itiong, th ' nni poor), while 10 perent among the non 

poor aMni 10 ptrcent aon, the poor wore looking for a job for the 

C-3 !!2M' iom.10nt 

3.22 ror anl th country, the memb rs of the economically active popu­

lation %rhco we". ypreunted 6 it. Iinver,roe! prcnt of 

thI4 _n ._f ,tan ,ini cnt1, lower amion . the non 

poor (m i:n. ) )-:haui , the poor (11 percz:nt). Among thl non 

Pofor, the rate., .,I wa'.s the s,,%-,in ,h. urbn arneas as 

in ther~t.e; 

Aimon, ,'h' .,, the hi.,'ratn of unenpley:--nt was obnerved in 

the tarl'.in arpa:; ( 2(i pe~~i ) , follow:ed by r'w ;iI nonl far. ees (16 

percent). "):,rf;irmcr:,, in:.-tead, pro:;ented a rate of unemtployment 

of on1-ly ";~ . VT;(: !?s'!-(,t wi~a; -. ariur the poor urban 

Manculine rolkU];ltion (0"k p ercnut ). 

The ratn !-,ie 1yn.,it w,:; riot vwr/ differrnL, with rspec't to 

the total oconomically aotivo population, for tho; various provinces 

http:tarl'.in
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of the country, since it fluctuated between 5 percent (San Jos)
 

and 7 percent (Heredia). In the case of non-poor families, only
 

in the 	latter province was the rate higher than in the rest of
 

the country (5, instead of 4 percent). In the case of poor
 

families, on the other hand, there were significanc differences.
 

The rate of unemployment fluctuated between 12 percent (Guanacaste)
 

or 13 	percent (Alajuela and Cartago) and 19 percent (Lim6n) or 20
 

percent (Heredia).
 

In the 	case of non-poor families, the rate of unemployment was
 

inversely related to the formal level of education achieved. That
 

is, the higher the level of formal education achieved, the lower 

the rate of unemployment. Exactly the opposite was the case with
 

respect to poor families, for which the rate of unemployment was
 

higher 	the hilher the level of education.
 

3.23 	 In summary, the poor families of the country are characterized by 

a lower proportion of thteir members being in the economically 

active population in comp-irison with non-poor families. In addition, 

a smaller number of persons per family were active, on the average, 

in the 	case uf poor families than in the case of non-poor families.
 

In turn, of this smaller number, a greater proportion were unemployed 

in the case of poor familie;. In effect, a smaller proportion
 

of the poor worked, in comparison with the non poor, both because
 

their rate of activity was lower and because their rate of unemployment
 



was higher. These associations among poverty, activity and
 

employment are some of the most marked found in the study.
 

C-4 	 Land tenure 

3.24 	 There are no significant differences between poor and non-poor 

farmers with respect to land tenure. In effect, the proportions 

of land owned by the farmer and of land possessed according to 

other forms of tenure (e.g. renting') are very similar, as shown
 

in the following table:
 

Table 3.11
 

LAND TENURE, AREA OF FARMS AND POVERTY 1/
 

(Percentages)
 

NUMBER OF FARMS AREA 
FORM OF TENURE Non Non 

Poor poor Poor poor 

Owned 83.09 85.57 91.10 8g.79 

Rented 7.65 3.95 1.16 1.15 

Combined 9.01 10.30 7.60 8.87' 

Others 0.25 0.18 0.15 0.18 

TOTAL 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

.1/ Methodology II
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C-5 Land use and technology
 

3.25 	There is a fairly different use of land in poor farms than in non­

poor farms. In effect, the former devote to annual crops and to
 

permanent crops one-half of the area, while non-poor farmers devote
 

to this cultivation less than one-fifth of the area. On the other
 

hand, non-poor farmers devote to pastures and woods almost three­

quarters of the area of their farms. Poor farmers, instead, devote
 

40 percent of the area of their farms to these activities,
 

Table 3.12
 

USE OF LAND BY POOR AND NON-POOR FARMERS 1/
 

Non-poor Poor
 

Total farmers farmers
 

Total Area 100.0 100.0 100,0
 

Cultivation of annual crops 10.7 10.5 26.3
 

Permanent corps 6.4. 6.2 24.1
 

Pastures 51.2 51.3 3 5.2
 

Woods 21.1 21.3 3.4
 

Other 10.7 10.7 11.0
 

1/ Methodology II
 

Source: Academia de Centro America
 

cq­
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3.26 With respect to poor farmers it is worthwh.le to mention.: 

i) that the smaller the size of the farm, the greater is 

the proportion of the area devoted to permanent crops and 

the smaller is the proportion devoted to pastures; that 

ii) land cultivated in annual crops represents approximately 

one-third of the area of poor farms of less than 4 

hoctares. For larger sizes the proportion decreases 

dramatically; and that 

iii) 	in larger poor farms (between 4 and 9.9 hectares), the
 

proportion of the area devoted to pastures is very similar
 

to the proportion corresponding to non-poor farms.
 

3..27 	 Non-poor farmers employ "modern" technologies much more frequently
 

than poor farmers, namely dusters and other forms of
 

machinery, as well as irrigation and fertilizer. This is the case
 

in all the provinces of the country. It is interesting to note,
 

however, that one-fourth of the poor farmers use fertilizer and
 

that about one-third of the area covered by small farms is fertilized.
 

C-6 	Sources of income
 

3.29 	With respect to the income of poor farmers it is important to notice
 

that if a rent is imputed when they ive in their own houses or in
 

a house free of charge and if an income is imputed for free firewood,
 

these two items would represent (inthe case of methodology II)
 

almoat 40 percent of the total income of the poor farmers. A free
 

http:worthwh.le
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house wculd represent about 31 percent and free firewood would
 

represent between 6 and 7 percent. This is the reason why the
 

way in which these two items are computed is decisive in an
 

estimation of income levels. For example, if both items were
 

completely eliminated from the computation, the proportion of
 
• 1/
 

poor farmers would increase substantially.-


Other determinants, such as the selling price of agricultural prod­

ucts, do not seem to possess such a marked influence on income
 

levels. In effect, an increase of five percent in the price of
 

the products reduced the amount of poor:farmers by only 5 percent.
 

3.29 With respect to the incomes earned by farmers outside of their
 

farms, it is interesting to note that:
 

i) both in the case of poor farmers and in the case of non­

poor farmers, the wages earned outside of their farms are
 

originated mostly in work performed outside of the
 

agricultural sector;
 

ii) in the case of poor farmers, the wages earned outside of
 

thi agricultural sector represent (methodology II) approx­

imately 15 percent of their total incomes, while in the
 

case of non-poor farmers this proportion was 6 percent,
 

and
 

1/ See no:e in pag. 37.
 



iii) 	 the wages earned outside of the farm but in the agricultural
 

sectQr itself do not represent a very significant proportion
 

of total income, both in the case of poor and of non-poor
 

farmers.
 

3.30 	In all types of farm, consumption on the farm seems to be not much
 

significant. This reflects a high degree of integration of the
 

farmers to the monetary economy, which is an important character­

istic 	of Costa Rican agriculture. In the case of poor farmers
 

consumption on the farm represents (methodology II) not more than
 

3 percent of total income and in the case of non-poor farmers this
 

proportion not even reaches one percent. It is interesting to notice
 

that the lower the income level of poor farmers, the greater iE the
 

relative importance of consumption on the farm. In effect, for the
 

poorest farmers, consumption on the farm represents approximately
 

16 percent of their total income.
 

3.31 	When the poor farmers are classified according to the main 'crop
 

cultivated, it appears (methodology II)that the most important
 

main crop is coffee (for more than one-quarter of the poor farmers)
 

and beef cattle (for 10 to 15 percent). An important change is
 

observed when methodologies I and II are compared, namely that with
 

the former the activity of the largest amount of poor farmers was
 

beef cattle, while with the second one, coffee occupies the first
 

place. It is important to keep in mind that the previous statement
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does not imply that a farmer is poor because he is devoted to 

cattle raising-or to coffee production. 

D. 	 IMPACT OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURES
 

D-1 illiteracy
 

3.32 	Costa Rica has devoted an important proportion of public expendi­

tures to formal education. It is interesting, therefore, to inquire
 

if, despite the expenses incurred, there are still important
 

disparities between the poor and the non poor in this connection.
 

In effect, the proportion of illiterates is greater among the poor
 

than among the non poor, since among the former 15 percent of the
 

persons 10 years old and older are illiterate, while among the
 

latter only 9 percent are. For the country as a whole the rate of
 

illiteracy is 10 percent.
 

The rate of illiteracy is three times greater among the rural
 

families than among the urban ones, as indicated in the following
 

table:
 

Table 	3.13
 

ILLITERACY RATE, BY SEX, URBAN AND RURAL AREA AND
 
CONDITION OF POVERTY
 

URBAN RURAL 
Men Women Men Women 

Poor 0.08 0.10 0.18 0.17 
Non poor 0.03 0.04 0.13 0.14 
TOTAL 0.04 0.05 0.15 0.15 

Source: A_ _J__
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The previous table also shows that the difference between 
the poor
 

and the non poor, with respect to the illiteracy rate, is 
greater
 

among the urban families than among the rural families.
 

D-2 Schooling
 

3.33 	Another indicator of the impact of public expenditures 
in the field
 

As shown in the following
of education is the index of schooling. 


table, this index is greater for the urban families than for the
 

That is,of the 11 years of formal studies
rural families. 


(primar" and secondary education) that a person could 
potentially
 

have attended, the members of the rural families have attended 
four
 

(not even completed primary education) while the members 
of urban
 

families have attended, on the average, six.
 

Table 3.14
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING, BY SEX, RURAL AND URBAN
 

AREA AND CONDITION OF POVERTY
 

URBAN RURAL, 

Men Women Men Women 

Poor 0.55 0.50 0.38 0.39 

Non poor 0.65 0.62 0.41 0.42 

TOTAL 0.64 0.60 0.40 0.41 

Source: Academia de Centro Am6rica.
 



The most conspicuous result is that the index of schooling tends
 

to be similar for the whole rural population, both for the poor
 

and for the non poor, but differs more markedly between the urban
 

poor and non poor. The absence of a significant difference between
 

the rural poor and non poor, in terms of their average schooling,
 

might indicate a smaller association of poverty with differences
 

in the level of formal education with respect to the agricultural
 

tasks, than in the case of typically urban tasks.
 

3.34 With respect to farmers, both in the case of poor as in the case
 

of non-poor families, a very high proportion of the heads of the
 

families, namely 71 percent, had attended 6nly a few grades of
 

primary education. Only 4 percent of the non poor and 1 percent
 

of the poor had attended school beyond the primary level. 
Finally,
 

25 percent of the non poor and 27 percent of the poor had not
 

received any kind of formal education at all.
 

The similarity, in this respect, betweem poor and non-poor families
 

is not maintained in the case of non-farming families, both rural
 

and ruban. I;hile among poor urban families 13 percent of the
 

heads of the families had not attended school at all, this was the
 

case only with respect to 5 percent among non-poor urban families.
 

Similarly, while among poor rural non-farming families 27 percent
 

of the heads of the families had not attended school, this was the
 

case only with respect to 18 percent of the non poor.
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At the other end of the distribution, while 36 percent of the
 

heads of non-poor urban families had attended school beyond the
 

primary education, only 16 percent had done so in the case of the
 

poor, Among rural non-farming families, the head of the family
 

had attended school beyond the primary level in 11 percent of the.
 

instances, in the case of non-poor families, and in only 4 percent
 

of the cases, if the family was poor.
 

In general there is a high correlation between attendance to
 

school beyond primary education and the level of income of the
 

family. This relationship, however, is not present in the case of
 

farming families, both poor and non poor, and in the case of poor
 

rural non-farming families.
 

D-3 	Housing
 

3.35 	 Houses seem to be in better condition in the urban areas than in
 

tho rural areas. In effect, houses were in good condition in 64
 

percent of the cases in urban areas and in 46 percent of the cases
 

in rural areas. In turn, the houses of the non poor seem to be in
 

better condition than the houses of the poor. While 59 of the
 

houses of the non poor were in good condition, only 37 percent of
 

those of the poor were. On the other hand, only 12 percent of the
 

houses of non-poor families were in bad condition, but this was
 

the case with respect to 17 percent of the houses of poor families.
 



In this connection, the differences between the poor and the non
 

poor are more-marked in the urban areas. The urban poor possessed
 

houses in bad condition in 25 percent of the cases, while the
 

urban non poor were in these position in only 8 percent of the
 

cases. The association becomes weaker in the rural areas; there
 

are no significant differences between the poor and the non poor
 

with respect to the percentage of houses in bad condition, but
 

while 37 percent of the poor live in houses in good condition, this
 

Is the case for 50 percent of the non poor.
 

D-4 	 Overcrowding
 

3.36 	The description of the condition of housing is complemented with
 

the index of overcrowding in Table 3.15. Overcrowding tends to be
 

higher in rural dwelings than in urban dwelings. In turn, over­

crowding becomes higher as the condition of the house worsens.
 

Overcrowding is also greater among poor rural non-farming families
 

than among farmers.
 

While there are, on the average, 2.4 persons per bedroom, in the
 

case of non-poor families, there are 3.4 persons per bedro6m ih
 

the case of *oor families. This index of overcrowding increases as
 

one moves from houses in good condition to houses in fair condition
 

and to houses in bad condition.
 



Table 3.15-

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES ACCORDING TO THE CONDITION OF THE 
HOUSE AND THE INDEX OF OVERCROWDING
 

Condition of the houseand index of over-
crowding 

Condition of the house 
Total 

In good condition 

In fair condition 

In bad condition 

Total 

100 

54 

33 

13 

TTLPOOR 
Urban Rural 

100 100 

64 46 

26 38 

10 16 

Total 

100 

59 

29 

12 

Urban 

100 

68 

24 

8 

Rural 

100 

50 

34 

16 

Total 

100 

37 

45 

17 

NON POOR 

Urban Rural 

100 100 

36 38 

38 48 

25 14 

Index of overcrowding 
Total 

In good houses 

In fair hcuses 

In bad houses 

2.7 

2.1 

3.0 

3.8 

2.2 

1.9 

2.6 

3.4 

3.0 

2.4 

3.2 

4.0 

2.4 

2.0 

2.8. 

't3.4 

2.1 

1i8 

2.5 

3.1 

2.f 

2.3 

3.0 

3.5 

3.4 

2.7 

3.6 

4.6 

3.0 

2.3 

3.1 

4.1 

3.& 

2.9. 

3.7 

4.9 

Source: Academia de Centro Amirica. 
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D-5 Water, sewer and electricity.
 

3.37 	 In the field of public investment with a social objective sewage
 

systems, potable water and electricity have been given a high
 

prioity. The provision of these services has not been closely
 

linked 	to the payment capacity of the beneficiary.
 

With respect to electricity, there is a clear difference between
 

the urban and the rural areas. This difference, however, is not
 

present between the poor and the non poor. 
Given an area, there
 

is access to this service without differences according to income
 

levels. The same is also true, to a greater extent, with respect
 

to the 	provision of potable water and sewage systems.
 

Poor farming families had access to sewer and sewage systems in 47
 

percent of the cases, while poor urban families had access to these
 

services in 85 percent of the cases. 
The difference is even more
 

pronounced in the case of electricity, since only 29 percent of the
 

poor farming families had access to this service, in comparison
 

with 87 percent of the poor urban families.
 

ql
 



CHAPTER IV
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

A. 	 CONCLUSIONS 

4.01 	 Among its purposes, the study attempted to construct a typology 

of poverty in Costa Rica, in the sense that it attempted to dis­

cover some of the demographic, social and economic characteristics 

which accompany the condition of poverty. In addition, an effort 

was made to obtain information which would allow an estimation of 

the degree of association linking each one of the variables studied 

and the level of family income per capita. 

In this respect, the purpose of the study was to determine if there 

are significant differences in the values of the demographic social
 

and economic variables studied, in connection with the groups of the
 

poor and of the non poor and in connection with any one of the
 

various sub-groups of the poor.
 

It is worthwhile to insist that the existence of some association
 

among these variables and the condition of poverty does not neces­

sarily imply the existence of a relationship of causality among them
 

and to remember that this study does not attempt to elaborate any
 

model about the causes of poverty, in which case it would have been
 

possible to make assertions about cause and effect.
 

4.02 	The previous objective was not completely achieved, due to the
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shortcomings mentioned which, outside of the control of the Academia,
 

took place during the stages of programming and computation. In this
 

respect, it is useful to make two observations:
 

i) to our knowledge, the errors mentioned affected only the
 

computation of the income of farming families, but not
 

:he computation of other incomes. As a result, a typology.
 

of urban poverty and a typology of the poverty of non­

farming rural families, based on the information contained
 

in this study, seem more reliable;
 

ii) in view of the fact that there is a certain uniformity of
 

the results obtained, in most cases, when the different
 

methodologies were used (while at the same time these
 

methodologies were affected by different errors of comput­

ation, with different biases), it seems that relative
 

figures and ordinal data can be used, with the appropriate
 

caution, since apparently they did not suffer dractic
 

changes, due to the errors or to the changes inmethodology.
 

4.03 In view of the previous considerations, a typology of poverty in
 

Costa Rica would include the following characteristics:
 

The poor in Costa Rica is more rural than urban. Three out of
 a. 


each four of the poor live in the rural areas. The proportion
 

of the poor among rural families tends to be twice this pro­

portion among urban families.
 



b. 	The poor belongs to'familieswithalarger number of members
 

than the b-n poor.
 

The poor mothers possess a greater fertility'than the non
c. 


poor mothers.
 

The poor belongs to families with;a greater proportion of
d. 


their members between 15 years old and over 64 years of age,
 

than in the case of the non poor. In effect, the dependency
 

index is twice for poor families than for non poor.
 

The poor belongs to families for which a smaller proportion
e. 


of their members works.
 

f. 	The poor have this characteristic due, in part, to the fact
 

that they belong to families for which a smaller proportion
 

of their members are in the economically active population.
 

In effect, the rate of activity was 37 percent greater among
 

non-poor families than among poor families.
 

g. 	 The poor who belong to the economically active population are,
 

in-turn, subject to a significantly higher degree of unemploy­

ment. The.rate of unemployment was more than three-and-a­

half times greater among the poor than among the non poor
 

included in the economically active population.
 

h. 	The poor was looking for a job for the first time, without
 

finding one, in a greater proportion than the non poor.
 

i. 	The poor is more rural than urban and consequently he is found
 

with more frequency in the primary sector of the economy.
 



A. 	 The.poor is illiterate in a greater.,proportion thanthe non 

.poor; The rate of illiteracy is 66 percent higher amon the 

poor than among the non poor. 

'k. The poor has attended a smaller number,of years of formal 

education, with respect to those that could have potentially
 

been attended, in view of his age, than the non poor. In
 

effect, the indexeof schooling is lower for the poor than for
 

the 	non poor.
 

1. 	The poor belongs to families whose head has not attended any
 

formal education at all in a greater proportion than the
 

non poor. In addition, the heads of poor families have attendee
 

studies beyond primary education in a smaller proportion t'han
 

the non poor.
 

The poor lives in houses in bad condition in a greater proport­m. 


ion than the non poor and in houses in good condition, in a
 

smaller proportion than the non-poor..
 

The poor lives with a greater number of persons in the same
n. 


bedroom than the nonpoor. The index of overcrowding .is42
 

percent higher among the poor than among the non poor.
 

The poor has less access than the non poor to the services of
o. 


sewage 	systems, potable water and electricity.
 

4.04 	The information obtained permits that a typology of urban poverty
 

in Costa Rica be attempted. According to this typoogy,: it could
 

be asserted that:
 



90
 

a.. The urban.poor,.although he belongs to' smaller families than 

the rural'poor, belongs ito.largerfamilies than the urban 

non poor. 

b. Poor urban mothers possess a-lower:fertility than,:poor rural 

mothers and a.greater fertility than inon-poor urban mothers. 

c. The index of dependency of poor urban families is lower than 
in he case of poor rural familiesand higherthanin the 

case of non-poor urban families. 

d. The rate of activity of the urban poor is lower-than the rate 

of activity of the rural poor and lower than: the rate of 

activity,of the urban non poor. 

e. The rate of unemployment among the urban poor is higher than 

among the urban non poor and lower than among the rural poor. 

f. The urban poor were looking for a job for the first time in 

a much greater proportion than any other group of the population 

g. The urban poor works mainly in the terciary sector. 

h. The urban poor is more illiterate than the urban non poor, but 

significantly less iiliterate than the rural poor. 

i. The index of schooling is lower among the urban poor than 

among the urban non poor, but higher among the urban poor than 

among the rural poor. The difference between the urban poor 

and the rural poor is more marked than the difference'between 

the urban poor and non poor. 

j. The urban poor lives, in a greater proportion than the rural 
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poor, in houses in bad condition, andiin a smaller proportion 

than the rural poor, in houses in good condition. 

k. 	 The index of overcrowding is lower among the urban poorthan 

.among the rural poor,-Ibut higher among the urban poor than 

among the urban non poor.
 

The urban poor has greater access to the services of potable
.
 

water, electricity and sewage systems than the rural poor and
 

this difference is much more mared than the difference
 

between the urban poor and non poor.
 

The 	information obtained would also allow the determination of a
 

typology of poverty for the rural non-farming families of Costa
 

Rica. This typology would include the following elements:
 

a. 	The non-farming poor represent a higher proportion than the
 

poor farmers (about twice), with respect to the rural population
 

of Costa Rica.
 

b. 	 The non-farming rural poor belongs to families slightly larger
 

than poor farming families and significantly larger than non­

farming rural non-poor families.
 

The index of dependency of the poor non-farming.rural families
c. 

is higher than the index of dependency of the poor farming
 

families. Moreover, this index is higher for the poor rural
 

non-farming families than for any other group of the population.
 

The rate of activity is lower among the rural non-farming poor
d. 
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,.than 	among the poor farmers, but higher than among,the urban 

poor. 

e. 	 The rate of unemployment is higher in the case of the rural 

non-farming poor than in the case of any other group of the 

population.
 

f. 
'Secondonly to the urban poor, the rural non-farming poor are
 

the group that in a higher proportion looked for'a job for the
 

first time without finding it.
 

g. The rural non-farming poor and the poor farmers show the same
 

rate of illiteracy and practically the same index of schooling.
 

In turn, this index does not differ mush from that corresponding
 

o the rural non poor.
 

*h. Thei rural non-farming poor lives, in a greater proportion of
 

the 	cases than the poor farmer, in houses in bad condition and,
 

in a smaller proportion of the cases, in houses in good con­

dition, but the differences are small when compared to those
 

existing between the urban poor and the rural poor.
 

Implicit in the previous lists there are some of the components of
 

a typology of rural poverty in Costa Rica. 
For this reason and
 

since the information with respect to these families suffered the
 

most 	as a result of the programming errors mentioned, it
was
 

considered appropriate not to include more observations than those
 

already contained in the study.
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4.07 In addition to an attempt to search for the components of a
 

typology of poverty in Costa Rica, this study tried to investigate
 

and to solve some of the more serious problems that are present in
 

a research on poverty on the basis mainly of the census information.
 

Chapter II described the methodologies employed and the nature of
 

the attempts to overcome some of the difficulties that appeared in
 

the course of the study. It is expected that even the purely
 

methodological -and not substantive- comparison of the results will
 

be useful, too. On the basis of the experience accumulated, the
 

following section lists some recommendations methodological in
 

character.
 

B? 	 RECOMMENDATIONS
 

4.08 	 The following recommendations cover three aspects, namely: the
 

elaboration of the census information, the focus of studies of
 

poverty based on this type of information and some of the measures
 

which could be taken in connection with the present study.
 

4.08 	The available census information and that which might be collected
 

in the future could be improved, from several points 'ofview,'in
 

order to allow its more fruitfull use in investigations about
 

proverty like the present one.' Three considerations of interest
 

are the following:
 

i) 	The necessary measures could be adopted in order to more
 

easily identify the various census units among the
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different censuses, For example, in the last population
 

and housing censuses of Costa Rica it is possible to
 

exactly determine the family or families corresponding to
 

each dwelling and vice versa. On the contrary, the popu­

lation and agricultural censuses do not allow it, except
 

through a very arduous manual task and the use of computers
 

with a large memory. This problem, which in this study
 

was called the census matching, should be solved in future
 

censuses.
 

ii). 	An effort could be made in order to clarify some of the
 

concepts used in the census, in order to facilitate the
 

classification and interpretation of the information. This
 

is the case, for example, with respect to concepts such as:
 

condition of the house, family, unemployment and rural
 

population. It is evident that an improvement of these
 

concepts implies additional costs, since it means, in
 

general, that questions whould have to be formulated in a
 

more precise fashion and possibly the inclusion of additional
 

questions. For this reason, the costs and benefits of such
 

clarifications would have to be estimated.
 

iii) 	Methodologies could be designed and applied in order to
 

estimate the margin of error of the census information. In
 

this way, the degree of confidence that could be attached
 

to this information and to the analyses based on it could
 

be determined.
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4.10 	Several aspects should be mentioned wuhrespect to the focus of
 

the studies on poverty:
 

5) Studies about poverty in'the country-cannot be success­

fully attempted on the basis only of the census information
 

The censuses provide very valuable data, but it is neces­

sary to complement them with other studies and surveys,
 

which might be limited to the collection of information
 

about specific aspects not worthwhile including in the
 

censuses. This was the case, in the present study, with
 

respect to the costs of the agricultural production.
 

ii) 	In connection with the methodology used, it is important
 

to consider the possibility to work on he basis of a sample
 

of the census information, instead of with the whole census
 

information. This would have the significant advantage to
 

require smaller computers which, in turn, would make it
 

possible to undertake the computatl.un tasks in the country.
 

iii) 	 More than a precise determination and quantification of the
 

magnitude of the problem of poverty, the focus of these
 

studies should be an examination of the effects that the'
 

modification of certain variables would have on the levels
 

of poverty. In effect, through a sensitivity analysis it
 

would be possible to analyze the relative importance -the
 

weight- that different factors have on the phenomenon under
 

investigation.
 

http:computatl.un


96
 

The sensitivity analysis would be focused in three
 

directions: first, towards a modification of the income
 

levels used to classify the population of the country
 

into poor and non-poor; second, towards a modification
 

of the main components of the incomevof poor families;
 

and third, towards a modification of the criterion of po­

verty, complementing income levels with another criteria
 

such as the stock of assets (farm size), access to certain
 

services and other aspects of the environment.
 

iv) It would be useful to more deeply undertake certain specific
 

studies, among which the following might be considered im­

portant:
 

- Poor farmers (why are they poor ?);
 

- Unemployment and underemployment (seasonal,,permanent,
 

excess supply of labor according to farmsize and type
 

of crop);
 

- Migrations (who migrates, in what direction ?);
 

- Urban poverty (characteristics);
 

- Effects of public expenditures (do they reduce the dis­

parities between the poor and the non poor ?); and 

- Sources of income (wages, profits of agricultural exploit­

ations, value of public services, etc.). 

These specific studies will require, most of the time, 

surveys and other field investigations, in addition to-the 
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census information, in order 'toaccumulate the necessary.
 

data, which would allow a certain degree of detail in the
 

analysis of the problems under study.
 

4.11 There are certain aspects in connection with the manner in which
 

the 	present study was undertaken that suggest how it could and
 

should be improved in order to reach more satisfactory results. It
 

is useful to mention:
 

i) 	That the prima facie analysis of the data, despite the
 

errors of computation that make of little use some of
 

the criteria of classification, reveals certain elements
 

which do not deserve that additional efforts be devoted
 

to their examination, when the investigation continues,
 

since they seem to have relatively little importance in
 

an attempt to typif, or characterize poverty.
 

ii) That it is indispensable to improve the computarized in­

formation obtained fron the census data. Specifically, it
 

is necessary a new computation of the income of farming
 

families. Two considerations of importance are: first,
 

that "nless the errors of computation that affect the
 

tabulated information are corrected, it would be very dif­

ficult to perform analysis sufficiently reliable to base
 

decisions of social or economic policy upon them and second,
 

that the additional effort and cost which would have to be
 



incurred in order to eliminate the existing mistakes,is
 

very small, compared to the magnitude of the job already
 

performed.
 

iii) That once the depuration of the available information is
 

completed, the data would be useful for two types of
 

analysis: first, different classifications of the main
 

variables could be attempted and second, it would be
 

possible to perform a series of statistical tests with the
 

variables, such as correlations, regressions, analysis of
 

variance, rank correlations, etc. None of these analyses
 

would make much sense while the errors present in the
 

tabulated information persist. On the"other hand, if the
 

depuration is achieved, several analyses could be performed
 

which would substantially increase the information available
 

about poverty.
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GLOSSARY
 

.ACTIVITY RATE: It is the gross rate of economic activity, namely,'the
 

percentage that the economically active population re­

presents with respect to the total population.
 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION: From an administrative-political point or
 

view, Costa Rica is divided into seven provinces (San
 

Jos6, Alajuela, Cartago, Heredia, Guanacaste, Puntarenas and Lim6n). -In.
 

'turn, each one of the provinces is divided into a number of cantones
 

(counties). As of 1973 there were 79 cantonesin the country. Table
 

C-3 contains a list of these cantones. Finally, each canton is divided
 

into districts.
 

AGRICULTURAL YEAR: It is the year that went from May first, 1972, to
 

April 30th, 1973.
 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME: It is the quotient of the total family income
 

divided by the number of persons in the family.
 

CANTON: Any one of the administrative units into which each province of
 

the country is divided. See administrative division.
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION: It is the quotient of the standard deviation
 

divided by the arithmetic mean.
 

\ \\
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GLOSSARY
 

ACTIVITY RATE: It is the gross rate of economic,activity, namely, the
 

percentage that the economically active population re­

presents with reepect to the to'a1 population.
 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION: From an administrative-political point Of.J
 

view, Costa Rica is divided into seven provinces (San
 

Jose, Alajuela, Cartago, Heredia, Guanacaste, Puntarenas and Lim6n). In.
 
I.I
 

turn, each one of the provinces is divided into a number of cantones 

(counties). As of 1973 there were 79 cantones-in the country. Table
 

C-3 contains a list of these cantones. Finally, each canton is divided
 

into districts.
 

AGRICULTURAL YEAR: It is the year that went from May first, 1972, to
 

April 30th, 1973.
 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME: It is the quotient of the totalfamily income
 

divided by the number of persons in the family.
 

,CANTON: Any one of the administrative units into which each province of
 

the country is divided. See administrative division.
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION: It is the quotient of the standard deviation
 

divided by the arithmetic mean.
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CONSUMPTION ON THEFARM: It ,is the net -value 'of'the portion of the 

farm's output which, instead of being sold in the market,
 

is used for consumption by the-productive unit itself. It is'equivalent
 

to an income in kind. This portion of the farms output was valued at.
 

the same prices used to compute the income originating in the portion
 

that 	was sold in the market. In order to obtain its net value, the costs 

of materials, labor and transportation were deducted from its gross value.
 

DEPENDENCYINDEX: It is the proportion which results frcm a comparison
 

of the population below 15 years old:and above 64 years 

old with the population between 15 and 64 years old.
 

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION: The economically Iactive population in­

cludes all persons 15 years old and older who, during the
 

week of the 7th to the 12th of May of 1973, either had a job or worked
 

at least one hour or did not work during that week, either because they
 

were 	looking for a job or because they believed that. had they looked
 

for one, they would have not found one. The economically active popula­

tion 	also includes those persons, in the corresponding age group, who
 

were 	looking for a job for their first time.-


EXCESS SUPPLY OF LABOR: It is the difference between the amount of-labor
 

that a farming family can offer(availability)and the
 

l/ 	Direcci6n General de Estadistica y.Censos. Instructivo para el
 
Enumerador. Censos Nacionales de 1973. San JosS. 1973i p. U6.
 

S\'
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technical labor-requirements necessary to .produce the output of the farm
 

.(requirements). Both this demand and this supply of labor are measured in
 

Working days. The labor requirements were estimated on the basis of
 

technical coefficients corresponding to the labor inputs applicable to
 

each one of the agricultural products considered during the computation
 

of the net income of the farm. The amount of labor supplied was estimated
 

under the asumption that those members of the farming families who were
 

not wage earners and who were members of the economically active popula-.
 

tion, were available to work at the farm a total of 280 working days per
 

year. If the difference was positive (if the availability was greater
 

than the requirements), there was an excess supply of labor. In the
 

opposite case there was a deficit.
 

FAMILY: The family was the basic unit of analysis. The concept of family
 

employed was predetermined by the definition used in the
 

1973 censuses. According to the latter, the census family was defined as­

"a group of persons, with or without ties as relatives, living tQgether
 

under a family regime. A family can consist of a person living alone.
 

In general, the census family includes the head of the family, the rela­

tives living with him or her and those persons who participate in the
 

family's life because of their jobs: servants, helpers, and other farm
 

workers. Other persons who share the house and take their meals with the
 

family must be considered as members of the census family. Other persons
 

who share the house, but who do not take their meals with the family,
 



must be considered as separate census fam lies and must be 4enumerated 

in separate questionnaires." _ 

It is any extension of land totally or partially devoted to agri.FARM: 

cultural production. -Itcan consist of two or more lots 

or parcels, provided that they are worked under the same administratio, 

possessing the same means-of production such as labor, machinery and 

equipment. These parcels need not necessarily be adjacent, but they 

must be located in the same canton or in neighboring cantones. 

FARMS WITHOUT LAND: A poultry or cattle productive unit is considered
 

These
as a census farm even if it does not have land. 


units are called "farms without land". According to the agricultural
 

of 1973, among the 81,562 farms, 4,564 corresponded to farms with­

out land, which represented 5.6 percent of the total.-
/
 

census 

FARMING FAMILY: Family for which any one of its members is an agricul­

tural producer. It is a family which exploits a.farm. 

the average number of children born
FERTILITY: It is defined either as 

alive per woman, by age Igroups, or as the average number 

of living children per woman, by age groups. 

1/ Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censa. Instructivo para el Enu-


San Jose, 1973, pp. 34-35.'
merador. Censos Nacionales de.1973. 


2/ Ibid, pp. 57-58.
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G ias computed in the follow­-GINI':COEFFICIENT:; The G~ni.,coeffic'ent 


ing way:
 

, ...• E.P ( , +Q ).. 
":: -10,000 ""
 

where P, represents.the percentage of families included i.n each class
 

and Q' represents the accumulated percentage of the incomesreceiVed by
 

to the class i 'included. The coefficienttends to zero
all families,u 


as the distribution comes closer to perfect equality,and-it tends to
 

one, as the distribution becomes more concentrated.
 

THE 	 FAMILY: It ids, the person judged as suh by .theothermembersHEADOF 

Of the census family.
 

At the time of the census, the interviewer
HOUSE, CONDITION OFTHE: 


H 	 E,, OFTHPPND.ITION 

classified each house as good, fair and bal, accordin.
 

to the following criteria:-


Good: "House with no apparent defficiencies or failures".
a. 


"House which requirps repairs of some importance,
b., 	Fair: 


due to damages or lack of floor, ceiling, or defects in
 

the 	walls or roofs".
 

c. 	Bad: "House in very deteriorated condition, due to sunken
 

or broken foundations, fisures and craks in the walls,,..
 

deteriorated or unsafe roofs, etc."
 

1/ 	 Direcci6n General de Estaidistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu­

merador. Censos Nacionales.de 1973. San Jos&, 1973, p. 24.
 

http:Nacionales.de
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precinct arranged toHOUSING: A"house or dwelling is any premise or 

lodge persons on a permanent or temporary basis. .It 

can be integrated to other ones can be an .independent structure or it 

boat, a train wagon or-any other kind ofandit-could consist of a 


Houses
 space conditioned for lodging at the time of the census. :-


are'classified into individual and collective. :The: former lodge census. 

families and.the latter lodge thosehuman groups living under 
the same 

roof for reasons of health, religious discipline, studies .etc. According. 

to the form of tenure, houses are classified into: 

When one has to pay a rent. to live in'them;
a. Rented: 


'b. Owned : When they belong to the head or to some other
 

Smember of the family, even when they are 

mortgaged or not completely paid;.and 

c. Other : "When they do not correspond to any of:the 

previous categories. This group includes
 

houses free of charge and those provided by
 

employers to their workers~and their..families..
 

It is the rent that it has been .estimated. that otherwise
IMPUTED RENT: 


the family would have had ,to pay, when it lived in its
 

assigned to
house or in one free of charge. An average rent was own 

each one of these houses, estimated according to its condition 
and lo­

cation.
 

1/ .Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu
 
1973, p. 15.
merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973. : San-Jos, 
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IMPUTED FIREWOOD: It is the income which was' imputed to those farming 

families which employed firewood free of charge as a 

fuel for cooking.
 

INACTIVE POPULATION: .It consists of 1al paersos 12 yearsold and older, 

except those included in the economically active popu­

lation. 

INDEX OF OVERCROWDING: It is the quotient of the total number of members 

,of the families of a given category (urban, rural, far­

mers, etc.) divided by the number of bedrooms corresponding to the houses 

of those families. 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING: It is the quotient that compares the number of years 

of formal education actually gained by all the members of 

the families, up to a maximum of 11 years per member, i.e. up to the 

completion of the secondary education, with the number of years that, 

according to their corresponding ages, these members could have potential­

ly gained. As the index of schooling tends to one, a greater proportion
 

of the members of the family have taken advantage of the educational
 

opportunities (up to the last year of high school), accnrding to their
 

ages. The other extreme value of the index is zero, which would indicate
 

thac the members of the families have attended none of the year of school
 

which, according to their ages, they could have potentially attended..
 



A-8_
 

LABOR PRODUCTIVITY: It is the Value of output minus the ,cost or ne
 

materials and of transportation i-all divided by the
 

number of working days required in the,farm, according to the technical
 

coefficienfts for the use of labor.
 

LAND TENURE: The legal rights according to which a producer exploits 

a farm allows their classification into: 

a. 	Owned: Those farms with respect to which the producer
 

has a property title and therefore the right to
 

transfer them. This is the case also of those
 

farms which the producer exploits as if he was
 

the owner, even though he does not have.a pro­

perty title yet.
 

b. 	Rented: These are extensions of land used by the pro­

ducer after a payment of a rent. This class
 

includes those cases in which the rent is paid
 

by delivering a portion of the production of
 

the farm. Similarly, those lands used by the
 

producer free of charge during certain periods.
 

are included in this class.
 

c. Other: This class includes those farms that could
 

not be classified in any of the two previous
 

classes, such as lands occupied by squatters,
 

lands in trust, etc.
 



d. Mixed: Since a farm can consist of more than one parcel,
 

the fomof ,land tenure could differ ftom one 

parcel to another. When this is the case, the, 

form of tenure is mixed. 

LEVEL OF EDUCATION: The level of education (none, primary, beyond pri­

mary) indicates if a person has not gained any year of
 

the formal education, has only gained some years of the primary education
 

or has gained any level of education beyond primary school.
 

MAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS: These are those products which, produced
 

on the corresponding farm, represent the highest per­

centage of the total value of the output of that farm.
 

METROPOLITAN AREA: The Metropolitan Area has been defined as the canton
 

Central of the province of San Josfiand the ten neigh­

boring cantones in the immediate area of influence of the former, with
 

the exception of those districts which, due to their topographic.charac­

teristics or to their excessive distance from the central nucleus, do
 

not offer possibilities for the future expansion of the area. The ten
 

cantones are: Escazd, Desamparados, Aserri, Goicoechea, Alajuelita,
 

Coronado, Tibfs, Moravia, Montes de Oca and Curridabat.
 

MIGRANT FAMILY: It is a family whose head has been a migrant, according
 

to the population census of 1973.
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d. 	Mixed: Since a.farm can.onsist of more than one parcel, 

the form .of land tenute could differ from one 

parcel to another. When this is the case, the 

form, of tenure is mixed. 

LEVEL; OF EDUCATION: The level of education(none, primary, beyond pri­

mary) indicates if a person has not gained any year of
 

the formal education, has only gained some years of the primary education
 

or has gained any level of education beyond primary school.
 

MAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS: These are those products which, produced
 

on the corresponding farm, represent the highest per­

centage of the total value of the output of that farm.
 

METROPOLITAN 	AREA: The Metropolitan Area has been defined as the canton
 

Central of the province of San Jose and the ten neigh­

boring cantones in the immediate area of influence of the former, with 

the exception Of those districts which, due to their topographic.charac­

teristics or to their excessive distance from the central nucleus, do 

not offer possibilities for the future expansion of the area. The ten 

cantones are: Escazd, Desamparados, Aserri, Goicoechea, Alajuelita, 

Coronado, Tibfs, Moravia, Montes de Oca and Curridabat. 

MIGRANT FAMILY: 	It is a family whose head has been a migrant, according
 

to the population census of 1973.
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It is the Value of the output (sales plus
NET INCOME OW'THE FARM: 


consumption on the farm) minus the costs of the ma­

terials used, the value of labor employed (both imputed and hired) and
 

the costs of transportation of the products, in the process of pro­

duction and sale of the crops.
 

PRODUCER: It is the physical person or corporation who'has the tech­

nical'lnitiative and the economic responsibility in the
 

The producer could personally administer the
exploitation of a farm. 


farm or could do it through an administrator.
 

The annual output of the farm consists of the
PRODUCTION OF THE FARM: 


products of vegetable origen collected or cropped
 

during the year, the products of animal origen obtained during the year
 

and the increment in the size and weight of the herd, as a result of the
 

efforts of breeding, growing and fatten~ing during the year.
 

RATE OF ILLITERACY: It is the percentage of illiterate persons among
 

An illiterate
the population 10 years old and older. 


is a person characterized by any of the following conditions:
 

a. does not know how to read and write a simple paragraph;
 

b. only knows how to read; or
 

c. knew how to read and write, but has forgotten it.
 

It is the percentage of the economically active
RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT: 

population that did not work or that looked for a job 

for the first time. y 
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Room is:any portion 	of'the house used for lodging.
ROOMS AND BEDROOMS: 


Dinning rooms, living rooms, kitchens, bedrooms, studies,
 

recreation rooms and living quarters for the servants are rooms, Portches,
 

A bedroom
vestibules, corridors, bathrooms and garages are not rooms, 


is a room used mainly for sleeping.-


SECTOR OF ACTIVITY AND OCCUPATIONS: The classifications by sectors of
 

activity and the corresponding occupations are based on
 

the International Uniform Industrial Classification for All Economic
 

Activities, according to the last version.
 

a. Primarysector; Includes the following activities:
 

agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing,
 

and the exploitation of mines and
 

quarries.
 

b. Secondary sector: Includes the following activities:
 

manufacturing industries and construction.
 

c. 	Terciary sector: Includes those activities not included
 

in the primary or the secondary sectors,
 

such as electricity, commerce, hotels
 

and restaurants, transportation, financial
 

institutions, community services, social
 

and personal services, etc.
 

1/ 	Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu­

merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973. San Josg, 1973, p. 24.
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d . Sector No-secto-: Includes the members of.the .economi­

cally active population who were
 

looking for a job for the first time.
 

STANDARD DEVIATION: It is the square root of the quotient of the sums 

of the squares of the deviations with respect to the 

arithmetic mean, divided by the number of observations minus one. 

TOTAL FAMILY INCOME: It is the sum of the incomes earned during the
 

year by all the persons in the family group. It in­

cludes the wages and salaries of remunerated workers, the incomes of
 

self-employed workers and employers, the imputed wages of the family
 

members for their work on the farm, the net income of the farm, the
 

value of free firewood used to cook meals and the imputed rent in the
 

case of owned houses or houses free of charge.
 

URBAN POPULATION: It consists of all the inhabitants of those towns
 

classified as urban in attention to a physical or ur­

banistic criterion, based on the existance of quarters, sewage systems,
 

electricity, sidewalks, etc. In general, the administrative centers of
 

the cantones of the country, namely, the first districts, constitute
 

urban towns. The exceptions are a few first districts which were not
 

classified as urban and others which, not being first districts, were
 

classified as such.- The difference between the total population and
 

the urban population is the rural population.
 

_/ 	Direcci6n General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu­

merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973. San Jos6, 1973, p. 46.
 



WORKING DAY: It is equivalent tboeight hours of work per day.
 

The annual income in the form of wages and salariesWAGES AND SALARIES: 


earned by the remunerated workers in the family was
 

computed by multiplying by twelve the monthly income which, for the same
 

concepts, appears in the population census of 1973. These wages and
 

salaries do not consider the deductions corresponding to the worker as
 

-as
a result of social security contributions and other payments, such 


the quota of the Banco Popular. The salaries of servants included in tho
 

census family were not included in the family's income, since these
 

salaries in fact constituted an expenditure for the family. The wages
 

earned by a group of families (e.g. urban families) are equal to the
 

total income for concept of wages and salaries of all the persons which,
 

within the group, worked, divided by the number of the latter.
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'COSTS OF PRODUCTION AND PRICES OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS
 

AVOCADOS
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies are considered:: the most advanced one,
 

desginated technology 2, involves the use of fertilizer, pesticides and
 

fungicides ant it is employed by farmers producing more than 5,000
 

avocados per hectare.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 68 68
 

Colones per hectare 810 810
 

Daily wages 12 .12
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 101 510
 

911 1,320
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 


Selling price
 

The price was 0 0.20 per unit, at the farm gate..
 

Observations
 

Only production in compact plantings, but not from dispersed trees,
 

is considered.
 



,,Sources
 
Banco ,Crgdito Agricolade Cartago. Manual de Costbs B&sicos uet:
 

'Actividades Agropecuarias 1973 ,s.n.t.-


B A N A N A S
 

Production technology.
 

It is assumed that'the most advancedtechnology, designated as:techw
 

nology 2, is used by those farmers with an:average production per hectare
 

above 36 metric tons per year.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days 153 314,
 

Colones per hectare 4,244' 8,701
 

.28 28
Daily wages 


MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 2,610 2,884
 

6,854 15,585
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 


Selling price.
 

The price on the local or:national market is estimatedto,have been
 

0220 per metric ton minus the costs of transportation. In the case of
 



the international market, the price was '0386 per metric ,ton, at*the 

farm gate.
 

Observations 

Only compact farms are considered. : It is'assumed that the plan­

tations using t.e advanced technology produced only.. for the international 

market.
 

Sources 

Associaci6n Bananera Nacional. Estudio Comparativo de Costos para ,.':
 

Siete Fincas Bananeras en la Zona Atlfntica, 1973. San Josg, 1974.
 

Gonzalez Vega, Claudio, Lizano P., Eduardo and Vogel, Robert Cross. 

The Marketing of Agricultural Products in Costa R:.ca. Associated 

Colleges of the Midwest and Institute of Economic Invest'igations, Univer­

sity of Costa Rica, 1970, p. 109.
 

Information from an interview with Manuel S.Benavides, of the Banco
 

Central de Costa Rica.
 

BEANS 

Production technology
 

Two different technologies are considered. The one designated tech­

nology 2 is used by those farmers with a yield per hectare greater than
 

the average yield per hectare in the canton where the farm is located.
 

Production zones
 

Two production zones are considered: zone 1 includes the cantones
 



of the Valle Central Oriental (East Central Valley) and of the Valle
 

Central Occidental (West Central Valley); zone 2 includes the cantones
 

of the remaining agricultural regions, according to the classification
 

contained in Table C-2.
 

Cost of production
 

Zones and inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

ZONE 1 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 30 38 

Colones per hectare 396 45. 

Daily wages 13 13 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 186 394, 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 582. 889 

ZONE 2 

LABOR 

Working aays per hectare 25 28 

Colones per hectare ,400 446 

Daily wages .16 16 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 120 2'3 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 520 739 

Selling price
 

The price was 0 1.52 per kilo minus transportation costs.
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transportation costs 
Transportatloncosts were estimatedfat 'O.4782 per. ton kilometer. 

Sources 

Banco Crdito Agricola de'Cartago-.Op. citp;, , 62 and 176. 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamentd de Economia y 

la regi6n
Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci6n de Frijol: en 

Meseta Central Oriental, Zona de Puriscal, Agosto-Noviembre, 1972.. San 

Jose, Agosto 1973. 

Ministe~io de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Economia y 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci~n de Frijol en la.Regi6n 

Meseta Central Occidental, Zona de San Rafael de Ojo de Agua, Setiembre-

Diciembre, 1972. San Josh, Julio 1973,. 

B EE F
 

Volume of production
 

The volume of production is a function of several factors: the 

size of the herd and its age structure, the production technologies 

used, the breed of the animals and the geographic location of the ranch. 

the net growth-ofMoreover, this volume of production represents 

the herd, both in terms of the number of animals and in terms of their
 

weight, as a result of the process of production (and not as a result of
 

purchases and sales of animals) during the year.
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Following the study of Vigne it was possible'to determine, for
 

the various livestock-producing zones of the country, the average in­

crease in the weight of the animals, by age and by sex, at the end of
 

the year. Thus, for the different zones considered, the annual pro-'
 

duction of cattle on the hoof, measured in kilos, was computed as
 

follows:
 

Zone. Volume of Production 

GuanacastE Output = 84 C + 122 M + 102 F 

Northern Output 65 C + 140 M + 109 F 

Southern Output 80 C + 50 M + 122 F 

Atlantic Output.= 99 C + 51 M+•112 F 

. where', 

C = Humber of males and females of less than one year.of age. 

M= Number of animals, male and female, between one year and less 

than two years old
 

F Number of animals of both sexes two years old and older.
 

Production technology
 

Three possible production teenoiogies are consicerea. ,is, .ssUneG
 

that the employment of any one of them is veryclosely related to the
 

quantity of pasture available at the ranch. It-is assumed that technology
 

1/ 	 Vigne, Alain. Costos de Producci6n de Ganado de Came en Costa
 
Rica, Agosto 1973-74. Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia.
 
San Jos6, 1974.
 

\,:
 



1 is used by ranches with less than 300 hectares of pastures; that tech­

.nology 2 is used by those with pastures between 300 and 700 hectares and 

that technology 3 is used by producers, with more than 700 hectares of
 

pastures.
 

Production zones
 

With respect to beef, the country is divided into'four livestock­

producing zones. The zone of Guanacaste includes the cantones of the Dry
 

Pacific (Pacifico Seco); the Northern'zone includes the cantones of the
 

Northern, East Central Valley and West Central Valley regions; the
 

Southern zone includes the cantones of the Central Pacific and Southern
 

Pacific regions and, finally, the Atlantic zone includes the entire
 

Atlantic region. The term "region" corresponds to the division of the
 

country into the agricultural regions defined in Table C-2.
 

Costs of production
 

Zone and inputs 


GUANACASTE ZONE
 
Working days per 100 kilos 

Materials per 100 klios 

Total cost per 100 kilos 


NORTHERN ZONE
 
Working days per 100 kilos 

Materials per 100 kilos 

Total cost per 100 kilos 


SOUTHERN ZONE
 
Working days per 100 kilos 

Materials per 100 kilos 

Total cost per 100 kilos 


ATLANTIC ZONE
 
Working days per 100 kilos 

Materials per 100 kilos 

Total cost per 100 kilos 


TECHNOLOGY
 

5.96 3.76 2.47 
77 75 47 

188 145 93 

6.38 4.08 2.79. 
67 77 57 

186 153 109 

6.38 *6.65 4.40 
92 76 49 

211 200 131 

9.44 6.81 3.43 
105 80 46 
281 207 110 

, , , , , ,, ,
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Selling.price
 

Prices at the ranch, per'kilo'liveweight, are the.following:
 

Herd of 25 Herd of less 
ZONE or more than 25 

animals animals 

Guanacaste 4.51 2.85
 

Northern 4.40 2.85
 

Southern 4.49 2.85.
 

Atlantic 4.40 2.85
 

Sources
 

Vigne, Alain. Costos de Producci6n de Ganado de Came en Costa
 

Rica, Agosto 1973-1974. Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaseria, San
 

Jos6, 1974.
 

BEETS
 

Production technology
 

The difference between the costs implied by technologies 1 and 2
 

is due to the different amounts of fertilizers, fungicides, insecticides
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Produktion c66is
 

Inputs Technology 1 


LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 140 


Colones per hectare 2,238 


Daily wages 17 


MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 286 


TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,524 


Selling price
 

The price was C 0.21 per unit at the farm gate.
 

Sources
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago, Op. cit.*, p.I134. 

CABBAGE
 

Product ion technology
 

Technology 2 is used by producers who fertilize. 


technology 1, the cost of fertilizer is not considered.
 

Technology 2
 

148
 

2,472
 

17
 

928
 

3,400
 

In the case of
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Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 78 82 

Colones per hectare 1,240 1,304 

Dailr wages 16 16 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 86 601 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 1,326 1,905 

Selling price
 

The average price of one kilo of cabbage at the farm gate was
 

estimated as 0 0.18.
 

Sources
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 136-137.
 

Gonzlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. duardo and Vogel, Robert Cross.
 

Op. cit., p. 101.
 

C A C A 0
 

Production technology
 

It is assumed that the technologies used are related to yields per
 

hectare and different amounts of inputs are computed for each yield
 

j35
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Costs of production
 

LABOR MATERIALS
 
Colones
Technology 	 Working Colones 


days per per per
 
hectare Hectare hectare
 

1. 	Less than 230 kilos
 
per hectare 15 275 90
 

2. 	From 230 to less than
 
550 kilos per hectare 49 881 468
 

3. 	550 kilos per hectare
 
and more 70 1,245 545
 

Selling price 

The price of the product at the farm gate was 3,175 per metric 

ton.
 

Sources
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 26-30.
 

Britton R. Garrett. Posibilidades de Producci6n de: Cacao, Palma
 

Africana, Pl~tano, Coco. San Jose, Febrero 1970.
 

CARROTS
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies are considered. Technology 1 is used
 

by producers with a yield per hectare of 8,600 kilos or less and
 

technology 2 is used by producers with a higher yield per hectare.
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Costs of production
 

inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 120 140 

Colones per hectare 1,848 2,156 

Daily wages -15 15 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 338 1.083 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,186 3,239 

Selling price 

It was 0 610 per ton minus transportation costs. 

Transportation costs 

They were 0 0.4782 per ton kilometer. 

Sources 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 157-158. 

Gonzalez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F., Eduardo and Vogel, Robert 

Cross, Op. cit., p. 103. 

C A S S A V A (YUCA)
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies are considered. Technology 1 is used by
 

producers who get 7 tons or less per hectare and technology 2 is used
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Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 48 63
 

Colones per hectare 912 1,199
 

Daily wages 19 19
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare. 56 205
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 968 1,404
 

Selling price 

A price of 0 390 per ton minus transportation costs was estimated. 

Transportation costs 

Transportation costs were 0 0.4782 per ton kilometer. 

Sources 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Economla y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias, Costos de Producci6n de Yuca en la Zona
 

Norte, Zona de San Francisco de la Palmera, 1973. San Jos6, 1974.
 

C 0 C 0 N U T S
 

Production technology
 

Technology 2 is used by those producers with a yield o 4,800
 

coconuts or more per hectare, while technology 1 Is used by producers
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with less than 4,800 coconuts per hectare,. 'The main difference between
 

the two technologies is due to the use of insecticldes and fertilizer.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology.2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 10 14
 

Colones per hectare 152 220
 

Daily wages 16 16
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare ... 501
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 152 721
 

Selling price
 

A price of 0 0.382 per unit at the farm gate was considered.
 

Observations
 

Only the production from compact plantations was taken into
 

account.
 

Sources
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 51 and 176.
 

Organizaci6n de las Naciones Unidas para la Agricultura y la
 

Alimentaci6n. La Situaci6n del Coco. Roma, 1972.
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CO F FEE
 

Production technology
 

The main difference between the two technologides.considered' isdue
 

to the use or not use of fertilizer.
 

Production zones
 

The country is divided into five zones, according basically to the
 

zones defined by Marln in the study "Costos de Producci6n de Cafd en
 

Cinco Zonas de Costa Rica, Cosecha 1973j1974". In turn, five levels or
 

strata of production are distinguished for each zone. Each farm is
 

classified in one of these strata, according to its volume of production
 

Table B-1 lists the cantones included in each one of the zones.
 

Costs of production
 

The costs of production for materials and for labor inputs appear
 

in Tables B-2 through B-6.
 

Selling price
 

The prices received by the producer have been computed on the
 

basis of the prices paid by each coffee processor (beneficio) in the
 

country, according to the "Informe de Labores 1973" of the Oficina del
 

Cafr. A weighted average price was computed for each processor,
 

according to the proportions of ripe coffee or green coffee received.
 

It was assumed that the producer delivered his coffee to the processor
 

closest to his farm. The prices received by the producers are given
 

in Table B-1.
 



COFFEE: 


"m r , Cant ~n . ., 

ZONE 1
 

Cartago 


Paralso 


T Ui6n 

Jimfnez 


Turrialba 


Alvarado 


Oreamuno 


El Guarco 


Lim6n 


Pococi 

Siquirres 

Talamanca 


Matina 


Gufcimo 


ZONE 2
 

San Jose 


Escazd 


Desamparados 


Table B-1
 

CANTONES INCLUDED IN EACH.ONE OF THE ZONES AND PRICES
 

RECEIVED BY THE PRODUCERS IN EACH CANTON
 

,,, .... o o e"-Code -
 Colones
Cper ton
 

.301 1,148
 

302 1,105
 

303" 1,193 

304 1,212 

305 1,121 

306 1,148. 

307 • 1,224 

308 1,224 

701 1,121 

702 1,121 

703 1,121 

704 1,121
 

705 1,121
 

706 1,121
 

101 1,138 

102 1,204 

103 1,109 
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Table B-i Cont
 

Colones
 

Cant6n Code per ton
 

:104 1,204Puriscal 


107 1,204
.Mora 


109 1l,240
Santa An, 


.110 1,138
Alajuelita 


112 1,069
Acosta 


Montes de Ocai 115 1 348
 

116. 1,204
Turrubares.. 


118 19,148
.Curridabat 


201 1,185
Alajuela 


202 1,144
San Ram6n 


i203. 1,106
Grecia 


204 1,172.
San Mateo 


205 1,172
Atenas 


206 1,175
Naranjo 


-207 1,136
Palmares 


208 1,140
Pofs 


209, 1,172,-,
Orotina 


San Carlos 
 .210 931,
 

211 1,175
Alfaro Ruiz 


212 1,106
Valverde Vega 


213 1,2.60
Upala 


214. 1,'260
Los Chiles 


215 1,260
Guatuso' 
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.Table B-I Cont
 

Colnes
Cant6n 	 oCode 

_______________per 	 ton 

Liberia 501 1,100 

Nicoya 502 1,100 

Santa Cruz: .503 1,100 

Bagaces 504. 1,260'::,"
 

Carrillo 505 1,100
 

Cafiqs .506 1,260
 

Abangares 507 '260
 

Tilarcn 508 1,260
 

Nandayure 509 1,O140
 

La Cruz 	 510 1,100
 

Hojancha 	 .5111,00,
 

Puntarenas ''601 1,14:
 

Esparta 602 19144
 

Montes de Oro 604 .,144
 

ZONE 	3
 

Pgrez Zeled6n 119 1,054
 

Buenos Aires 603: 1,054
 

Osa 605, 1,054'% 

Golfito 607 1,026 

Coto Brus 608 1,026 

ONE,4 

'Goicoechea 	 108 928' 

Coronado. 	 111 
 928
 



Table B-I Cont ... 

Canton 
• :.. "' ... ' .. ,- -" -Colones 

CodC 
______________per ton 

Tibas; 113, 1,348 

Moravia 11141 928 

Heredia 401 1,126 

Barva. 402, 1,148 

Santo Doming 403 1,188 

:Santa Bgrbari 404• 1,284', 

San Rafae1 ~1,157 405 

San Isidro. 406 1,157 

Bel6n 407 .1,137 

Fores 408 1284 

San Pablo 409 1,121 

Sarapiqul 410: 1, 148_ 

ZONE:5 . 

Tarrazl,- 105'' 1, 248 

Aserri 106 1,4 

Dota 117 1,127 

Le6n Cort6s 120 1,235 

Aguirre 606, 1,054 

Parrita. 609 1, 026_ 

Source: Oficina del Cafe, Informe de Labores'1973, Edici6n 'Especial
 

25 Aniversario. San Jos6, 1974. pp. 43-470
 



'TableB-2
 

C 0 F F E E 	 REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS 
AND LABOR IN ZONE'ONE 

STRATA
 
TECHNOLOGY Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to 130 tons
than less than 
 less than less than 
 and


-,6 tons 12 tons 
 50 tons 130.tons more
 

TECHNOLOGY 1
 

Working days
 
Total number of working days 81 159 .149 127 199
 
Harvesting 39 107 90 .77- .153
 
Other activities 2 52 .59 51 46
 

Daily wages

.Harvesting 	 15 15 23 
 23. 23
 
Other activities 13 131 3 13- 13
 
Materials '7 328 263. :55 270,
 
Colones per hectare'
 

TECHNOLOGY 2
 

Working days
 
Total number of working days 84 162 153 .1382 208
 
Harvesting 39- 107 90 77 153 !
 
Other activities 45 56 63 61 55
 

Daily wages
 
Harvesting .15 - .15 23, 23 23 
Other activities 13313 13 13 13 
Materials 528 602 699 -904 1 257 
Colones per hectare
 

1/ 	The strata are established according to the volume of 
production (in tons) of the farm. 
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C 0 F F E E 	 REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS 
AND LABOR IN ZONE TWO 

STRATA- -

TECHNOLOGY Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to .130-tons 
than less than 
 less than less than and
 
6 tons 12 tons 
 50 tons 130 tons' more
 

TECHNOLOGY 1
 

Working days
 
Total number of working days- 77 134 154 166 150
 
Harvesting 37. 
 77 93 1l0 93
 
Other activities 	 40 58 61 
 56 57 . 
Daily wages
 
Harvesting 
 .2222 2 	 20 25' 
Other activities 	 13 
 12' 13 .13 "14 
Materials ..171 196 47 24"7. 6.05 
Colones per hectare.
 

TECHNOLOGY 2 

Working days
 
Total number of working days: 82 138 L59 
 -171 154
 
Harvesting 	 371 77 93 . 1i0 93. 
Other activities 	 45 61 66 61 61 

Daily wages

Harvesting 	 22 22 24 20 25 
.Other activities 13 12 13 13 14
Materials 622 660. .1, 122- 1025 1,137.
Colones per hectare 

l/ 	The strata are established according to the volume of
 
production (in tons) of the farm.
 



Table B-4
 

C 0 F F E E 	 REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS
 
AND LABOR IN ZONE THREE
 

TECHNOLOGY Less 
than 
6 tons 

From 6 to 
less than 
12 tons 

TECHNOLOGY 1 

Working days 
Total number of working days 
Harvesting 
Other activities 

70 
27 
43 

120 
60 
60 

Daily wages 
Harvesting 
Other activities 
Materials 
Colones per hectare 

20 
12 

.121; 

20 
12 
2U 

TECHNOLOGY 2 

Working days 
Total number of working days 
Harvesting 
Other activities 

73123 
27. 
46 

60 
63 

Daily wages 
Harvesting 
-Other activities 
Materials 

20 
12 
J81 

20 
12-
421 

Colones per hectare 

1/ The strata are established according to the volume of
 
production (in tons) of the farm.
 

i/

STRATA 


From 12 to 

less than 

50 tons 


121 

67 

54 


20 

12 

153 


.124 
67 
57-

20 
12 


375 


From 50 to 
less than 
130 tons 

130 tbns 
and 
more 

162 
87 
75 

143 
77 
66 

22 .22" 
13 
340 

13 
347 

166 
'87 
79 

146 
".77. 
69 

22 
. 13 
776 

22: 
13" 
812 



Table B-5 

C 0 F F E E 	 REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS
 
AND LABOR IN ZONE FOUR
 

TECHNOLOGY 


TECHNOLOGY 1
 

Working days
 
Total number of working days 

Harvesting 

Other activities 


Daily wages
 
Harvesting 

Other activities 

Materials 

Colones per hectare
 

TECHNOLOGY 2
 

Working days

Total number of working days-

Harvesting 

Other activities 


Daily wages
 
Harvesting 

Other activities 

Materials 


Colones per hectare
 

Less 

than 

6 tons 


71 

37 

34 


28 

15 

171 


82 

37 

45 


28 

.15 

622 


From 6 to 

less than 

12 tons 


123 

67 

-56 


28 

16 

344 


127 

67 

60 


28 

16 


804 


STRATA 1/
 

From 12 to 

less than 

50 tons 


150 

87 

64 


25 

16 

435. 


155 

87 

68 


25 

16 


1,117 


From 50 to 130 ton
 
less than and
 
130 tons more
 

154 .158
 
97 103
 
57 55
 

24 23 "
 
15 16
 
629 543
 

158 163
 
97- -103
 
61 60
 

24 23
 
15 16
 

1,188 1,395
 

l/ The strata are established according to the volume of
 



Table B-6 

C 0 F F E E 	 REQUIREMENTS AND CD' MATERIALS
 
AND LABOR IN ZONE F1
 

TECHNOLOGY 


TECHNOLOGY 1
 

Working days
 
Total number of working days 

Harvesting 

Other activities 


Daily wages
 
Harvesting 

Other activities 
Materials 

Colones per hectare
 

TECHNOLOGY 2 

Working days
 
Total number of working days 

Harvesting 
Other activities 


Daily wages 
Harvesting 

Other activities 

Materials 
Colones per hectare
 

Less 

than 

6 tons 


64 

30 

34 


21 

13 
152 


69 
30 
39 


21 

13 


566 

From 6 to 

les than 

12 tons 


137 

67 

70 


21 

13 
369 


145 

67 
78 


21 

13 


952 

/STRATA 

From 12 to 

less than 

50 tons 


126 

70 

56 


18 
12 
31f 


131 

70 
61 


18 

12 


960 

From 50 to 

less than 

130 tons 


158 

97 

61 


18 
12. 
366-: 


165: 

97 
68 


18 

12 


1,266 

130 ton'
 
and
 
more
 

159
 
103
 
55
 

20 
.12 
392
 

168:
 
'03 

65.
 

20 
12 

AI>159 

1/ The strata are established according to the volume of
 
production (in tons) of the farm. 
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Sources
 

Marnn A., Edgar. Costos de Produccifn de Caff4 en Cinco Zonas de
 

Costa Rica, Cosecha 1973-1974. Oficina del Caf&, Departamento de Es­

tudios Tfcnicos y Diversificaci6n. San Jos4, 1974.
 

Oficina del Cafg. Informe de Labores 1973. San Jos4, 1974.
 

pp. 43-47.
 

Alfaro A., Gregorlo. Costos de Producci6n de CafS en Costa Rica.
 

Ministeiro de Agricultura y Oficina del CafG, San Jos4, 1968.
 

CORN
 

Production technology
 

Technologies 1 and 2 are distinguished according to the use or
 

not of fertilizer. In turn, with respect to those who use fertilizer,
 

three levels are considered, with the corresponding different costs
 

of materials and of labor.
 

Costs of production
 

TECHNOLOGY 2
 
Tech- Less 1000 to Over 1300
 

Inputs nology than kilos/ Kilos/
 
1 1000 Kg Ha. Ha.
 

Ha
 
LABOR
 
Working days per hectare 45 45 47 50
 

Colones per hectare 783 783 825 876
 

Daily wages 18 18 18 18
 

MATERIALS
 
32 85 156 456
Colones per hectare 


TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 815 868 981 1,332
 



Seling priqq,
 

Prices per ton received by he produces', ineach canton, are
 

given in Table B-7.
 

Sources
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Agronomia i
 

y Estadisticas Agropecuariasi Costos de Producci6n de Maiz en la
 

Regi6n Meseta Central Occidental, Zona de San Rafael de Ojo de Aguai
 

Mayo-Diciembre de 1972. San Josg, Julio de 1973.
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 72.
 

Table B-7
 

PRICES RECEIVED BY THE PRODUCERS IN EACH CANTON
 
PER TON OF SUGAR CANE, CORN AND TOBACCO
 

Sugar cane Corn Tobacco i/

Cant6n 


San Jos6 54.02 632 6,992
 

Escazi 52.10 629 6,988
 

Desamparados 51.62 630 6,990
 

Puriscal 35.37 612 6,972
 

Tarrazr 20.06 574 ...
 

Aserri 48,76: 627.
 

Mora 45.41 622 6,982
 

Goicoechea 52.06 596
 

Santa Ana 49.71 626 6,986
 

Alajuelita 51.62 630 6,990
 

Coronado 51.62 597
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Table B-7 Cont 

Canton Sugar cane Corn Tobacco 

Acosta 40.15 619 6,978 

Tibhs 55.45 596 

Moravia 54.02 595 

Turrubares 25.32 602 6,962 

Dota 23.41 578 6,962 

Curridabat 51.15 630 6,989 

Pgrez Zeled6n 25.00 570 6,620 

Le6n Cortes 23.60 572 

Montes de Oca 52.58 630 

Alajuela 60.69 820 5,223 

San Ram6n 48.38 794 5,199 

Grecia 60.20 810 5,214 

San Mateo 39.17 798 5,202 

Atenas 49.21 808 5,212 

Naranjo 57.33 804 5,208 

Palmares 51.11 798 5,233 

Pods 60.24 813. 5,218 

Orotina 29.97 796 5,200 

San Carlos 49.76 412 of* 

Alfaro Ruiz 36.85 398 

Valverde Vega 60.20 806 5,210 

Upala 45.02 347 

Los Chiles 45.02 376 off 
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Table B-7 Cont ... 

Cant6n Sugar cane Corn Tobacco l 

Guatuso 45.02 393 fee 

Cartago 48.94 598 

Paralso 48.43 595 

La Uni6n 44.16 593 eat 

Jim~nez 59.91 583 

Turrialba 57.19 578. 

Alvarado 57.55 589 

Oreamuno 50.86 596 so! 

El Guarco 47.51 596 ... 

Heredia 59.28 820 5,228 

Barva 57.84 818 5,226 

Santo Domingo 57.36 818 5,230 

Santa Barbara 60.71 815 5,223 

San Rafael 60.71 819 5,226 

San Isidro 55.44 816 5,224 

Be1~n 57.34 819 5,557 

Flores 57.36 818 5,226 

San Pablo 57.84 818 5,229 

Sarapiqul 35.45 365 0.. 

Liberia 36.32 626 of$ 

Nicoya 28.19 587 eat 

Santa Cruz 39.19 598 too 

Bagaces 38.64 613 oat 
,2 
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Table.B-? Cont ...
 

Sugar cane Corn Tobacco -Cant6n, 


51.14 610 off
Carrillo 

49.16: r "  602 offCaflas 

33.6 592
Abangares 


45.02 613
Tilarin 


25.00 570
Nandayure 


15.00 597
La Cruz 


Hojancha 	 29.62 582
 

36.66 525
Puntarenas 


41.44 625
Esparza 


48.91 560 6,254
Buenos Aires 


50.05 624
Montes de Oro 


Osa '48.91 560 6,492
 

Aguirre 48.91 566 6,926
 

Golfito 48.91 560 6,457
 

Coto Brus 
 48.91 560 6,445
 

48.91 578 6,938
Parrita 


57.19 598
Lim6n 


598
Pococl 	 57.19 


Siquirres 	 34.71 574
 

57.19 540
Talamanca 


Matina 57.19 587 off
 

Gucimo 
 57.19 588 too
 

1/ 	When a price does not appear, the canthn
 
did not produce tobacco.
 

6 
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cORN ON THE COB
 

Production technology
 

Since this product is nothing more than corn still partially im­

costs of production considered in;
mature and still on the cob, the 


this case were the costs of production of corn minus the cost of
 

shelling.
 

Only producers employing technology 2 use fertilizer, which is
 

reflected in yields. 'Farmersusing technology 1 obtain 25,000 oi fewer
 

units per hectare, while farmers using technology 2 produce more than
 

25.000 units per hectare.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 38 43
 

Colones per hectare 673 753
 

Daily wages 18 18
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 32 456
 

TOTAL COST PER HYnTARE 705 1,209
 

Selling price
 

The price was estimated as € 0.12 per unit minus the corresponding
 

transportation costs.
 



Transportation costs 

These costs were estimated at. 0.0 ton kilometer., It..was-O4782 per 

estimated that each unit of: conr on the cob has an-average weight of 

230 grams. 

'Sources 

Banco Credito Agricola de Cartago.' Op cit., pp. 59, 69,'74,and 

176.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderla, Departamento de Economia y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci6n de Maiz en la Regi6n
 

Meseta Central Occidental, Zona de San Rafael de Ojo de Agua, Mayo-


Diciembre de 1972. San Josd, julio de 1973.
 

EGGS 

Production cechnology
 

Two possible levels of technology,are considered, It is assumed
 

that the employment of one or the other depends on the volume of pro-. 

duction and that technology 2 is used'by those producers with an 

annual production over 22,000 units. 

Costs of production 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 
Working days per thousand 0.33 0.33 
Colones per thousand 6.48 6.48 
Dayly wages 17.75 17.75 

MATERIALS 
Colones per thousand 

TOTAL COST PER THOUSAND 
85.00 
91.48 

170.00 
176.48 
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Selling price
 

A price of 250 per :thousand was considered (at,the,farm ileve)
 

Sources
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago,. op,cit., pp. .72-74!',
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Economia y'
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Anflisis Econ6mico::en'Granjas de la Meseta 

Central. Informaci6n Tfcnica # 11. San Josfi, -1975. 

LE*TTUCE
 

Production technology
 

The main difference,
Two different technologies are considered. 


between the two is that technology 2 implies the use of fertilizer.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 125 125
 

Colones per hectare .2.000 21,000
 

•Daily wages. 16. .16
 

MATERIALS
 

286 '879
Colones per hectare 


2,879
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,286 
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S6lling price
 

The price was estimated,as, 0.
011 per,unitrninus transportation
 

,costs. 

Transportation costs
 

t was estimated'that transDortation costs 90were-,
04.0nr kilo­
meter per thousand units. t • ...... , t:'t
 

mete
perthous n .
 Distances were considered .withrespect.to.
 

San Jos6"
 

Sources
 

Banco .Crdito Agricola de Cartago;,Op.cit.
,
 

M-I L K
 

Production technology
 

Only one production technology was considered'.,
 

Production zones
 

The country was divided into two major zones. 
Zone 1 includes the
 

Valle Central Oriental (East Central Valley), Central Pacific and South­

ern Pacific regions, while zone 2.includes the Valle CentralOccidental
 

(West Central Valley), Northern, Dry Pacific and Atlantic regions.
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Costs of proubtion
 

SInputLs Zone 1, Zone 2 

LABOR: 

Working days per.cow', 29. 27 

Colones per cow. :462' 4331 

Daily: wages 16 -16 

,MATERIALS 

Colones per cow 1l147 5914 
,TOTAL COST.PER COW :1,609 1.027 

Selling price
 

The price, at the rarm ±evej, was estimatedas 0 1 per liter, 

Sources 

Soley, Alberto. AnglIsis Econ6mico de la Produccin de Leche en
 
Costa Rica, 1973. 
Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderla, Departamento
 

de Planificaci6n y Coordinaci6n. 'San Jos6, 1974.
 

Herrman, Louis F. Producc6n Potencial y Utilizaci6ndelaLeche
 

en Costa Rica. 
Oficina de Desarrollo Rural de la Agencia para el'De­

sarrollo Internacional, San'Josg, 1972.
 

[6'
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0 NI N S
 

Production technology
 

In the case of this crop, a greater diversity among the possible.
 

technologies than with respect..to other agricultural products was found'
 

and for this reason three technologies were considered. The cost
 

differences among these technologies are due to the amounts and classes
 

of materials employed. It was assumed that the type of technology used
 

by the producer would be reflected in,his volume of production. Thus,
 

technology 1 corresponds to producers with a yield of less than 7 
tons
 

per hectare; technology 2 corresponds'to producers obtaining between 7
 

and less than 18 tons per hectare and technology 3 corresponds to those
 

producing 18 tons per hectare and more.
 

Costs of production
 

TECHNOLOGY
 

1. 23
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare', 331 373 502
 

Colones per hectare 5,720 ,72 8.680,
 

Daily wages 17 17 !17:
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 
 2,003 4,167 5,419,
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 7,723 10,639 14,099
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selling price'
 

The price was .estimatedas'01,850perton'minus transportation.
 

costs. 

Transportation cost 

Transportation costs were 0 0.4782.per ton kilometer. 

Sources
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de EconomIa y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci'n de Cebolla, junio 1973­

abril 1974. Boletin Tgcnico NO 23, San Josh, 1974. 
p. 29.
 

Banco Cr'dito Agricola de Cartago, Op. cit., p. 176.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderla, Departamento de Economia y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarlas. Costos de Produccifn de Cebollas en-la
 

Regi6n Meseta Central Oriental, julio de 1973-enero de 1974. BoletIn
 

Thcnico NO 12. San Jos&, 1974.
 

ORANGES
 

Production technology
 

Statistics about the costs of production of oranges are not readily
 

available. For this reason, it was not possible to consider cost
 

differences on the basis of different technologies.
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Costs of production, 

LABOR 

working days per hectare 

Colones per hectare 

Daily wages 

MATERIALS 

66. 

1,060 

16 

Colones per hectare; 898 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE, ,958 

Selling price
 

The price of the oranges at the farm gate was computed as 0 5.90.
 

per hundred.
 

Observations
 

The costs considered for this product are referred to compact
 

orange orchads.
 

Sources
 

Banco Crad3.to Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 85 and 86.
 

GonzAlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F., Eduardo and Vogel, Robert Cross.
 

The Marketing of Agricultural Products in Costa Rica. San Josi, 1970.
 

p. 110. 

PAPAYA
 

Product ion technology 

The sources of information are very limited in this case. It: was
 

possible to consider only one technology, on the basis of information
 

http:Crad3.to
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obtained from interviews with technicians and -with experienced' 

farmers. 

'Costs of production 

LABOR 

Working days per hectere . 

Colones per hectare 558, 

Daily wages 17 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 787 

TOTAL'COST PER HECTARE 1,345 

Selling price 

The selling price was 0 0.25 per kilo, received by the producer 

at the farm level in any part of the country. 

Sources 

Gonzdlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. Eduardo and Gogel,.Robert Cross. 

Op. cit., p. 107. 

Interviews with several technicians and with several papaya pro­

ducers. 

PINEAPPLE 

Production technology
 

The difference between technology 1 and technology 2 is due,
 

mainly, to the different amount of fertilizers and pesticides used in
 

\.
 



each case. Technology 2 is employed by those' who produce 10i000.
 

pineapples or more per hectare.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 85 93
 

Colones per hectare 1,156 1)258
 

Daily wages l 14
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 451 1, 043
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 1,607 2.301
 

Selling price 

It was estimated thatthe price received by the producers at the 

farm level was 0 0.65 per unit. 

Sources 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. '110 and Il1. 

PLANT AI N
 

Production technology
 

The use of two possible technologies is considered, differentiated
 

according to the amount of fertilizer applied. Thechnology 2 is employed
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by producers with a yieldper hectare above the average corresponding
 

to the cant6n-where the plantation is located.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology Technology 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 

Colones per hectare 

Daily wages 

70 

1,120 

16 

79 

1260 

16 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 

350 

1470 

1,000 

2,260 

Selling price
 

It was estimated that the selling price received by the,producer
 

at the farm level was 0 0.25 per kilo.
 

Sources
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 125 and 128.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economla
 

y Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costo de Producci6n de Pl~tano en la
 

Regi6n re la Zona Norte, Zona de los Angeles, 1973. San Jose, 1974.
 



P*LA N T A VR (GUINEO) 

Production technology 

It was very difficult to obtain information concerning the tech­

nology used and the costs of production of this crop. The few data 

gathered do not make it possible to establish a difference between 

technologies. As a result, only one technology was considered. 

Costs of production 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 30 

Colones per hectare ,80 

Daily wages 16 

MATERIALS 

Colones per.hectare 186 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 830 

Selling price
 

A price of 0 100 per ton at the farm gate was considered.
 

Sources
 

Information from producers in the area of San Carlos.
 

POTATOES
 

Production technology
 

The difference between tachnology 1 and technology 2 is due to
 

the materials employed and, mainly, to the fact that the producers
 

using technology 2 purchase the seed, while producers using technology
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1 produce their own seed. Teclmology 2 is used by producers with a
 

yield per hectare above,the average for the cant~on where the farm,is
 

located.
 

Production zones
 

Two zones are considered. The cantones included in each one of
 

these zones are listed in Table B-8.
 

Table B-8
 

CANTONES INCLUDED IN EACH ONE OF THE POTATOE PRODUCING ZONES
 

AND PRICES RECEIVED BY THE PRODUCER
 

Colones
Colones ....
Canton 
 per ton per ton
 

ZONE 1
 

Alajuela 650 San Rafael 653
 

San Ram6n 625 San Isidro 650
 

Grecia 641 Beln 654
 

San Mateo 628 Flores 653
 

Atenas 639 San Pablo 656
 

Naranjo 635 Sarapiqui 613
 

Palmares 628 Liberia 549
 

Pots 644 Nicoya 511
 

Orotina 627 Santa Cruz 522
 

San Carlos 612 Bagaces 561
 

Alfaro Ruiz 625 Carrillo 534
 

572
Valverde Vega 637 Caflas 


Upala 547 Abangares 
 581
 

Los Chiles 576 Tilaran 561
 

Guatuso 593 Nandayure 
 490
 

Heredia 655 La Cruz 521
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Table B-8 Cont ... 

Cant6n Colones Cant6n Colones
 

per ton 
 per ton
 
Barva 
 653 Hojancha 505
 

Santo Domingo 657 Puntarenas 600
 
Santa BArbara 650 Esparta 
 609
 

.ZONE 2
 
San Jos6 660 Cartago 649
 
Escazd 
 656 Varalso 
 646
 
Desamparados 658 
 La Un16n 654
 
Puriscal 
 639 Jim~nez 
 653
 
Tarrazrl 626 Turrialba 
 629
 
Aserri 
 655 Alvarado 641
 
Mora 
 650 Oreamuno 
 648
 
Goicoeche-i 
 658 El Guarco 648
 
Santa Ana 
 654 Buenos Aires 
 564
 
Alajuelita 658 Osa 
 532
 
Coronado 
 655 Aguirre 594
 
Acosta 
 646 Golfito 497 
TIbfs 659 Coto Bus 
 485
 
Moravia 
 657 Parrita 605
 
Montes de Oca 
 659 Lim6n 
 580
 
Turrubares 
 629 Pococl 
 582
 
Dota 
 629 Siquirres 607
 
Curridabat 
 657 Talamanca 
 550
 
Perez Zeled6n 
 596 Hatina 
 593
 
Le6n Cortes 
 624 Gufcimo 
 593
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Costd of proddction
 

Zone 	and inp-uts Technology 1 Technology 2 

ZONE 	 1 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 110 130. 

-Colones per hectare 19496 1,7681 

Daily wages 14 14 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 1624 3,435 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE .3,120 5.203 

ZONE 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 186 206 

Colones per hectare 2,530 :2,802 

14 1Daily wages 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 2,550 6,640 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 5,080 9.442 

Selling price
 

The prices received by the producer at the farm level, in each
 

cant'n, appear in Table B-8. This table also indlcatr3 the cantones
 

ghich comprise each of the two production zones.
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Sources
 

Minieterio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economia
 

y.Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci~n de Papas, Zona de
 

Zarcero, octubre 1972-marzo 1973. San Josg, 1973.
 

Gonzdlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Ribert Cross.
 

Op. cit., p. 74.
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 95..
 

P 0 U L T R Y
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies are taken into account: technology 1 in
 

used by producers with less than 200 bi'ds and technology 2 is used by
 

producers with 200 birds and over.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 

Working days per bird 

Colones per bird 

Daily wages 

MATERIALS 

0.0119 

0.1523 

12.80 

0.0119 

0.1809 

15.20 

Colones per bird 

TOTAL COST PER BIRD 

3.00 

3.1.0 

6.10 

6.30 

110.
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Sources
 

Ministerio-de ,Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamentode EconomIa
 
yEstadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci0ndePapasZonado
 

Zarcero, octubre 1972-marzo 1973. San J0s,-1973.
 

Gonzalez Vega, Claudio, Lizano Fe' Eduardo and Vogel,'iRobert Cross'
 

Op. cit., p. 74.
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit. p.95.
 

POULTRY
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies are takein ito:account: technology 1 is
 

used by producers with less than 200 bi Is and technoiogy 2 id-used by
 

producers with 200 birds and over,
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR 

Working days per bird 0.0119 0.0119 

Colones per bird 0.1523 0.1809 

Daily wages 12.80 13.20 

MATERIALS 

Colones per bird 3.00 6.10 

TOTAL COST PER BIRD 3.10 6.30 

I I 1I
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Selling.price
 

A price of 0 8.62 pe bMid, at the level:of the producer, was 

estimated. 

Sources 

Soley, Alberto. Anilisis Econ6mico de Granjas Avlcolas de laMeseta 

Central. Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. San Jose, 1975. 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit. 1 # p.1 7 0 .. 

Ministerio de Economia, Industria y Comercio. Unpublished data 

corresponding to a sample of 10 producers located in the' Central Plateau 

(Meseta Central). 

R I C E (PADDY)
 

Production technology 

Two technologies are considered.' Technology 2 implies the use of 

fertilizers, herbicides, fungicides, insecticides and machinery. 

Production zones 

The country is divided into four production zones:
 

Zona 1: Agricultural Region 1i
 

Agricultural Region 2
 

Zone 2: Agricultural Region 3
 

Agricultural Region 4 

Zone 3: Agricultural Region 5
 

Zone 4: Agricultural Region 6
 

Agricultural Region 7
 



Tale C-2 lists the cantons included in"each one of these agri-. 

cultural regions. 

Costs of production 

Cost of materials L A B 0 R
 
ZONE" (Colones per Working days per Daily wages


hectare
Hectare) 

TECHNOLOGY
 

1 2 1 2 1 2
 

1 132 428 42 18 17 44
 

2 171 616 42 8 17 44
 

3 149 631 42 21 17: 44
 

4 143 545 42 :18 17 44
 

Selling price
 

The price was 0 796 per metric ton minus'transportation costs.from
 

the farm to the market place.
 

Transportation costs
 

The costs were 0 0.4782 per ton kilometer. 

Sources
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., :p. 76.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economia y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Boletines Tfcnicos NO 6 (1971), 9 (1973),
 

10 (1973), 20 (1974) and 22 (1974).
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Table u-z, -Lists ne cantorms Included In each one of these agri­

'cultural regions. 

Costs of production
 

Cost of materials 
 L A B 0 R

ZONE (Colones per Working days per
 

Hectare) hectare Daily wages
 

TECHNOLOGY
 
- 2 21 1 2
 

1 132 428 42 17
18 44
 

2 171 616 42 
 8 17 44
 

3 149 631 42 
 21 .17 44
 

4 13. 545 42 
 18 17 44
 

Selling price
 

The price was 0 796 per metric ton minus transportation costs from
 

the farm to the market place.
 

Transportation costs
 

The costs were 0 0.4782 per ton kilometer.
 

Sources
 

Banco Cr'dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 176.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderla. Departamento de Economla y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Boletines Tfcnicos NO 6 (1971), 9 (1973),
 

10 (1973), 20 (1974) and 22 (1974).
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SORGHUM
 

Production technology 

The two technologies, 1 and 2, differ in that technology 2,employs
 

more fertilizers, herbicides and insecticides than technology 1.
 

Technology 2 is used by those producers with a yield per hectare above.,­

two tons.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs rechnology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 40 45
 

Colones per hectare"' 640 726'
 

Daily wages 16 16
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 56 .404,
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 696 1,130
 

Selling price
 

It was estimated that the producer received ,o409.per'ton at the
 

farm gate.
 

Sources
 

Consejo Nacional de Producci6n. Sorgo. Estudio para la Fijaci6n de
 

los Precios Minimos en el Perlodo 1972-1973. San Jose, 197
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago, Op. cit., p. 108.
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STRING BEANS
 

Production technology
 

Two possible technologies were considered. Technology 2 is used
 

by those producers with a yield per hectare above 2,500 kilos.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

LABOR
 

Working days per hectare 23 30
 

430'
403
Colones per hectare 


Daily wages 13' 13
 

MATERIALS
 

Colones per hectare 186:.
 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE .490 797
 

Selling price
 

The price at the farm level was estimated as 0 0.56,per kilo.
 

Sources
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p.,62.
 

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economla y
 

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producci6n de Frijoles en la. 

Regi6n de la Meseta Central Occidental, Set-Dic. 1972. San Jos6, 1973. 
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SU'.4 A R CXN E 

.Production technology
 

The difference between technology' and techdnology .2.is in the 

amount of fertilizer used. 

Costs of production 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 

Colones per hectare 

Daily wages 

MATERIALS 

61 

i,044 

17 

81 

1,400 

17 

Colones per hectare 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 

260 

1,304 

733 

2.133 

Selling price
 

The prices paid to the producers were estimated on the basis of the
 

.information provided by the Liga Agricola Industrial de la Cala de Azdcar.
 

The price computed for each canton was equal to the average price paid
 

by the sugar mill in that canton. When more than one sugar mill was
 

located in the canton, a weighted average price was calculated. The
 

weights used were the volume of production received by each sugar mill.
 

In the case of cane-producing cantones where there were no sugar mills,
 

t-1 I
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the price padb1teml neaie t to'. the catnwas,considered. The 
Zerepaid by themiato­

list 'ofDrices'annears in Table B-7..
 

Sources
 

Liga Agricola Industrial de la Cafta de Azdcar. Data corresponding
 

to the period from October 1st. 1972 to September 30th.1973. 1972-1973
 

Crop. Mimeograph notes.
 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 43-44.
 

SWEET POTATOES
 

Production technology
 

The two technologies are distinguished on the'basis of the amounts
 

of materials used.
 

Costa of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 

Colones per hectare 

Daily wages 

MATERIALS 

55 

1,039 

19 

55 

1,039 

'19 

Colones per hectare 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 

887 

1,926 

1 059 

2,098 
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Selling price.
 

The price was estimated as 0 326 ,peri tonminus:!transportation 

costs. 

Transportation costs 

It was estimated as 0 0.4782 per ton'kilometer., 

Sources 

Banco Cr~dito Agricola de Cartago. Opqcit 176. 

SWINE
 

Volume of production
 

The volume of production, .measured in kilos per live animal, depends
 

upon the size of the herd, its age structure and the sex of the animals.
 

Thus, the average increase in the weight of the animal, up to the moment
 

of its sale (inthe case of fattening), is related to the age and sex
 

of the hog. In addition, it is necessary to estimate the annual increase
 

in the weight of the herd as a result of reproduction. For all these
 

reasons, the number of kilos produced, k, is computed in the following
 

fashin:
 

k = 75 C + 25 M + 700 F + 25 P
 

were:
 

C represents the number of hogs of both sexes of less than
 

six months of age.
 

H represents the number of males six months old and older.
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F represents the number of females six months old and older,
 

for reproduction.
 

P represents the number of ifemales'six months old and older,
 

for meat.
 

The previous relationships Imply the following: that all animals
 

of less than six months of age increased their weight 75 kilos, on the
 

average, per year. 
That the males older than six months and the females
 

six months old and older, reserved for meat, increased their weight 25
 

kilos on the average and, finally, that for eoch female reserved for
 

reproduction in the herd, production increased, due to reproduction and
 

weight gains, 700 kilos per year.
 

Production technology
 

Production technologies are determined, mainly, by the size of the
 

herd. Technology 1 is used in the case of herds of less than 10 animals,
 

while technology 2 is used in the case of herds of 10 animals and more.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 
Working days per kilo 0.030 b.032 
Colones per kilo 0.420 0.444 
Daily wages 14 14 

MATERIALS 

Colones per kilo 2,126 1.622 

TOTAL COST PER KILO 2.546 2.066 
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Selling price 

A price of 0 4*per kilo. at the farm level was considered. 

Sources 

Benavides S., Manuel. Andlisis de los Precios de los Productos 

B~sicos de Costa Rica. Comentarios sobre Asuntos Econ6micos NO 12, 

Banco Central de Costa Rica. San Jost. p. 161. 

Banco C.dito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 179. 

Interview with Ing. Alberto Soley of the Ministerio de Agricultura 

y Ganaderia. 

T 0 B A C C O
 

Production technology
 

Tech2;ology 2 is used by producers who employ fertilizer, which
 

according to the Agricultural Census of 1973 constitute the mayor part­

of the producers of this crop.
 

Production zones
 

The tobacco producing regions are grouped Into three zones, taking
 

into account, in particular, the type of tobacco which predominates in
 

each one. Zone 1 includes the cantones of the West Central Valley
 

Region. Zone 2 includes the cantones of the Central Pacific Region
 

and zone 3 includes those of the Sourthern Pacific region. Tobacco is
 

not produced in the other cantones of the country.
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Costs oi production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
 

ZONE 1 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 150 157 

Colones per hectare 2*040 2,135 
Daily wages 14 14 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 181 888 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,221 3,023 

ZONE 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 184 194 
Colones per hectare 2,502 2,638 
Daily wages 1,4 14 

MATRIALS 

Colones per hectare 1j783 2,725 

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 4,285 5,363 

ZON;E 3 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 184 194 
Colones per hectare 2,502 2,638 
Daily wagos 14 14 

MATERIALS: 

Colones per hectare 939 2,067 

TOTAL COST PER IECTARE 3,441 4,705 
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Selling price
 

The prices per ton received by the producer, according to the
 

cant6n where the farm is located, appear in Table B-7.
 

So.urces 

Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio do Cf3tos de Producci6n de
 

Tabaco Sol, Cosecha 1972-1973. San Jos6, s.d. p. 2-8.
 

Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio de Cosl'os de Producci6n de 

Tabaco Estufado, Cosecha 1972-1973. San Jos6, s.d. p. 2-8. 

Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio de Costos de Producci6n de
 

Tabaco Burley, Cosecha 1972-1973. San JosG, s.d. p. 2-8.
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 138.
 

TOMATOES
 

Production technology
 

Two technologies are considered. The dif:erence between the two
 

lies in the use or non use of fertilizer.
 

Costs of production
 

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2 

LABOR 

Working days per hectare 200 232 

Colones per hectare 3.200 3.712 

Daily wages 16 16 

MATERIALS 

Colones per hectare 4.655 6.954 

TOTAL COST PER IIECTARE 7.855 10.666 
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Selling price
 

A price of 0 1.40 per kilo, minus transportation costs, was 

considered. 

Transportation costs 

Transportation costs were 0 0.4782 per ton kilometer.,
 

Sources
 

Banco Crfdito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 147-149.
 

Gonz~lez Vega, Claudio; Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Robert
 

Cross. Op. cit. p. 100.
 



APPENDIX C
 

OTHER DATA
 

Table C-.
 

EQUIVALENCES USED
 

One unit of 


Bag of paddy rice of 160 pounds 


Bottle 


Box of cacao 


Box of tomatoes 


Bunch of bananas 


Bunch of plantain 


Colon of 1969 


Colon of 1972 


Dollar of 1969 


Fanega of coffee 


Fanega of beans 


Fanega of corn 


Hectare 


Kilometer 


Load of potatoes 


Hanzana 


Metric ton 


Pound (Spanish) 


is equivalent to
 

73.60 kilos of polished rice
 

67 centilitres
 

17W63 kilos
 

12.88,kilos
 

23.00 kilos
 

16.±O kilos
 

1.139 colones of 1972
 

0.878 colones of 1969
 

6.750 colones of 1969
 

257.60 kilos or 20 cajuelas
 

294.40 kilos or 20 cajuelas
 

353.28 kilos or 24 cajuelas
 

1.431 manzanas or 100 ares
 

0.621 miles
 

828 kilos
 

69.89 ares or 0.699 heotares
 

1,000 kilos
 

460 grams
 



Table C-2 

COSTA RICA: CANTONES INCLUDED IN EACH ONE OF THE 
AGRICULTURAL REGIONS 

Cantthn Code Cant6n Code Cant6n Code 

Region I-EAST CENTRAL VALLEY El Guarco 308 San Rafael 405 

Taxrazfi 105 Region 2-WEST CENTRAL VALLEY San Isidro 406 

Goicoechea 108 Alajuela 201 Beln 407 

Coronado ill San Ram6n 202 Flores 408 

Tibfs 113 Grecia 203 San Pablo 409 

Moravia 114 San Mateo 204 Region 3 - NORTHERN 

Montes de Oca J3 3 Atenas 205 San Carlos 210 

Dota 117 Naranjo 206 Alfaro Ruiz 211 

Le6n Cortis 120 Palmares 207 Upala 213 

Cartago 301 Pots 208 Los Chiies 214 

Paralso, 302 Orotina 209 Guatuso 215 

La Uni6n 303 Valverde Vega- 212 Sarapiqui 410 

Jimfnez 304 Heredia 401 Region 4 - DRY PACIFIC 

Turrialba 305 Bar'va 402 Liberia 501 

Alvarado 306 Santo Domingo 403 Nicoya 502 

Oreamuno 307 Santa Bfrbara -404 Santa Cruz 503 



Table C-2 Cont ... 

Cant6n 

Bagaces 


Carrillo 

Caflas 


Abangares 

Tilarin 

Nandayure 

La Cruz 


Hojancha 


Puntarenas 

Esparta 

Montes de Oro 

Code 

504 


505 


506 


507 


508 


509 


510 


511 


601 


602 


604 


Cant6n Code 

Region 5 - CENTRAL PACIFIC 


San Josi 101 


Escazfi 102 


Desamparados 103 


Puriscal 104 


Aserri 105 


Nora 106 


Santa Ana 109 


Alajuelita 10 


Acosta 1i2 


Turrubares 116 


Curridabat 118 


Aguirre 606 


Parrita 609
 

Canton Code 

Region 6 - SOUTHERN PACIFIC 

Perez Zeledon 119
 

Buenos Aires 603
 

Osa 605
 

Golfito 607
 

Coto Brus 608:
 

Region 7 - ATLANTIC', 

Limin 701
 

Pococl 702
 

SiquirTes .703
 

Talamanca 704
 

Matina 705
 

Guacimo 706.
 

0_ Source: Agricultural Census of 1973. 



Table C-3 

COSTA RICA: DISTANCES IN KILOMETERS BETWEEN THE CAPITAL OF
 
EACH CANTON AND THE CITY OF SAN JOSE AND 
CANTONES INCLUDED IN EACH PROVINCE IN 1973 

Code and name Dis- Code and name Dis- Code and name Dis­

of the cantdn .tance of the cant6n tance of the cant6n tance 

1. SAN JOSE 115 Montes de Oca 3 209 Orotina 69
 

101 San Jose .. 116 Turrubares 64 210 San Carlos 101 

.102 Escazd 8 117 Dota 64 211 Alfaro Ruiz 73
 

103 Desamparados 5 118 Curridabat 6 212 Valverde Vega 48
 

104 Puriscal 43 119 P&'ez Zeled6n 134 213 Upala:° 236
 

105 Tarrazd 71 120 Le6n Cortfs 75 214 Los Chiles 175
 

106 Aserz4 Ii 2. ALAJUELA 215 Guatuso 140 

107 Mora 22 201 Alajuela 20 3. CARTAGO
 

108 Goicoechea 4 202 San Ram6n 74 301 Cartago 22
 

109 Santa Ana 13 203 Grecia 40 302 Paralso 29
 

110 Alajuelita 5 204 San Mateo :65 303 La Unifn 12 

111 Coronado 11 205 Atenas 44 304 Jimenez 53
 

112 Acosta 291, 206 Naranjo 53 305 Turrialba 64 

113 Tibds 3 207 Palmares 66 305 Alvarado 40 

114 Moravia 6 208 Pos -,34 307 Oreamuno 26 

308 El Guarco 25
 



Table C-3 Cont ...
 

Code and name Dis- Code and name Dis- Code and name Dis­
of the cant6n tance of the cant6n tance of the cant6n tance
 

4. HEREDIA 502 Nicoya 312 603 Buenos Aires 201
 

401 Heredia Ui 503 Santa Cruz 289 604 Montes de Oro 125
 

402 Barva 14 504 Bagaces 207 605 Osa 268
 

403 Santo Domingo 7 505 Carrillo 264 606 AguirTe 139
 

404 Santa Barbara 20 506 Caffas 185 607 Golfito 341­

405 San Rafael 14 507 Abangares 165 608 Coto Brus 366
 

406 San Isidro 19 508 Tilarfn 208 609 Pazrita 114
 

407 Belfn 12 509 Nandayure 349 	 7. LIMON,
 

408 Flores 15 510 La Cruz 291 701 Lim6n 167: 

409 San Pablo '9 -511 Hojancha 324 702 Pococl 162' 

410 Sarapiqul 98 6. PUNTARENAS 703 Siq*u es 111 

5. GUANACASTE 601 Puntarenas 126 	 704 Talamanca -231
 

501 	 Liberia 233 602 Esparta 106 705 Matina 140
 

706 Guacimo 141
 

Source: Ministerio de ObrasPdblicas y Transportes. Departamento de
 
Planificaci6n (Ministry of Public Works and Transportation).
 

00 



Table C-4.O 

GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR
 

FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY
 

PROVINCE M E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I E S 
I II-III c III m 

San Jose 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.29 


Alajuela 0.21 .0.20 6.20 0".19 


Cartago 0.12 0.12 0.11 
 0.1i 


Heredia 0,06 0406 0D.05; 0.06 

Guanacaste 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.16 

Puntarenas 0.11 0.10 0.13 :0. 13 

Lim6n 0.06 0 06 0.06 006 

Source:,', Academia de'.Centro -Amrica. 

TI
 

0.30
 

0.19
 

0.11 o 

0.06
 

0.16 

0-.13' 

0.06
 



-Table C-4.1 

GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR 

URBAN FAMILIES OF THE OOUNTRY 

PROVINCE M E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I E S 

I II II c Im II1 

San Jos' 0.45 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.49 

Alajuela. 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 

Cartago 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11. 0..11 

Heredia O.05 0-.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 

Guanacaste 0.09 0.09 0.09 : 0.08 0.08 

Puntarenas 0.09 0.09 0.08- 0.08 0.07 

Lim6n 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.06 0!06 

Source: Academia de Centro Am-.r.ica. 



Table C-4.2 

GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR RURAl 

NON-FARMING FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY 

PROVINCEM 
PROVINCEME 

I 
E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I.E S 

H D L IEII III c- III-m 
.. 

Ii 

San Jose 

Alajuela 

Cartago 

Heredia 

Guanacaste 

Puntarenas 

Lim6n 

0.22 

0.22 

0.12 

0.06 

0.21 

0.11i 

0.06 

0.22 

0.22 

0.12 

0.06 

0.21 

0.i 

0.06 

0.20 

0.22 

0.12 

0.06 

0.20. 

0.12 

0.05 

0.20 

0.21 

0.12 

0.07 

0.20, 

0.12 

0.05 

0.20 

0.21 

0.12 

:0.07 

0.19 

0.12 

i-10.05 

D 

Source: Academia de Centro Amfrica. 



Table C-4.3 

GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR FARMING 

FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY 

PROVINCEMPROVINCEM 

San Josf 

Alajuela 

Cartago 

Heredia 

Guanacaste 

Puntarenas 

Limn 

0.24 

0.24 

0.U1 

0.04 

0.17 

0.14 

0.06 

E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I E S-E H D L G S 

II III c III m 

0.27 0.25 0.25 

0.25 0.21 0.21 

0.13 0.09 0.09 

0.04 0.0303 0.03 

0.15 0.17 0.17 

0.12 0-.19 0.19 

0.0 0.06 0.06 

1 1 

0.25 

0.22 

0.09 

0.03 

0.17 

0.19 

0.06 

Source: Academia de'Centro America. 



Table C-5.0 

DISTRIBUCION OF POVERTY: POOR FAMILIES AS A 

PROPORTION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 

PROVINCE METHODOLOGIES 
II III c III mII 

COSTA RICA 

San Jose 

Alajuela 

Cartago 

Heredia 

Guanacaste 

Puntarenas 

Lim6n 

0.24 

0.18 

0.31 

0.28 

0.20 

0.36 

0.23 

0.23 

0.23 

0.18 

0.29 

0.28 

0.19 

0.33 

0.20 

0.20 

0.36 

0.27 

0.43 

0.39 

0.28 

0.51 

0.40 

0.31 

0.44 

0.35 

0.52 

-.49 

0.37' 

0.61 

0.49 

0.39 

0.51 

0.41 

0.59 

0.57 

O.45 

0.69 

0.56 

0.47 

Source: Academia de Centro Amrica. 



PROVINCE 

COSTA RICA 


San Jose 


Alajuela 

Cartago 

Heredia 

Guanacaste 

Puntarenas 

Lim6n 

Source: Academia 

Table C-5.1 

DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: POOR URBAN FAMILIES 

A PROPORTION OF THE URBAN FAMILIES 

M E T 
I II 

0.14 0 14 

0.11 0.11 

0.18 0.18 

0.17 0.17 

0.11 0.11 

0.24 0.24 

0.19 0.19 

0.20 0.20 

de Centro America. 

H 0 D 0 L 0 G I 

III c 


0.22 


0.18 


0.29 

0.26 

0.21 

0.36 

0.27 

0.26 


AS 

E S 

IIIm 11 

0.29 0.35 

0.24 0.30 

0.37 0.43 

0.35 0.112 

0.27 0.34 

0.41 0.51 

0.35 0.42 

0.32 0.39 



Table C-5.2 

DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: POOR RURAL NON-FARMING FAMILIES AS 

A PROPORTION OF THE RURAL NON-FARMING FAMILIES 

PROVINCE M E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I E S 
II III c III m :I 

COSTA RICA 0.34 0.34 0.44 0.54 0.63 

San JosA O.3 0.34 0.40 0.50 0.59 

Alajuela 0.40 0.40 0.51 0.62 0.70 

Cartago 0.3& 0.36 0.46 .0.59- 0.68 

Heredia :,0.26 0.26/ 0.33 '0. 0.54 

Granacaste 0.42, 0.42 0.55" 0.66 0.74. 

Puntarenas 0.25 0.25 0.38' 0.48 0.56 

L.im6n 0.24 0.24 0.30 0.40 0.49 

Source: Academia. de Centro Am-rica. 

ce Aa d ria
 



Table C-5.3. 

DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: POOR FARMING FAMILIES'AS A 

PROPORTION OF .THE FARMING FAMILIES 

°PROINCEM 

PROVINCEME 

COSTA RICA 

San Jose 

Alajuela 

Cartago 

Heredia 

Guanacaste 

Puntarenas 

Limin 

I 

0.28 

0,27 

0.28 

0.35 

0.24 

0.32 

0.22 

0.24 

E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G I E Si' 
H D L G SII III ~~ ~cIII: m:" 

0.21 0.47 0.55 

0.23 0.50 0.58 

0.22 0.42 0.50 

0.32 . 0.54 

.0.19 .0.34 0 40 

0.20 0.54. 0.62 

0.14. 0.51 0'.59 

0.13 0.40 nA hQ 

" I' i 

0.62 

0.65 

0.57 

0.60 

0.4:5 

.0.69 

0.66 

0.55 

Source: Academia de Centro America. 
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Table I-A-O. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, BY 
DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

COSTA RICA
 

-	 "--

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN- URBAN AREAS. 
I------------- ...------------- ......---........---- -- ------------- -
I .I FIRST I I I I 

INICATORS .I LI AL I-"-........-I I II II ... II II 

I LOWER I UPPER I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH 11FIITH 

IDECILES I HAF I HALF SUBTOTALII 

II I I- I. I I 
- -------------------------------------- - - -------- -

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 140,815 7,C41 7,041 14,082.02.... .14,082.1902 14,0821408 14,08210Z 14,CG21408 
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 527 3.58 3 73 . 3.65 4_16 4.1 5.05 5.22 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS, 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.C3 1.61 1.68 1.64- 2.17 2.33 2.p66 2.83 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 1,633 248 2,854 1,551 5361: 7.916 .10,334 -12,818i 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1.1C.,6;6 1,728 1,992 3,720 -3,036 2,328: 2,592 21p6C4 

LOWER LIMIT . 0 0 1728 0 3,720 69756 9,084 11,676i 

UPPER LIMIT 19 IC4,696 1,728 3,720 3,720 6,756 9,084 11,s676 14,280 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY-
INCOME 1,757 517 567 1,412 828 9 721 "54 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 1.41 2.C9 0.20 0.91 0.15 0.C9 0.07 0.06 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FA4ILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.co C.o C.0o o.01 0.03 o.C4 0.05 c.07 
TO EACH DECILE 
i-- -- - - - -m- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -



---------- -- ---- 

--

Table 1-A-O. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF-NON-FARPING FAMILIES IN URBAN.AREAS, 
BY DECILES AND ADMIAISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II), 

COSTA RICA 

--- ~- --- --------------------------------------------------------------- -------

INDICATORS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 


AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 
RANGE OF FAMIaLY INCOME 


LOWER LIMIT 

UPPER LIMIT 


STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 


COEFFICIEUT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING-
TO EACH DECILE 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
l*f----------------------------------------------------------- ---

Il I *I I "I " .. ', I 

I- " I I I I TNTH" I 
I i I I I---------- ----------- I 
I I I I I. I I I ALL 
I SIXTH'. SEVENTH I EIGHTH 

SiSUBTOTAL 
I NINTH I I LOWER 

HALF 
I 
I 

UPPER 
HALF 

:I 
I* DECILES 

I I I I I I I I 
---- ------------------------------------ --------­

14,0081 14OC81 14,0,81 1 1 7,040 7,041 140,815 

5.8 5.75. 5.97 6.22 6.39 6 .31 6.47 -5.27 

3,12 3,46 3.14 4.07 4.32 421 4.43 3.C3 

15,172 15,654 25#230. 34,105 63.594 47,321 79,964. 19633 
3,204 4,'66c 6.636 1232-0354 1, 2 .4,8 ,0,5 

L4,280 ,17,,6,' 229.152 28.800 41,172 'Ale 5172C8 - C­
"
L7,4e,4 22,152 24.788 41,172 1,104,696, S5, 5,96! 1,104,696 :1.1049696

.945 1,335 1,889 3,499 .29i859 ' .0 35,t66 15,757 

C C6 OoC7 0.07 0.10 0.47 0.09 . C.','. 1.01 

0.C8 0.10 0.13 0.17 o.32 0.12 0.20 1.00 



------------ --------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------

Table I-A-O. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).. 

COSTA RICA 
a 

I 	 DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
---- -...---...--.......-------------------- ­ .--------m--- ----------------------

I ... I " I I I TENTH: I 

INDICATORS I I I I I------------- -. ------------ I 
I 
I SIXTH 

I
I SEVENTH 

I
I EIGHTH 

I 
NINTH 

I I 
LOWER 

I 
UPPER I ALL 

I SUBTOTALI HALF I HALF I* DECILES 

-------------------- -I -I I I I I I---- ----- ------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 14,C81 14,C81 14,081 14,081 14',081 7,040 7,041 14C9815 

AVE-RAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.48 5.75. .5.97 6.22 6.39 6.31 6.47 5.27 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS .15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAPIL 3.12 3.46 3.741 :4.07 4.32 4.21 4.,3 3.3 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 15.772 19,654 25,230 34,105 63,.594. 47.321 79,864 19,633 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,04 4,668'. 6,636 12,372 -1,063,524 14,424 1,C49,088 1,104,66 

LOWER LIMIT 14&280 1794C4 22,152 28,800 41,1"72 41,172 :55,6C8 C 
'-
UPPER LIMIT 	 17,4e4 2r2, 152 289.788 4.1,172 1,104,696 55,596". 1,104t696 1,104,696. 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 1335 1.889. 3,499 .29,859, ., 109 35,166 19,757 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION C.C6 0.C7 0.07 O.10 0.47 0.09. C.,4 1.01 
OF FAMILY INCOME -00-

PEARCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL O.C8 0.10' 0.13 0.17 0.32 042 0.2O 1.00 
0 -1FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 

TO EACH DECILE 



- - ----------

- ------------------------------ ---------------

-------------------------------- --------------------- -------- -------- -------- ------- --

Table 1-A-1. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES 1NIUIIEAN AREAS, BY 

DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).
 

PROVINCE SAN JOSE
 

.--- .----------------- ---------------.--------------------------------- ------

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS
 
- -..--..... ---
 "---------------------------- -.....----

INDICATO II FIRST I I I I 

I--------------........ .. I I I 
INDICATORS I~ 5L I IIII 

LOWER IUPPER' ISBTOA IIIIiSECOND THIRD IFOURTH.I C I HALFSI I I I I 
I I IALIHALF I 

I I I I1 I I I I 

S,0?98,079 8,17
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES SC787 4,C39 4,040 8.079 8,079 

4.06 .4.61 4*89 5.235.21. 3.40 3.72 -356AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 


AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
8 171 2.06 2.41 2.e4 2.94 

15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.C8 1.63 

354 3,528 1,961 .6,274 8;893 11,65C- 14,45322,C12
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 


2,616
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 54,18a 2,4C0 2,4C0 49860 2844 .2.72 3,012
 

0 4,800 7v644 10,356 129'972:
0 0 2 400
LOWER LIMIT 


7,644 10;356 12,972 15,984
 
UPPER LIMIT 554,.148 2,4C0 4,800. 40800 


STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY
 
171 721 1,735 7823 777 893


INCOME 21,046 


COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 
 0.56 1.S5 0020 0.88 0.12 O.C9 0.07 C.C6
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
0.01 0.01 1 0..03 0 .04 0.05 0.107
 

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.00 dc0 




--------------------------- ------------------- ------------------------------------------------------ --------

Table 1-A-I. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES- IN-URBANAREAS
 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).
 

PROVINCE 	 SAN JOSE
 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
I- ------------------------------------------------- - -- ---- --------- ------
I I I "I I I 
I I I -I I TENTH I 

INDICATORS I I I I II.......e... . .. I 
I I I I I I - I I 
I SIXTH ISEVENTH EIGHTH I INTH I I LOWER I UP I ALL 

I I I I I SUBTOTAL I H I I DECILESI .1 I I I I I I 
I III. 	 I -I I 

-------------------------- -	 nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES. 8,019 	 879 :8,078 4,039 4,039 80,7878,078 	 8,078 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 	 5.43 5.77 6.03 6.23 6.27 6.12 6.42 5.21
 

AVERAGE NUM3ER OF PERSONS 
15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAI-IIL! 3.21 3.59 3.87 4.-15 426 .416 4.36 3.08 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 17,8C7 22,193 28,255 38,226 1 5 87,495. 22,012 
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,636 5,316 7,344 13,956 507,88 16,044 491,844 554,1,8 

LOWER LIMIT 15,996 S39,632 24690 32,304 4,246260 - 62,304 0 

UPPER LIMIT 	 19632 249S48 32,304 46,260 554,1l48 62,3C4 554,148 55414a
 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 1,030 1,492 2,183 3,941 27,420 4,607 :29,984 21,046
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
 
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.C6 C.C7 0.08 0.10 0.39 0.09 0.34 0.96
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INGOME CORRESPONDING 0.Ca C.10 0.13 0.17 0.32 0,.12 0.20 1.CC 
TO EACH DECILE 

--------------------------------------- ----- -- -------------- nnnnnnnnnnnnnn--	 nn---------




- ------------------------------------------------------------

Table .1A-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO. THE:INUMAL FAMILY INCOME. OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS.,. 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE SDIVIsION(PART I). 

.PROVINCE ALAJUELA
 

---------------- ----------- ----- -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I DECILES OF NON-FARI4ING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 

---- --- --- ---- --- --- ---I .. . . . I " . . . . . . . . . . . . . I - " I .. . " I " ." 

I FIRST I I I I 

INDICATORS ALL .-------------------- I I I I 
S'LOWER UPPER I I SECOND -THIRDFOURTH.I FIFTH 

I 
,DECILES 
" I
•. ' I 

.HALF 
I 
I
I 

I . 
HALF ISUBTOTALI

' I - I . .. 

I 
I
I "; : . 

I 
I
I -I .. -: 

----------------- -------------------------------------- m--------------------- w---- -------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES .14,70? 735 .736 :1,471"- 1,47.1 ,471 •1,471 1,471 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.26 4.14 382 3098 385 4.80:52 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY, 2'.S5 1.71 6984 .. 242.8 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 16.113 84 2,062 1,074 4,204 .6,267 I8,69210,912 

RANGE OF FAILY INCOME 281,0C4 1,164 1,860, 3,024 1.,980 2652. 2,136- 2,220 

LOWER LIMIT 0 0 .1,164 0 3,?4 .5,04 7,656 9,792 

UPPER LIMIT 281,004 114 3.024 .3,024 5,004 7,656 9,792 12,017: 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY 
INCOME 155c. 274 

'":76 
624 

1,- 9 ' " 
'73 

63 
639 '667 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 

OF FAMILY INCOME 0. 6 3.26 0.30 1.02. 0.16 0:..12 0.07 C.C6. 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING i.co C.Co. 001 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.07 
TO EACH DECILE
 



---------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------

Table 1-A-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF* NON-FARING 'FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART-II). 

PROVINCE ALAJUELA
 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS.. 

I-".... r----. I-­--- ...--
I I I*-- . , ". . I 
71. 

INDICATORS I I ----------- rH 
SEVENTH .SIXTHEIGHTH NINTH. I LOWER I UPPER I ALL 

I I. I I .. I ~~ EIE 

I I. I I
 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 1,471 1,471 19470. 1,470 1,470 735 735 14,707. 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5"53 5.67 5.88 5.99 6.35 6.18 6.52 5.26 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS* 

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.05 .3.35 3.62 3.78 4.18 .39.
0397 2.95 

AVE-RAGE FAI4ILY INCOME 13,252 16,395 21175 28,558 50.632 38,193 63.071 .'16,113 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 2,64' 3,528 6,10 9,264 .247,344 10,440 236,904 281,C04 

LOWER LIMIT .12,012 14,676 18,a204 24,38 33,660 339660 449 ICO -0 

UPPER LIMIT 14,676 l8,2C4 24,384 33,648 281,004 4,0 281,004 281,CC4 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 85 1,012 1,779 '2.59 .2 - 5, - ,O -- 2 = - .5 C9
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAM.ILY INCOME 0.06 C.C6 C.os 0.09 0.43 008 0.39 0.96 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 0.C8 ,10' 0.13 0.018 0.31 0.12 0.20 1.00
 

TO EACH DECILE
 
0.--- - - - --- - - - - ..-- .­



-------------------- ----------- --------------------------- ---------------------- ------------------------------

-------

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Table I-A-3. 	INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME."OF.. NON-FARMING -FAMILIES. IN URBAN AREAS
 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DEVISION (PART I)..
 

<PROVINCE CARTAGO
 

IF 

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
I------------- --------------------------------- ---------------------------

II LL FIRST 	 I I I II M I- .	 . ' I I ,-II ~I 	 I I 
"
I DECILES LOWER UPPER I..SECON .IFOURTHiIH 

-HALF- HALF 
-12I41I 24,.I 	 1. I I 

TOTAL NUfBER OF FAMILIES 	 1.-481 624 625 .1,249 
 1248 :1,24 1,248
.248: 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 
 s-e3 3.84 4.09 3.96 4.40 7"5.15 5.48 5.52,
 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY .11.65 .80 1.73: :2,11 .52 
 2.72 2.81 
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 16,522 629 2,907 1,769 4,974 -7,359 9,415_ -11,323. 
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,iC966 2,112 1,980 4,092 2,124 .2,184 1,920 1,956 

LOWER LIMIT 
 0"0 	 2,112 0 4,092 6,-216. -8,vC0. 10,320_ 

UPPER LIMIT 	 IT1C46S6 291'12 4,092 . 4092 6,216 
 8,40 10320 129276 
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY" 
INCOME .17,592 776. 598. 1,334' 747 632 588 624
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME .C6 1.23 0.21 0.75 0.15: 0.C9 0.06 0.0. 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.00 C.CO 0.01 .01 .03 -. 04 ).06 C, 7 
TO EACH DECILE
 



------------------------------------------------------------- -- ------------------------------ ----------

.Table 1-A-3. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES .INURBANI:AREAS,
 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II)" 

PROVINCE CARTAGO 

I 
DECILES OF NON-FARMING-FANILIES IN URBAN AREAS 

..
I-----	 ---------- ------- - . ---


I I I .I I. TENTH I 
I I I I -.-------- -- ------ I
I I 	 I I . I I I I 

INDICATORS 	 I SIXTH I SEVENTH I EIGHTH I NINTH I I LOWER I UPPER I ALL 

I I E I ISUBToAL -UHALF I HALF I DECILESI I 	 L I .. I "" -I " - I - .i.I 

-- ---- ---- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- --- --- n- --- ---­ n -------- - -- - -

TOTAL NUMBER OF FMILIES 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 

1,248 

5. 

1,248 

6.5 6.4 

1,248 1,248-

6.43.. 

1248 

6.82 

. 624 

:6.71 

624 

6.92 

12,481. 

5-63: 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 

3.19 

13,6C8 

2,5e 

3.46 

16,483 

3,480 . 

3.93 

21,182 

.5,904 

4.07: 

28,320 

9,348 

4.55 

50,797: 

1:,071,096 

4.47 

38,159 

10,272 

4e64 

63,436 

1,060,824 

3.11 

16,522. 

v l 4,696: 

LOWER LIMIT 121276 14,844 18,336 24•252 33,600 33,6CO 43,872 0 

UPPER LIMIT 14, 844 18,324 24,240 33,600 1,104,696 43.872 1.104,6196 19104,696, 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME .142 S72 2,6852,615 34,989 3,12 5,058 17,592 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.65 C.C6 0.08 0.09 0.69 00. 0.73 I.C&: 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 0.18 C.0. .13 0.17 

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE 

--------------------- .--------------------------------------------------------

0,31 0.12* 

---­_-_ _ -

0.19 1.c0 

0 



Table 1-A-If. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES.IN URBAN ,AREAS,
 
BY DECILES, AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).
 

PROVINCE 	 HEREDIA 

------- -- - -- - I- - - -- - -	 -- - - -- - - - - -- - - -- - -­- - -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - --	 - -- -f 

DECILES OF NON-FARMIING FAMILIES IN URBAN-AREAS 

I.I FIRST 	 II 

INDICATORS I i IALL 	 II 

I DECILES I LOWER I UPPER I SUBTOTALI SECOND TH~IRD~ I 1OUR I FIFTH­

- -- --	 -- - -- ---------- eeeeeeeeeee------­- --- --- - -	 -- - - - - -- - -- eeeeeeeeeee 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 	 8,857 443, 443 886i 886 866 886 886 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 	 5. 52 3.84 3.'66 3.75 4.48 3.C4 5.20 . 5.6 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.22 1'.88. 171832."24" 2.59 2.86 30 

AVERAGE FAILY INCOME '20,663 963-, 3,715 :293396.58,31147405 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 239SC4 2,832 19836 4P668 2,616 2,042,448 	 2,856 

0 29832 0 14,668 7,2i6 10,9200 -12,648LOWER LIMIT 	 0 

UPPER LIMIT 	 213,v8C4 2,832 4,668 .49668 7,284 109290 1296.48 15*5c4 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 17,732 1,vC55 531 1,610 70 793 714, 845, 
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 	 0.8E6 1.10 0.14 0. 69. 0.11 0.C9 0.06 0C6 

PERCENTAGE CF THE TOTAL003*C7.6C.7 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.0oc.co 0.01 M.010.30C006.7 
TO EACH DECILE 

eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee --- --- -- --- ------ eeeeeeeeee----­

http:FAMILIES.IN


----------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- --------------

------------------------------ -----------

Table i-A-4. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

PROVINCE 	 HEREDIA 

I 	 DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
I----------- ---------------------------­ r---------------------. 

II I I TEI5TH I 

INDICATORS I 
I

IIII 
I II I----- -----------

UPPER 
I 

ALL 
I I I I NINTH SUBTOTAL IAI 

I I I II II I 
HAF I

I 
HALF 

I 
.DECILES. 

I I I I -I I • I I 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 	 8E6 886 885 885 885 442 3 8,857 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.71 6.05 6.32 6.32 6.78 6.51 7.05 5.Z 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL. 3.99 4.08 4.48 422 4.74 3.22 
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 179323 21,625 27,513 36,223 61,136 48,247 73,996 2C,663 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,6S6 5,004 6,720 12,024 170,820 :12, OCO 158,712.. .213,804 

LOWER LIMIT 15,5C4 1,2CO 24,216 30,936 42,984 42,984 55,092 C 

UPPER LIMIT 19,2C0 24,204 3C,936 42,960 213,804 54,984 213,804 213,804 

STANDARID DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 1,124 1,483 1*971 3,493 19,190 3.,425 19,823 17,732 

COEFFICIENT OF VAPIATION O.C6 C.C7 C.07 0.10 0.31 0.0 0.27 C.86 
OF FAMILY INCOME 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 0.C8 C.1o 0.13 0.18 0.30 0.12 0.18 1.CC 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE 



- --------------------- - ----------------- ----- - ---------------- -----------

----------------- 

-
;Table I-A-5. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMITES ! N. URBAN ABLEA3, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I), 

'PROVINCE GUARACASTE 

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAD$ AREAS 
ISTI"-I * - I - I 

INDICATORS "ALL I ---------------------- I I I 
I I I 

I DECILES-I LOWER I UPPER IUBTOTAL I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I FI]TH 
I.HALF HALF . I I I 

. . .. ... ..I __ I_-m- m m inu mm imm m Iin -~N n le i m ~ i~ ql -NIOmg og i 

TOTAL NU1-:BER OF FAM!ILIES 7, 4C8 370 371 -T41 741 741 741741 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.76 4.24. 4.41 . 4.33. 4.45 5.OO 5.89 5.65 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
2o34 2.7 ,3 -'2o92'.215 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3C3 1.68 1.65 1.67 2.01 

AVERAGE FAILY INCOME 15,762 229. l -891. 1,061 3,817 5, 69 7,811 9.45 

OF FAMILY INCOME 19C4.120 ' .1,488 2,484. 2,268: ,848 .2,.292-'L 2,1CCRANGE 

LOWER LIMIT o 9 4,7529, 6,6Co 8,852:96 

.UPPER LIMIT l14lo56 244244472660882 1.5 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY
 
INCOME 2C,432 382 398 918 787 .633 631,
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION,
 
OF FAMILY INCOME 1.30 1.67 0.21 0.87 0.21 0.10 0. C8 C.C6 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
coCO 0.01, 0.01 .02 64 0.CC
 

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING loco 

TO EACH DECILE 

-- ... . - - -- - ------------- ---- ­
m m m m m m n
 

m
V ..... .. i.. ammlmm~m~nN~~mmmmnemunmmm 




--------------------- ---- -- -------- ----------- -- ----- ---------

------ ---------------- ----------

Table I-A-5. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE-ANNUAL FAMILY INCOMEE OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES INXURBAAREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

PROVINCE GUANACt STE 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 
I. ------------------------ --------
I1I I I I TENTH--
I I I -II----- ---- ------- I 

INDICATORS I I I - I I I I 
I SIXTH I SEVENTH: _I GHTH I NINTH I I LOWER I UPPER I ALL 

-I 

IIIIISUBTOTAL 
"I .I "" " I I , l " " 

'I 
'I". J & 

IALHALFI 
i"I lll 

I DECILE 
l I" e' ' 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 711 741% 741 "40 74 370 370 7,408 

AVERAGE FAM5ILY SIZE .55 6.25655 6.48 6.94 6.68 7.19- 5076. 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS r.oi 4.. a9 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL 3.CO 3.43 3.79 3.88 4.54 4.18 4.89 3.03 

AVERAGE FAMILY 12,2 2C9093 27,822 53715 .38,84 6805.' 15,762INCOME 15,5556 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 2,7363624 5,964 10,440 1,070,268 11,340 1,055820- 1104,120 

LOWER LIMIT 10,952 13,788 17,412. 23,4C0 3,5 33,52 -300 0 

UPPER LIMIT 13,.78 17412 23,376 33,840 1,104,120 45 192 1,104,120 1,104,120 

ZTANDARD DEVIATION OF" 
FAMILY INCOME -:714 .:1,028 L,763 29912 44,592 3,231 59,397. 20,432 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAIILY INCOME 0.06 1 C7 C 0 0.10 .83 O.Cs 0.87 1.30 

PERCErTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
, ', 0.22 ,10CFAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING o. C.1o 0o.13 0.18 6.34 

TO EACH DECILE 
-------------- =--------- --------



-------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------ 

-------------------- --------------- --------------------------------------------------- ------ -------------------

,.Table 1-A-6. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN .AREAS 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PUNTARENASPROVINCE 

1--------­
. . DECILES OF NON-FAR-ING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 

-- ........---------------- ---------------- ----------- - - -------

ALL FIRST I I 
IECND' I- .... FI 

LOWER UPPER SUB-TOTAL SECOND THIRD FOURTH FITH
I ' I . . I• I -- I •..-I - .- . .. I . . .." ' 

I . 'I-: HALF I HALF I I I I I 
------------ -.- - . . . . . . ..... I---. I-----.-------- ­

8e7 8e7 -887.887 887
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 8.e,8eg. 443. 444 

4.05-: 4.43, -4.83 4.89AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 4.93% 10.45 5.53 3.149 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.-75 1.56 L.58, 1.57 .88 2.29 -2.48 2.61 

: 10,2CCAVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 14,94!0 0 1,944 973 3,807- 6,'302 8,430 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 4C,560e - -2,616 2,616 2,568 2304 1.848 19848 

0 0 .2,16 5,1e4 7,468 9,336LOWER LIMIT 0 0 

UPPER LIMIT 34c,560. 0 2,616 2,616 5,184-,, 7,4e3 9336 11, 164 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY.
 
INCOME 14,172 0 563 1.051 684 696- 541 524
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION.OF
 
C.c
0.98 C.co C.29 L.C8 0.18 .006FAMiILY INCOME 

PER~CENTAGE OF THE TOTAL , 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE
 

http:VARIATION.OF


- - - - -- - - - - - ---- - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

------------------------------------ --------------------------------------

.-able i-A-6. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

PROVINCE PUNTARENAS
 

------------------------------------ --------- --- m - m - m---------

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS
 
I-I--..- .-­ ,---------------, --- -------

I I " " I ... ----- ' ------I..------- ------ -


INDICATORS I "I . II I I I 

SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH I NINT LOWER UPPER ALL 

I . I BI TI I HALF I HALF I DECILES 

-- - - - - - - - - - -- ------ - - -..--

4 96TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 87887 7 887 8861 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 4.S5 5.29 5.64 5.74 6.01. 5.79 6.23 4.93 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.70 2.34 3.37 3.61 4.09 3.76 4.2:. 2.75 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 12,182 14,656 18,351 24,9265 45,368 32-736 5,CCC 14P450 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 2,016 ,844 728 ,016 311,724 .9,564 302w C64- 340,560 

LOWER LIMIT 11'84. 132.0. 16,056 20,784 28,836 '28,836: 38,4S6 0 

UPPER LIMIT 13 e2C0 16,044 -2C.784 28,800 340,560 38,4C0 340,560 .34G0,560 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 571 861. 1,362 ?,242 22,612 2,685 26,3S6- 14,172 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 0.-6.C.0. 0.09 
OF FAMILY INCOME o,¢5 C*o7 0.c9 0.50 0. 46 o.,8 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL o.Cs C.1o 0.13 0.17 0-31 0.11 0.20 ic0 
FAEILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE 



------------------------------------------- 

------------------------------ ---------------

------------------------------------------------------------ ------- ----------- ----------------

Table 1-A-7. 	 ICNDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME, OF NON-SFARMING FAMILIES: IN ..URBAN, .AREAS, BY 
DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PROVINCE% 	 LIM4ON 

------------------------- ------------------- m------- --- ------------

I 	 DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN..URBAN AREAS 
- - -------- w---------------	 - - - -- - - - - -

I I ~FIRSTIIII
 
INDICATORS I . ....--- ..-..--------------- I III
I*-... 


ILOWLR 	 I UPPER' I SEON;- THIRD* FOURTH, F1FTK 

I1ECLE : HALF I HALF. ISUBTOTAL IIII 

ooomeuaaomeam o---------------------------------------------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 79'7C6 385 386 771 77.71771..1 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 4.97 3.33 3.42 3.38 40 .74.70 4.76 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY-26a13 1.3s 1'.36. A.78 2.'32 2.34 2.47 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 149.0 A1.006 504 3,628: 6,358 _8*493: 1,8 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,0813, 144 0 2,040 2,040_ 2,892 "2,628 2'.026 1,8CC 

LOWER LIMIT 00 0 .2,040 :49932 7,572 S,6CC 

UPPER LIMIT L,0839,144 0 2,04d. 2,040 49932- 7,560, .9,6C0 14CC 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF:FAMILY 
INCOME 1911 088 803 -767 .700 614 541, 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF-

FAMILY INCOMES 1.-28 Cco'G C8.8 1.59 0.21 0.11 0.07' 0.05 
PERCEINTAJE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.oo00 Co Co .00 SaoZ 0.014- C.06 c.,07 
TO EACH DECILE 



- ------------- ------------------------------ ----------------- ----------------------------------------- --

----------------------------------------------- ---------------

Table I-A-7. 
 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IINIIRBAN AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMIISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

.,PROVINCE 
 LIMON
 

I . . DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS 

.I I - I -- TENTH II I I II I ' - .. . .I. . -''. . . . 
INDICATORS I I -I I II I II I I IILOWER 1 IPPERII ALL1 

I SIXTH I SEVENTHI EIGHTH i NINTH iSUBTOTAL I H I HAL [ECILEsI i i I " I I II -I .I . I . I I I. -

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 771. 770 770 770 385" 385 7,76 
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 
 4.3 5.27 .5.6 5.84 
 6.52 6.46- 6.58 4.97
 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
 
15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIaLY 2.53 2.84, '3.25 -3.43 ' 32 
 3,96 4.67 2vet

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 12,428 15044 18,917 25,220 48,647 34,549: ...62,746 14,956 
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 2,364 2868 1,68... 8,352 1,053156 10176. . 83v141,042980 

LOWER LIMIT 11.4CC .13,744 16632 21,600 29,988 29,988 40,164 
 0 
UPPER LIMIaT 
 1397- 1.,,632 21'600 29,952 1083,144 4016' 408314-4 1 144
 

STANDAID EVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 
 623 8c2 1,427 2,318 43,995 2,937 58, 88 19,179
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
 
OF FAMILY INCOME C.C5 
 005 0.08 0.09 0.90 0 o9. 0.S4. 1.28 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORPESPONDING 0.CS C.10 C.13 .0.17 0.33- 0,12 0.21 1.co
 
TO EACH DECILE
 



------------------- ---------- ----------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------

------- - ---------------------- ---------- --- ---------- --------

.Tabie 1-B-O. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL-FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND .ADMINISTRATIVEDIVISION (PART I). 

COSTA RICA.
 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS 
-------------------------------------------------------- ---------------- *--------
I I ." "- I I -I I : 

I I FIRST I I I I 
INDICATORS I----------.......--.----------I-------I I I I 

IALL ILOWER I UPPER I I I I I
 
I I ISUBTOTALI SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I FIFTHHAL 1F IIDECILESI DCLE II I, ALF I I I I 

- . I 1. I I I --

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 125,533 6,477 6,47? 12,954 12,954 12,954 112,953 ,953 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.3 4.C6 .3.91 3..9 24,,92 5.21 ,.33 5.40 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS: 

2,M 1.49 1.A6 1..0a,1. 2 26 2,21: 2.4c15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2 .1. 222.7. 

AVERAGE FAILY INCOME' 109381 5 19340 98 3,364 4i. 901 6,131 .43 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOE 3,4ZC,5C4 9S6 1,032 2028- 2,208, 1,308 972 .188 

LOWER LI:T .O996 0 7,02a 4,236 -5,544 .. 516 

UPPER LIMIT 34209,0S4C 996 2,028 2,028 4,236 5,54' 6,516 9704 

STANDARD DEVIATION. OF FAMILY 
INCOME 164481 382 228 488 !579 356 20 332 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION .OF 
FAMILY INCOME 1.78 0.64 0.017 0.50 .0.17 .0A7 : €cC5 ,C5 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAILY INCOME CORRESPONDING h. CO c0 0.0 .0.01 0.03 0.05 0.06 C.7 
TO EACH DECILE 
--------- ------- - -- - - ------- - -- - - . . . . .. - - - -- -



------------------------------------------------------------- -------- -------------------------- -------------

----------------- ----------------------------------------------------------- -------

------------------------------------------ ------------------------ -------------- --------------------------

-Table 1-B-O. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN_RURAL -AREAS, 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). . 

COSTA RICA
 

I 	 DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN-AREAS 
-I I I -I "I .1 I . .. 

I I I i i TENTH ... I 

INDICATORSS"I I . II II II •I I----....---I ... I " I -" I 
I SIXTH I SEVENTH I-EIGHTH I NINTH I. I LOWER. IUPPE1 ALL. 

I I I IsToT I HALF HALF I DECILS 
. -.-.. ----....... - - . I.... I--. . 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 12,9953 12,953 12,953 12,953 12,953 6,476 6,477 129,533 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.6 5.1 6.35 6.90 -7.2 7.57 8.C7 -5.73 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 20'4 2.84 3.20 3.80 4.97- 4.48 5.46, 2.79 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 8.,431 ZC,1C9 12,428 16,411 34,027 '22,334 45,719 10,381 

RANGE OF FAMI.LY INCOME l,4C4 2,156 2,628 5,568 3,401,004 6,456 3,394,548 :,420,504 

LOWER LIMIT 7.70, 9,1C8 11,304 13,932 19,500 19, 5Q0 25,956 0 

UPPER LIMIT 919C8 11,3C9 13,532 1,500 3,420.504 259956 39420.504 3,420,5C4 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 430 632 733 1,622 51,092 1,335 7C,313 18,481 
F..M4ILY INCOME
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 	 -c.,cs .cC6 C.C6 0.10 1. 50 0.C8 1.54 1.78 
OF FAMILY INCOME
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL O.C8 C.10 C.12 0.16 0.33. 0.11- 0.22 1.00 
FAMILY INCOME 



--- ----------------- ------------------------------ -------

- - -- -- -- ---- --------------

-------------------- ------ ----------------- ---------- - - --------- - --------- ------- ----

------------- -----------------------------------------

FAMILY INCOME 	OF NON-FARKING.FAMILIES IN-RURALAREAS,Table I-B-1. 	INDICATORS RrATED TO THE ANNUAL 


BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).
 

PROVINCE 	 SAN JOSE
 

--
IDECILES, OF NON-FARMING .FAM-ILIES- IN RURAL AREAS 

~l-'-- " ....----TTM m'% . I 

I -I 	 .I I I IL 

II	 II IINDICATORS I------ I " . -I 	 I" '''"I 

"I A I LOWR I UP I.STOTAL1 SECOND-I THIRD I FOURTH IFIFTH 
I " I .. I II.D I I' "I 	 I"DECILES HALF I HALF 

29874- 2,874
28,736 .1,437 1,437 2,874 2,874 2,8.4TOTA NMER OF FA 
5.28 .25: . 36 .

5.67 3.6 .3,,64 3.75 481 
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS. 
1.40 1.33 :1.36 2.06 " .2.34 2.43 

15 To 64 YEAFZ OLD PER FAMILY 2.80 

91 2,874 4,607.. 65. 7,077
1,262
IC9455 559AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 

1,152. 126C1,440 2,304 19620 
RANGE OF FAMLY INCOME 314.496 1,C44 396 

1,440 '3,744 5,364 6,516
-0 0 1.044 0

LOWER LIMIT 
5364 65,516. .7,776

1044 1,440 19440 .39744314949,6UPPER LIMIT 

STANDAR)D DEVIATION OF FAMILY. 485 .359 -. 3632
11,"069 443 906 476
INCOME 


COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF 0..5
0.o22 . 0.11 0.C6
1.C6 C.79 0.08 052 

FAMILY INCOME 

0. 0 7 
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL .0 - 6 

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
 
TO EACH DECILE
 

ee----- ---------- ------------------




--------- -------------------------------------------------------

------------------------- -- 

---------------------------------------------------------- --------------------- ------------ ----------------------

Table I-B-1. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FA-ILIES IN .RUR.AL AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

PROVINCE 	 SAN JOSE
 

S---------------------------------------------
DECILES OF.NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS-

I~-----~ ~ ~~~7 --"--....---- ..­--.--.7... ... "-I 
I I • I I ITENT. 	 .
 ----------------------- -------.-- ------....------

INDICATORS I I I I: I I 
I SIXTH I SkVETH I EIGHTH i NINTH". I LOWER I P I ALL 
i I I I .SUBTOTAL I HALF . HALF I DECILES 
I . I I I I I " 1..... .I 

--- . .z-----	 -- --------­- -.------


TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 2, 874 2,873 2,873 2,873 2,873 1,436 1,437 28,736 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.46 5.87 6.25 6.90 7.76 7.57 7.95 5.67 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.57 2.e8 3.24 3.92 4.86 4.59. 5.13 2.SC 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME e,525 10,268 12,833 17,372 34,033; 23,696 44,364 10,455 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,4c4 -2,3C4 3,060 6,204 293,748 6,804 286,944 314,496 

LOWER LIMIT 1,776 9,10 11i484 14,54 20,748 20,748 27,552 0 

UPPER LIMIT 9,0 11,484 14,544 - 20,748 314,496: 27552 314,496 314 .496 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 447 665 927 1,749 19,28 1,9 04. 23.54 11,065 

COZrFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY IUCOME 0.C5 0.C6 0.01 0.10 0.58 008. 0.54: 1.06 

PERCEITAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING C.CA C.10 C12 0.17 :O33 0.11 C,21 1.00 
TO EACH DECILE 



-------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------ -----------------------

-------------------------- ---- --------------------- ------------------------- ----------- --------

Table I-B-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAIMILY INCOME OF NON-FAMIING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PROVINCE ALAJUELA 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FA-ILIES IN RURAL AREAS
 
I --------------------------I " • -R T " I " " I -I ' . .
 - ......----------------------------------------------I .
 

INDICATORS I--------- ------- --------- I 

I..ALL I I UPPER...I I I -OI 
III I I SUBTOTAL"ISECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I -FIFTH 
.I.DECILES.I HALF I HALF I I I I I 

- I------I-I-I-I-I-- - I ------

2,46CTOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 24,558 1,230 1,230 2,460 2,460 2,460 2,460 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.74 4.C9 3.91 4.00 4.S4 5.09 5.28 5,46 
AVERAGE NUI-BER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2..7 1.51 1.50 1.51 1.88 2.23 2.28 2.i3,9 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 8,750 590. 1,294 942 2,878 4,280 5,241 6,207 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1.,OSGC056 ..cc. 624 1,632 2,112 1,010 972 876 

LOWER LIMIT -0 0 1,008 .0 1i,632 3.74 4,764 5,736 

UPPER LIMIT 1,CsC,OS6 1, C8 1.632 1,632 3,7-44 4, 764 5,736 6', 612 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY 
INCOME 14,,.828 392 215 -473 571 2S2 269 236 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 1.69 C666 0017 0.50 .0.20 0.07 0-05 C.C 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL FAMILY 
INCOME CORRESPONDING TO EACH 1.CO CCO .01 0.01 0.03 0.05 C.06 0.C7 
DECILE 



-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------- -------- ------------ 

Table 1-B-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF ?NON-FARMING- FAMILIES IN RURAL-AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

ALAJUELAPROVINCE 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS 
I-------------------- ------------ ----------I I I I ITET I 

I I I I I TENTH 
I I I i----------- --------- ---- -

INDICATORS 	 I SIXTH I SEVENTH I EIGHTH I NINTH I I LOWER I UPPER I ALL.-
I 1 1 I ISUBTOTAL I I I
I I I I I I I AIE 
I I I _ . I I-. I I. I 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 2,460 2,460 2,460. 2,459 -2,459 .229 1,230 24,5'8 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.60 5.8 6.38 . 7.23 7.98 7.70.. 8.25 5.74 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.52 2.75 3.22.. . 400 .96 4.56 5.35 .2.77 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 7,114 8,510 10,434. 182 28,014 19,262- -3-6,t7558 8915C 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,164 1,536 2.556 4,932 1,073,256' 5,8'4 1,C679388 1,C9CC56 

LOWER LIMIT 	 6,612 7,776 9,312 11,868 16,800 16,800 22,668 0 

UPPER LIMIT 	 7,776 S,312 11,868 16,800 1,090,056 22964 1, CS0,056 1,0SC,C56 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 352 447 765 1,441 40, 729 1,664 56,230 14,821
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
 
OF FAMILY INCOME 0,C5 0.05 0.07 0.10 -1.45 0.09 1.53 1.6.
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 0.C8 0.10 0.12 0.16 0.32 0.11 0.21 1,cc 
TO EACH DECILE 
------------------------------------- aa-aaa-------------a-a--------a-a-------a-----------------------a -----------­



--------------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------- --------- ---------

------------------------------------------------ -------------- ---------------------------

---------------------------------------- -- -- -- ------------------ --- -----------------

Table I-B-3. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN.RURAL AREAS,
 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).
 

PROVINCE 	 CARTAGO
 

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS
 

I I FIRST I I I I 

INDICATORS I I------------------------------ I I I I
I I I PERI I I I I 

I ALL ILOWER I UPPER.
I I I I SUBTOTAL I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I FIFTH 
I DECILES I HALF I HALF I I I I I 
I I I I I I - I. .. 

a 

762 762 1,524 1,524 1,524 1,524 1,524
TOTAL NUT:BER OF FAMILIES 15,238 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.C7 4.70 4.45 4.58 4.88 5.18 5.43 5.68 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
-2.19. 2.29 Z.44 

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.S1 1.0 1.75 1.83 2.03 

4,5 5,888 6,976AVERAGE FAMILY 	INCOME 5,942 722 1,980 1,351 4,943 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,42C,5C4 1,212 - 2,160 3,372 1,296 .576 1,236 972 

LOWER LIMIT 0 0 1,212 0 3,372 ,668 5,244 6,46C 

UPPER LIMIT 3,42C,5C4 1,212 3,372 3,372 4,668 5,244 6,480 7,452 

STANDARD DEVIATION( OF FAMILY
 
425 755 78 404- 170 380- 3
INCOME 3C,t30 


COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF
FA ILY I CONE345. 	 c,59 0.38 0.65 0,. 00.0;0 .0­
.0O.0.FAMILY INCOME 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 1.co C.CO 0.01 0.01 0004 O.C6.05 	 o.07
 
FAMILY INCONE COIRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE 



-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------- ----------------- ---------------------

Table 1-B-3. 	INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS, 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). 

PROVINCE 	 CARTAGO,
 

I 
DECILES OF NON-FAR.ING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS
 

INDICATORS I I I I I TENTH I 
I II I II II I-------------------------------II I... . . . . . I... . ... I 
I 
I SIXTH 

I I 
SEVENTH I EIGHTH 

I 
I NINTH 

I I 
I SUBTOTAL I LOWER 

I 
I UPPER 

I
I 

IIHALFI I I I I I HAF I 
HALF
II~ 

I DECILES
I 

---------------------- --------------- ------- -------- --------- -------- -------

TOTAL NUNBE; OF FAMILIES 1,524 1,524 1,529 1,523 1,523 711 762 l:i,238 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.C3 6.C6 6.84 7.59 8.48 8.38 8.59 6.07 

AVERAGE TU!MBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAM*ILY 2.67 2.e4 3.44 4.12 5.28 4.91 5.65 2.91 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME E,C66 9,054 11,640 15,238 31,750 20,715 42,771 9v942 

RANGE OF FAMILY 1 S'OME 1,32C 1,620 2,580 s,244 3,402,288 5,724 31396,564 :3,A20,504 

LOWER LIMIT 7,452 8,772 IC,392 12,97Z 18,216 -18,216 23,940 0 

UPPER LIMIT E,772 10392 12,972 18,216 3,420,504 23,940 3,420,5C4 3,420,504 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOEE 4C9 485 724 1,528 92,394 1,611 12,720 30,330 

CO-FFICIENT OF VAIRIATION 
OF TI.ILY I,"COME 0.C5 G.CS 0.06 0.10 2.91 0.C8 3.C3 3.05 

PERCE1TAGE OF THE TOTALRESPONDINGZ 
FAMILY IIICOj*E CORRESPONDING 

. 5 .3 0.10O.'1 
0.22 

C
1.C3 

TO EACH DECILE 



-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Table 1-B-4. 	 INDICATOP. RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARM1ING FAMILIES:IN RIURAL.AREAS, 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PROVINCE 	 HEREDIA
 

n 

I 
I 

DECILES OF NON-FAR14ING -- -.. -.--.------------.I..-.--- I. ... .. 
I 

FAMILIES IN ... .. - -. 
I *I 

RURAL'-AREAS- . - - - -.. . ........... 
I "1 • -" -

. 

I I FIRST I I I I 

I 7- --------- - ---------- I I 
IhDICATARS I LL I LOWER I I I I. I I 

I I I I SUB-TOTALI: SECOND Il.THIRD: I FOURTH I FIFTH 
I
I 

DECILESI
I 

HALF I
I 

HALF I
I 

I
I 

I
I 

I
.I 

I
I 

----------------- -----.-------------- -------------------- ------ -------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES iC,a683 543 544 1,087 1,087 .1,087 1,087 1,a7. 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.95 3.S6 4.51 4.24 4.9 " .1 .95.27 5.44 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.C7 1.91 1.73,21 2.36 2.55 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 15,3C5 615 2,088 1,352 4,570 5,972 7,368 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 14,C 8 2,172: 3,7-20, 1,440 .1,3e0 1,596 1,1C4 

LOWER LIMIT 	 0- 0 '948 0 3,732 5,172 6,552 8,148 

UPPER LIMIT 	 214,092 948 3,720 3,720 5,172 6,552 8,148 91252 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY-
INCOME 11,5C5 421 936 1,034 369 -406 443 277. 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF 0.4 IN.OME8 	 0.45 0.76- 0.08 -0.7 0.06 O.03FA1 LY INCOME•
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 1.Co C.CO 0.01, 40.1 o.04 0.05 .0.06 C.C 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 
TO EACH DECILE 



---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------------

----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------ 

Table- -B-4. 
 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOMEOF.NON-FARMINGFAMILIESjAREAS, INRURAL 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).
 

PROVINCE HEREDIA
 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS 
I "eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee-eeeeeeeeeeeee"eeeeeeeee'ee 

I I I I I TENTH I 

INDICATORS 

I 
I 
I SIXTH 

I I 
I I 
I SEVENTH I EIGHTH 

I---
I 
I NINTH 

I 
I 

I 
I 

.... . 

LOWER 
I 
I 

"----- -- I 
I 

UPPER I 
ALL 

I
I I

I I
I I

I I
'I 

SUBTOTAL 
. 

I
I HAIF I

I HALF I
I DECILES 

I_.I I I I • I I I. 
- -- - - -- - -- - - - - - - -- - - - ------------------------------------------------------ --------- ---- ---- ------------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 

l,C17 1,087 
6.12 

1,017#08 
6.84 7.58 

16,086 
8.07 

563 
8.06 

543 
8.C8 

10,868 
. 95 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.E4 3.08 3.71 4.44 '5.35' 5,10 5,59 3.07 
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME IC.CSZ 12,053 15,023 20,059 37,932 2, 4e,7563 
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,752 2,292 :3,804 6,720 190,272 .,764. 182,508 214,092 

LOWER LIMIT 4,22 11,CC4 13,296 17,100 23,820 23,620 31,584 C 
UPPER LIMIT 114,0C 13,296 17,100 23,820 214,092, 31,584, 214,092 214,092 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY INCOME 486 658 1,079 1,877 18,192 2,227 20,563. 11,505 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.C5 C.C5 C.07 0.09 0.48. 0.08 0.42 .C.94 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMqLY INCOME CORRESPONDING o.c8 0.10 C,12 0.16 0.31 0.11 0.20 1.cc 
TO EACH DECILE 

IQrII'I - ---
I I I

I III I I I 
 II I I I I
 



--------------------------------------- -------- 

----------

--------------------- - ----------- - --- ------- ---

------------------ ----------------------------------------- --- -------- -- - ---------------------

Table 1-B-5. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING-FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS, 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PROVINCE 	 GUANACASTE
 
-n----------------

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS 
I ------------------------------------------------------------------

I I FIRST IINIAOSII--.......I .. II II II 
INDICATORS I I. I-I-.-

I A I LOWER I UPPER I SUBTOTAL I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I 1-FI-TH 

HALF HALF 	 I .1I"I " .I DECILES I 	 I . >I . .. .1 . I I .I>. 


TOTAL NUDBER OF FAMILIES 	 21,a32 1,C92 1,092 2,184 2,184: 2,183 2,183 2,183 

AVERAGE FAMILY 	SIZE 6.23 .4.28 4.38 4.33 5.34 5.72 5.15 5.91 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.8 1.40 1.55 1.47 2.18 2.40 2,12 2.44 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME .;S,653 675 1,162 918 2,90, 4,540 6,049 6,54. 

.C 1,464 2,184 1#836 768 576 
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,cgl616 564 

0 go '000 1,46.4' 3p,648 5#4a4 I :6,252LOWER LIMIT 

UPPER LIMIT 	 .1,c 616 9Co 1,464, 19464 3,648 5,b48 6,252 6,828 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY.
 
INCOME :21,387 235 163 -316 643 5176-


COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
 
OF FAMILY INCOME 2.21 C.35 0.14 0.34 0.22 0.12 01.C3 0.C3
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL.'
 
0.06 0.07
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING C.co 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 

TO EACH DECILE 



------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

- ------- -------- --- - -- -- - -- -- - -- 

--------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------- -----------------

IlDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME-OF NON-FAPING FAMILIES-IN RURAL-AREAS,
Table 1-B-5. 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).
 

PROVINCE. GUANACASTE
 

------------ o-------------- --

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURALAREAS 
. . - . . . .-	 -I --- m--- - -


I. 1 I . I I m ITENTH 
INDICATORSI I ALL 

-7'' ----- 77-1I SIXTH I.SEVENTH I.EIGHTH 	 I NINTH I 
I I I LOWER. I UPPER I DECL.I I I 	 I

I I I SUBTOTAL I ,F I
I I 

---,-----------------------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 2,1P3 2,163 2,183 2,183 2,183 1,091 1,Cs2 21,832. 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.E7 6.35 7.03 7.78 8.52 8,24- 8.81 6.23 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
5.67 2.8e
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAIILY 2.e6 2.89 3.37 4.14, 5.18 4.6n 


AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 1,413 9,186 11,572 14.924 32,894 20,4C0 4S,376 9,693
 

RANGE OF FAILY INCOME 19476 1.9,2 2,076 5,472 1,073,772 1S,61,068,S6 1,091,616
 

LOWER LIIIT 9,3C4 10,296 l7t84 17,844 23*46C C
196 12,372 
,II]C4 117,644 1,09,616 23,460 1,091,616 1 091,61 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 5562- 1825 61,833 85,621 21s387
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION•
 
2.:1t
0.C6 0.05 C.12 1.68 .C. 1.89
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.C7 

PERCETAGE OF THE TOTAL 0.08 . ,,C9 0.12 0.15 0.34 0.110.0.23 	 co19.C1C03 .....
..
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 

TO EACH DECILE
 



- - ----------------------------------------- 

---------------------- ------- ------ -------------- - - - ------- ---------

Table 1-B-6. 	 INDICATOPS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING. FAMILIES IN RURAL'AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). 

PROVINCE 	 PUNTARENAS 

IDECILES 	 OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS------- --- ------------ ---.-----
I I. I 	 " "I-

D SI I FIRST II 	 I I
INDICATORS I--------- I

I 
I ALL I LOWER I UPPER I SUBTOTAL I SECOND THIRD IFOURTH. FIFH 
I DECILESI II HAF II AFII I.II 

DtiE AF I HALF I I 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 18,371 g19 -919 1,838l . 1,837 1437. 1,837 1,837 
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.15 3.83 4.24 ..	 86 4.57 -4*g3 

4.0 4.75 	 4;9
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.51 1.48 1.70 1.59 2.10 .2.19 1.l4 2.33 
AVERAGE FAMILY 	 INCOME -1.Iee9 '684 1844 1,264 4,080 5,726 6,965 8,283 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1,223,484 1 1,740 .3,000 1,812 1.632 9 1,75.193,912 1-9,52 
LOWER LIMIT .0. .01260 0 3,000 4,12 6,444 7,356 

UPPR IMT 122,44 .26 300 3 000 49812 	 604447, - 356.91C 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY 
INCOME 16-,993 421 516 747 48 507 298 536 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
OF FAMILY INCOME 1.52 C.62 0.28 0.59 0.12 0.09 0.04 C.C6 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL.
 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING I.C 0.C 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.C C.04. 0 
TO EACH DECILE
 

-----------------------------	 --------- -------- -------- - - - -------------------------- -1----­



----------------------------- -------------------------------- ------- ------------- -------- -------------- ---------

------ ------- ---------

- --- ------------- ------------- -------------- ---- ------ ---------------

I .RURA.AREAS,FAMI.LY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES 
Table i-B-6. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL 

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART 	 II). 

PROVINCE 	 PUNTARENAS 

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS
 .....
 

lm 
' P ' Imml 

l '
I----------------------------------------------------------------------	 I i 
-

I III I-	 TEN9ZHI 
I 

II +' I 	 IUP I ALL 

I I DECILES
INDICATORS I SIXTH SEVENT HI. I EIGHTI I 

I II SUTOTL I HALF HALF.. I,_.. 	II....I__ I- ,..1",I 

~~----------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES. 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 

-

S.C8 

-19837 1,37 19837 

6.48 

",837 

6.3 674 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 

LOWER LIMIT 

UPPER LIMIT 

2.38 

si ec 

1,524 

sic8 

IC, 032 

2.5 

11,S41 

'1836 

10644 

12,480 

.62 

13,379 

2 160 

12 480, 

14,9640 

.3.8 

16,9953-

4'920 

14640 

39560 

41 

33844 

, 9Z4 

19560. 

1'223484 

3.74.70 

",229403 -45274 

6,26320 1197,216 '. 

199560 26926a. 

26220:. 1223484, 

2.51 

11,189 

'12234134 

0 

1,22.3,464 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF 
FAMILY ICOME 

469 568 616 1442 451961 18925 16,953 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 0.; 5 G.C4, 0.05 0.09 1.361" o.'e8 1.39 1.52 

OF FAMILY INCCME 

PERCE.TAGE OF THE TOTAL 
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 

TO EACH DECILE ---------
l -----------------

-----­
----------- -----------------------------------m -----



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------- 

------ - ------ ------------- -------- 

- -- - - - -

INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES-IN RURALA:REASI,TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY.Table I-B-7. INDICATORS RELATED 
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).
 

PROVINCE LIMON
 

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS 
I - -I 

--.
I I 

FIRST I. I I 
I II 

INDICATORS I I i 
I ALL I LOWER I UPPER 1 * I I THIRD IISBTTA SCODAIFORTF 

DECILES HALF HAF III I I I I I ~ II
 

------- ------------ .....-- --.-. :.-- .-------


TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES S890 494 495 989 9899 989 S89
 

AVERAGE FAILY SIZE 5.V 3.38 3.42 3.40. 4027 4057 4.61 4.3 1
 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
 
1.22 1.97 .04 2.16 1.9215 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.59 1.16 1.28 


AVERAGE FA14ILY INCOME 12,c'4 358 1,109 734 3,986 5,921 6,938 8,23C
 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 748,416 656. 1,248 19944 3,252 1,1,2 .296 1,C92
 

LOWER LIMIT 0 66 0 101,94 5,196 6,360 7,668 

1,944 59196 60348 .79656 8976C'UPE.IT78466S61 1,944 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY 
INCOME 21,:059 252 .326 487 84o 32 34 3C6 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF
 
FAMILY INCOME 1.c .8l 0.29 0.66 0.21 0.05 0,605 .0.04 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
0.0 1 0.03 0.05 0.5 .C.C6

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.ca C.C 0 

TO EACH DECILE
 

-
---------------------- -o-- ---------- www----! 
C1 - -- - - ­



--------------------

Table I-B-7. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME.OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL ARMS,-

BY DECILES AND AD INISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II) 

PROVINCE LIMON 

----------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------
I DCL FNNF )GF TSI UA 

I ...... 
DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL.AREAS 

---------------------------------------------------- ----------------- ------------I I " -----------I.* 
I I I I I TENTH - I 

IRI I I I I--------------------- --------- I-
O 

IISIXTH I 
SEVENTHIIII II

EIGHTH NINTH I LOWER'-.L1.' II P E I ALL .. 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I ~ 

I ;SUBTOTAL
.I 

HALF
I: ... 

.I
I 

HALF 
.­' " 

I
I 

DECILES
" " ­

- ------- -- --------- --- ----- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -------

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES seg 589 89 989 989 494. 495 9,90.-. 

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 4.95 5.22 5.42 60 .7.8S 6.87 8.88 5.07. 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
 
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.3C 2.55 2.70 3.29 5.75 4.10 7.39 2.552
 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME s,6c8. 11,5 14,503 18,688 47,531: 25,871 654147 12, SC4:
 

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 2,0CA 2,344, 3,060 6,252 725,964 8,628 717,336:- 74b,1
 

LOW R LIMIT E,760 1C,776 13,140 16,200 2Z,452 Z2,,2 31,2980
 

UPPER LIMIT 1C,764 13,140 16,200 22,452 748,416 31,080 748,416 746,416
 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
 
FAKILY INCOME 6C3 666 849 1,750 53,550 2,363 69,227 21,099
 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
 
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.C6 O.C6 C.C6 0.09 1.13 0.O& 1.GC 1.65
 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
 
FAMTLY INCOME CORRESPONDING 0.C8 C.C9 C.il 0 15 0.37. 0.19. 0.27 1.00
 
TO EACH DECILE
 

n-n--n----------- ------------------ ----- -----­



Table 2-A-O. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL.FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARIILES -AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

COSTA RICA
 

I URBAT AREA RURAL. AREA 

I I qUIL-..- .... I-UBT"L L1 .QUA.'-... -- ..IN;DICATORS SU-OA 3:_ .......-.
 

I__ FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I I FIRST I SECONID I THIRD 3 FCU=TH 

TOT-L N,'h=b.,1 OF FAMILIES 121.264 "C.241 20.341 3c9241 2C.2-41 e5.c!(:y 21.41e 21.417 21.41? 21.417 

AVERAGE SIZE OF i FAMILY 5.15 3.46 5.cq t.78 t.2t t=.15 3.02 4.40 -. 5 ?..3 

0

AV.A,,E FAMILY INCO1.'E 22.lq4 7.035 13.15 a,.-25 47.251 13411 02E7. E 12.469 27.413 

'IA::.~~ !D-IrATCNCF THE 
FAMILY rCCIz'" 20".078 2. 142 1.70 2.?02 25v479 22.001 1.39? Q25 10.,15 409555
 

PE.'CZW'NAGE OF THE FAILY =OEs 1... 
1.00 .0.10 0.160.2-3 0.51
CORRESFONDING TO EACH qUARTILE 


PEECE71"AGE OF FAIILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .100 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.00
 

0.' 264 C29 0. L*?-rM 1 To 4 MF7BFRS a.7 c.! c.4 O.-2C.50.­
5 TO 7 -RS 0.35 C.24 0.47 C.20 0.44 0.1 0.15 0.-1 0.7 C.1 

,:-.V'ZRS ARD GV: 0.17 0.02 C.17 C.24 C.26 C.20 0.00 0.05 0.2e a,4 

?-ErCE;TAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF 
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 1.00 1.00 1.0u 1.0 1 .00o01 1.00 1.00 1.,0 

0.12 ' -  
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.07 0.12 a,,,u9 Ccjs C.C4 C.13 0.20. C.1 0.10 
BEWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 0.24 0.'4 .0.7 C.2- 0.2 C.2 0.32 C.36 C..7 -00 
BEWEEY 35 AD 0.24 C.27 0.P C. 4 C.e 0.,1 ' 44 TEARS OLD 0.18 C.26 0.21 0.22 C. "1.470.7 .34 0.9

0.44 0.46 C.3Fr C.&6 C.0:

45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

PEZCEN:!TAG! OF FAILIES BY LEVEL OF
 
FO AL EDUCATION OF THI HEAD OF THE
 
FAKIILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.OG 1.CO 1.00 1.00 -l.CO .1.o0
 

NONF 0.05 0.08 0.05 C.04 C4.C2 C.193 0.22 C.19 C.2C 0.14 
PR.IM:ARY 000 0.71 0.659 C.61 C.37 C.71 0.74, 0"o7e C.72 O.hA 
BEYC&'ND PRIMARY 0.36 -Col 0.2s- C.35 00.2 0.11 0.04 O.z7? C.Ces 0.3 

PERCY.ENTAGE OF FA'ILIES. BY SECTOR 
OF ECO"OC.IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 
THE FAILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 I.do 1.0c .1.00 1.00 ".10 .00 1.00 

PRIMARY SECTOR 0.05 0.07 0.05 C.CS 0.02 0*4b o.t 0.29. C.47" 0.3?
 
SECONDARY SECTOR 0.23 0.25 0.27 C-23 0.53
0.20 Co18 0.12. 0.20 0.21 0.i
0.20 - C.24 


0.56 041 C.56 CoFO 0o67 025 0.13 

TERCIARY SECTOR 

no SECTOR 0016 0.27 0.13 C.13 0.10 C011 0.14 0.10 . OCS 0.11 

http:ECO"OC.IC
http:O.-2C.50


Table 2-A-1. INDICATORS RELATED TO TILE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOKE OF NON-POOR NON-FAB1ING FAZLIES, BY URBAN.RURAL AREA, QUA ILESAND 

PROVINCE SAN JOSE 

I URBN AREAI RURAL AREA 

INDICATORS 
I-- --IUTL

ISUB-TOTAL I sQUnv-U -O x UARTILE 

I I FIRST I SZCO:ID I .I1IRD I YOU R"-H I I FIRST I SECO.D I THIUD) t Fct"ITH 

TOTAL UMBER OF FAMILIES 

AV-:'ESZ: CF THE FAIILY 
A~kL'G-F;.'IY. CCFq 

72.096 

5.14 
451 

'e*024 

3.53 

7o -!40 

Ie024 

5.Ce 
14 • .,CU 

leeC24 

S.76 

2.2.254 

le.C24 

.1. 

1g.04 

5.23 
12,;I1, /3 

49764 

3.03 
59.2;;6 

4.764 

4.53 
a ,7c 

4.7.3 

5. 
129v :! 

4,767 

7.38 
27.7 1 

STA::ARD DEVIATION 
FAILY INCOME 

OF THE 
21.156 2.247 19.64 3522 24 S95 129.d9 151 940 1.654 17.05 

PERC -._TAGE OF 
CORnS1-C,:;DING 

THE FAMILY INCOMES 
TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.08 0.15 0.2i 0.54 1.00 .0.10 0.16 .. C,24. 0.51 

PEWTC-.' AGE CF FA;ILIDS, BY SIZE 

.. CM- 1 TO 4 M0E.S 
,Cv- 5 TO 7 

OVER 

PERCEITAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF 
THE ITEAD CF THE FAMILY 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD
E.:''E'; 25 L;D 34 YEARS OLD 

E-:7.'.Ei: 35 AND 44 YEARS OLD 
45 YEAR"SOLD AND OLDER 

1.00 

0.47 
0.37 
0.17 

1.00 

0.07 
0.24 
0.2 
0. 5? 

. 

1.00 

0.74 
C*24 
0.03 

1.00 

C.12 
0.Is 
O.iq 
0.44 

1.co 

0.87 
C.37 
0.16 

1.00 

o.oa 
o.as 
0.2 
0.40 

1.0 

0.37
0.40 
0.23 

1co 
C.C5 
c.pa 
a°as 
C.26 

11 

0-29
C94 

C.25 

toCC 
0.C-
0.;
0.27 
O.P7 

.ooo.uo 

c 400,3. 

0.19 

1.00 

C.12 
C.30 
0.23 
C.2.5 

0.850.15 

0.00 

1.00 

0.21 
0. -

0.14, 
0.3 

1.00 

0.43 

0.05 

1.00. 

0.14 
0.38 
0,24 
0.24. 

1.03 

C.-0 

0.2f. 

1.00 

0.¢ 
.2t. 
c.2Z-
C.25 

1.00 

1.00 

0.05 
0.20
0.26 
0.4 . 

PECCE TAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF
FOR"A! EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE 
FA;ILY 

:C!'E 
L i ARY 

PRIMARY 
PE2C'?AGE OF FA-ILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF Ef c:'c.'IC A TIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 
THE ... '... 

PRIVARY SECTOR 
SECCNDARY SECTOR 
TErCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

10 00 
0.04 
0.56 

0.'YOND0.41 

1.00 

0.02 
0.24 
0.57 
0.16 

0.06 
0o8 
0026 

1.00 

0.03 
0.27 
0.43 
0.27 

1.00 1. 
0.04 
0.67 
0.29 

1.00 

0.02 
0.26 
0.57 
0.14 

00 
. 

C.G3 
Co57
C.41 

1.00 
C.02 
C.24 
0.61 
C.13 

1000 
001 
0.21
0.60 

1.CC 
0.02 
0.21 
0.6d 
0c.0 

I. C0 
C.11 
C.740.15 

1.00 
"0.20 
C.20 
0.41 
0.11 

1.000 
0*20 
0.740.Ob 

1.00 
00,4 
0.19 
0.22 
0.15 

0.08 
0-81o0u11 

1.00 

0.10 
0.33 
0.49 
0.07 

1.00 
C.1G 
0.* 7iC. t 

1.00 
c 14 
0.24 
C.42..4' 
0.10 

1.00 
0.07 

0 . , 

1. 00­
013 
0..!. 

0.10 



Table 2-A-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAK-RURAL AREA, QUARTIES AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE ALAJUELA 

II I - i - U3RBAN AREA 
-I 

I RURAL AREA 

hNDICATORS ISUB-TAL I 

IFIST I 

QUAII_ 

SECOND I .-=3 

I 

-ISU-TOTAL 
I FOu. HI 

I. 

I-
FIRST 

QUARTILE 

T- " 
I SECOND I THIRD I YO',TH 

TOL'AL HUNF:ER OF FA ILIES 12O.2 -. col 2 "r, !..:". .,CCC 14.771 69 -. L4- 2 9.2 ",! "12 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 5.06 2.28 5.11 .71 6..3 5.03 2.76 4.09 5.-e 7.51 
AVE!:RAGE FAMILY I;iCC.:r 

STA. AD D.VIATION OF THE 
FA!::-LY I:!CcI:E 

PE--1rITAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOHES 
CORRESI'ONDING TO EACH qUARTILE 

18.926 

I WIfS 

1.00 

e.Q3 

29034 

0.08 

"11,741 

1.4427 

0.16 

le.'1q6 

2*77a 

C.24 

34;.;.7i 

I C 9 S33 

C .S2 

11.e;3 

1ki 4:26 

1000 

49552 

1.9256 

0.10 

7.412 

7'90 

0.16 

IC.aeo 

lv37E 

0.23 

21.6S3 

3:!.7tk 

0.51 

PERC=4TAGE OF FAMIILIES, BY SIZE 
FCn,! 1 TO 4 .. Rs 

!:N-5 TO 7 !2-ERS
8 .'_BERS ANUD CV'.H 

i0ao 
o.* 
0.36 
0.16 

-1.00 
0.78 
oa'i 
0.01 

1.00 
0.44 
0,40 
C.16 

1.00 
C..-9 
C.3e 
C.23 

1.00 
0.30 
0.4t 
0025 

1.00 
C"52 
C.20-
C .1t 

00 
0.53 
-0.07 
0.00 

100 
0.60 

0.44G 
-0.01 

100 
0.5 

0.41 
C024 

1.00 
0.21 
0.-3" 
0.47-

PER'ZY;TAGE OF FAT-:ILIES,
TH. HEAD OF T:E FA1ILY 

BY AGE OF 
1.00 1.00 .1.00 .1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.co 1.00 

LE-S THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
B!:.I 25 ANJD 34 YEARS OLD 
E--.ELN 35 UID 4 Y"EARS OLD45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

0-06 
0.24 
0.24 
00&6 

009 
0.,4 
0.16 
0*51 

0.07 
0.27 
0.27 
0.3 

ocs 
022 
C.25 
C0.48 

0.03 
0.24 
C.27 
0.46 

0.12 
0.O 
C.19 
0.29 

0.21 ­

0.32 
0.11 
0.36 

1. 
O!3e 
0.18 
0.;20 

oiCe 
'.-o3 
.24 
C.-3 

0.37 
0.19 
0.23 
C.O 

ITCITAGS OF FAITTLIES 
e.:. ,L EDUCATION OF THt 

FAVILY 

BY LEVEL OF 
HEAD OF THE 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1000 1.0o 1.0 100.cc locO 1.00 

NONE 
FIRINARY 
BEXOND PRIMARY 

0.05 
0.55 
0.30 

0.09 
0*74 
0.17 

0.06 
0.73 
C021 

Co05 
C.66 
C.29 

0.02 
0.45 
C0.2 

0o18 
0.7 
0.Co 

-0.23 
0.74 
0.03 

0 .17 
0.77 
005 

Co1t 
0.77" 
0.07 

0.1.5 
0.67 
0.13 

PERC:',ACE OF FAMILIES BY SECTOR 
OF ECC:O.G.IC ACTIVITY Of THE HEAD OF 
THE FAIILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 I-CC 1.00- 1.0o.00 .oco 1.00 

PRI.ARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

0.36 
0-4 
0.52 

-0.8 

0.08 
0.22 
0.35 
0.35 

0.07 
0.30 
0.51 
0.13 

0.05 
0.23 
C.51 
0.15 

0.04 
0.20 
O. 
OC 

C*.45 
0.20 
C.2& 
Coll 

0.63 
0.09 
0.11 
0.17 

-C .e 
0.21 
0.22 
oos. 

C.:* 
0.26 
C.2C 
C.1C 

c.35 
0.22 
C.34 
0.09 



ANDOF NON-POOR INOI-FArMIIG FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUA~RILES
Table 2-A-3. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCO.E 

ADMIAN'ISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

pROVINCE CARTAGO 

I 1URBANAREA I RURA7, AREA 

INDICATORS 
I-- -------

SUB-TOTAL ..I FIRST 
QUA.TIT 

.1 SECOND THIRD 1 S --"FOURTH S-TOTALI -­ "-__ - - -

FIRST ISECOND . I1. THI2D -FUTFORT 

TC-T.AL .NDBEROF FAMILIES 10.410 2.603 2.C1 2.eC2 2o.C2 Sod352,A50 2.45S 2.4--

AVLXGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 
STANDARD DEV-ATION OF THE 

FAu:ILY INCOME 

5.40 

e,20 

le*276 

3.53 

,-93 

22ad 

5.2 -

119,4s 

E.17 

18.273 

29691 

269922 
-

2.vZ0 

E.39 

12,634 

37,416 

3.01 

5.05? 

1e115 

-4.41 

aC31 
S 

e05 

t.. C& 

llet0 
1. 

11 

2,.5 16 
72.114 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COiR310'1DIi;G 

TIE FAMILY INCOMES 
TO EACK qUARTTLE 1.00 0.%)9 0.lh c.2o 0.51 1.00 a.10 0.16 c.-5 

PERCENTAGE OF FAI-ILIES, BY SIZE 

FROM 1 TO 4 n:I0ERS 
FROM 5 TO- 7 MEI!BERS 
8 NEKBERS AND OVER 

1.00 

0. 
0o36 
0.20 

1.oo 

0.72 
G.26 
0.02 

1.0 

0.43 
0.40 
0.17 

1.00. 

C.33 
C*29 
Co29 

1.0 

C.2e 
C.0 
0.633 

.oo 

0.48 
0.31 
C.22 

1.00 

o.9c 
0.10 
0.00 

1.00-. 

"0.3 
-0.44 
.0.03 

.oo 1 

C.2.0 
C.0 
C.2O 

.00 

C.17: 
0.29 

PERCFUAGE OF FAIILIES, 
THE HEA. OF THE FALILY 

BY AGE OF 
1.00 1.00 1.00 I.,IC l.CC l.co 1.00 1.00 l.OU 1.00 

LZSS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
2--ZN 25 AND 3YEARS OLD 

BET'EE 5 AND YEARS OLD 
45 yEARS AND OLDER 

0.06 
00a 
0.2 
-0.54 

0.12 
0.26 
0.17 
0.46 

0.07 
0.28 
0.25 
0.77 

C.C4 
C.23 
0.28 
C.46. 

O.02, 
G.22 
0. 
0.52 

0.12 
C.?9 

r.21 
C.38 

0.23 
0.34 
0.12.. 
0.31: 

0.14 
0.16 
0.21 
0.27 

0.07 
C.25 
.C.27 
C.41 

C.O5 
0.17 
0.24: 
0.5 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES BY LEVEL OF 
FORMAL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE 
FANILY 1.00 

:OOe 
1.00 
0.10 

1.00 
0:05 

1.00 
C.C4 

1 1.00 
0.C2 

1.0 
0.15 

1.00 
0.19 

-1.00 
01 -

1.0O 
C.15 

- 1.00 
v.12 

P IARY075 
BE('ND PRIMARY 0.6 0.15 

0.76 
0.19 

C.9 
C.6 

0.!: 
006 

7 
0.O08 

-770.77..• 
-0.04 

0.80 
0.05 

0.79 
0.0C7 

0.71 
0.17 

PERCETAGE OF FAMILIES BY SECTOR 
OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY Ot THE HEAD OF 
THE FAMILY 

PRIYARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

1.00 

0.10 
0.25 
0.50 ­

0.1. 

1.00 

0.15 
0.24 
0.35 
0.27 

l.00 

0.10 
0."0 
0.49 
0.12 

1.00 

C.08 
C20 
0.55 
C.1 .J 

I.CC 

0.07 
0.2"0 
0.62 
0.11 

100 

0.,2 
C.22 
0.26 
.11 

. 

0.60 
0:13 

- 0.12 
0.15 

1.00 

0.43 
.0e21 
0.28 
-0.08 

1.00 

C.-
Cede 
C.27 
C.Cq 

1.00 

C.21 
. 4 
0.35 
0.10 



-SAD 
THE AW;MAL FAMILY INCONE OF NON-POOR NO-FARW:SIG FAKILIES, B! URBAN-RURAL ARE, QUART-

Table 2-A-3. 	 INDCATORS RLATED TO 

ADHINISTRATIVE DIVISION.
 

PROVINCE CARTAGO
 
11PEA IUB RURAL AREA
 

I RBN RE	 'I-- -OTL II____ - -- -- --......----------..-

OSUBaTTOTALINDICATORS 	 I SUB-TOTAL 
I I ... I	 THID FOURTH1FIRST SECCDFIS- SZCOND THIRD FOURT 

2.1,C 2. 	C2 2.tC2 y ged5 2,459 2.459 4 
10.410 	 2.eC3 


3,.01 -4.41 

TC-:.L ;i:EBR OF FAILIES 


.. 3" 
5.40 3.53 5.2t E.17 E.- 5.39 

AVLRAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 

2.C3i 11e4mv 25.16
 

leos20 e.u93 II.qs 18.273 3.922 129C34 5.052 

AYERAGE FAMILY INCOME 

1.411 73.114

STANDA.D DEV:ATION OF THE 	 215.E50, 37,416 tll 805

.38d 2691
!eP76 29129

FAMILY INCOINE 


PERCNiTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES 1.00 a.10 0. 16 0.23 0.

0. if C.24 0.511.00 0.09
CORE-IONDII-G 	 TO EACH. QUARTILE 

1.00 1.00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.oc 1.o0
 
1.00
PE"C-NTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 


0.9C 0.3. Co30 0.17

i TO 	 o..oBERS 0.72 0.43 c.3C 0.28 C.484 	 0044FROM 	

0.36 C.26 0.40 C.39 C.40, 0.31 0c10 "0.x4 C40 0.2f; 
FROM 5 TO- 7 ME!BERS 

0.17 C.29 0.33. C.22 0.00 .0.03 C.20 O.Z2
 
8 MEEDERS AND r)VER 0.20 0.02 


PERCF177AGE OF FAI*TLlES, BY AGE OF 1.00 1.00 1.nu 1.00
1.aC I.CC loc0 
THE 1HEAD OF THE FALILI 1.90 1.00 1.00 


C.C4 . 012 0.23- 0.14 0.C? 0.0b
 
LZS3 THAN 25 YEARS OLD 	 0.06 0.12 0.07 


C.?9 .0.34. C.IS C.25 0.17
 
B L.:ZN 25 AND 4 YEARS OLD 0.5 0.26 0.28 C.23 G.22 	

C.27 0.240.21 0.12 0.21
0.17 0.28 C.28 0.Z3 


45 YEARS OLD ANI OLDER 

ET5E S ANP 4 YEARS OLD 0.2* 	 0.54

0.4 . 0.46 0.07 Ce46 0.52 0.38 0.31 0.27 C.41 


BY LEVEL OF
PERCENTAGE OF 	FAMILIES 

FORMAL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE	 loCO :1.00 1.00 1.00 1.30


l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FA'ILY 

0.02 0.15 0.19 0.15 C.1_ .12
NCE 	 0.oe 0.10 0.05 C.C0 0o77 .0.80 0.79 0.71


068 0*75 0.76 C.69 0.5. C.77

PRY-:ARY 


008 0.041 0.05 .0.C7 0.17
 
0.'6 O.15 0.19 C.;6 0.46
BEYOND PRIMARY 


PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES 
BY SECTOR
 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
OF ECCNOI.IC ACTIVITY OP THE HEAD OF .. CC 

THE FAILY 0.60 0.43. C. s C.:1
1.00 1.00 1.0t 1.00
 

C.08 0.07 0.02
Coto 0.15 0.10
P0I.ARY SECTOR 
 C.22 0.13 .0.21C =.2 .0.24
C*24 0.20
0.25 0.24 0.30 	 C.27 .2.35
SECCDARY SECTOR 	 0.5 0.62 0*26_ 0.12 0.28 


0.50 0.35 0.49
TERCIARY SECTOR 	 0.15 -0.0e C.CV 0.10
C13 0.11 Coll
0.16 0.27 0.1? 

NO SECTOR
 
E SECTOR 


67' 
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Table 2-A-4. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FMAILY INCO1E OF NOU-POO2 NON-FAMIENG FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES AND 

ADKINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PFOVINCE HEREDIA 

I IURBAN AREA I RELAY. 

q - L EU A EI 
QU.L -- I SUB-TOTAL I IIDCTRISU3TTLI - I 

I FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I 1 FIRST I SEC0"TD I THIRD I FOURT 

T N;UKEE, OF.FIL-MILIES 7,050C 1. 65 1.9f5 1 e 1,qt4 t ,CS9 2,C25 2,O25 ZCV-: 2,c2-

AV.RAUGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY S.41 2.b7 5. 28 6.03 6.54 5.62 3.44 4.E57 t.-n 7.aD 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 229759 7.286 14.004 22.200 4t.. Ee 14. ES9 1. 122 ;.5e3 14.C65 Z9*822? 

STA::ARD D71IATICN 
FA::ILY INCOME 

OF THE 
17.717 2.332 1.825- 3.41S iE.4e1 12.138 1.1 9551"1954 

P-: : 
COn 

:TAGE CF 
ZS! C:NDING 

THE FAMILY INCO14ES 
TO EACH QUARTILE t.00 0.08 0.15 C.25 C.C51 l.CO 0.10 0.1, 0.?4, J.50 

PERCENTAGE OF FAXILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00 1.co 1.00 

FROM 1 TO 4 MENBERS 
FRC!l 5 TO 7 M:DZRS 

1U::B7E5RS AND OVERI 

0.44 
0.36 
0.20 

0.71 
0.2b 
0.03 

0.43 
0.37 
C.20 

C.35 
0.40 
0.26 

0.27 
0.44 
O.2C 

C.43 
C.34 
0.23 

0.78 
0.2 
0.00 

0.46 
0.44 
.o10 

0.46 
0.28 
0.33 

0.1Q 
0.'? 
0.'9 

rE2:CE:;AGE OF FAKILI:S, 
T:Z ilZ;AD CF THE FAI'ILY 

BY AGE OF 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.CO 1.30 

LFZS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
B174FEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 

TWE iS 35 AND , YEARS OLD 
5 YR OLD AND OLDER 

0.06 
r%.2& 
0.23 
0.48 

0.09 
0.23 
0.17 
0.51 

0.07 
0.24 
0.26 
C.43 

0.04 
0.24 
C.25 
0.47 

0.C2 
0.23 
0.24 
0.50 

012. 
C.29 
0.23 
0.7 

0.10 
0.-3 
0.18 
0.31 

C.12 
0.03 
0.124 
0.27 

O.C 
c.e 
C.-6 
C.4C 

o.u9j 
. 18 

0.24 
0.49 

PEf.C-:TAGE OF FAYILIES, BY LEVEL OF 
FO1-:'AL 
FA:.*LY 

KrUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE 
1. 00 1.00 loo loco loco 100 1.CG I.Cc 1.00 

UE 
PSI!:ARY 
BEYCND PRIYARY 

0.03 
0.2 
0.35 

0.05 
0.75 
0.20 

004 
0.74 
0.23 

C.0 . 

C.-50 
C-37 

0.01 
0.2t 
Coe1 

0.11 
*16 

0.13 

0.12 
0.80 
0.08 

0.11 
0.dO 
0.09 

Coll 
C..78 
0.11 

G.U6 
0.'.f! 
0.24 

PERCEN'TAGE OF FAMILIES BY SECTOR 
OF ECC:101IIC 
TUE FANILY 

ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .1.00 1.00 1.40 

PWI-ARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

0.06 
0.25 
0..12 
0.17 

0.10 
0.28 
0.33 
0.29 

0.05 
0024P 
0.51 
0.15 

0.05 
0.24 
C.56 
0.15 

0.03 
C.19 
0.67 
0oll 

C.32 
0.2b 
0.30 
C.12 

0.35 
0.25 
0.25 
0.15 

-0.'2 
G.;. 

*0030 
0.09 

0. 33 
C.27 
C.3C 
C.1C 

0.'2t 
0.21 
0.37 
0.14 



Table 2-A-5. INDICATORS RELATED TO ITHE ANNUAL FAMILY InCOHE OF NON-POOR RON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-HURAL AREA,.UARILES AND 
ADMINISTI=VE DIVISION. 

PPOI.CE GUANACASTE 

I URBAN AREA RUAL AREA 

INDICATORS S5UB-TOTAL I QUR I I IUaTOA THIRDTOUtE 
I IFIRST SECCD THIRD FIRST S :.:ODITI 

TOTAL NUIMBER OF FAMILIES 5.612 1.404 1,,40 1.402 1.403 12.eq 3.175 "'917- 2.174 2.174 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 5.45 3.31 S.2! e.24 6.72 5.62 3.11 4.57 6.47 8..32 

AVERAGE FANCILY INICOME 190485 69COb 11*642 18*.4?. .6.is; 12.33 E.385 .126 129127 27te1O 

STA,':1ARD DEVIATION OF THE 
F;:ILY INCC:NE 22, 47 2.008 1.7:s 2.769 34.626 27&342 1.350 1.01-3 1.1El -1d26 

PErmciAGE OF THE FA*ILY I:C1, ES 
CC2 ESIONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.08 0.15 0.24 0.52 1.00 0.10015 C.;3 0.52 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 100o 1.00 l.,00. 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.o0 

FRCit 1 TO 4*vmtfEizs 0.43 0.76 0.40 0.32 0.2t- C.43 0.82 0.4; C.25 0.1 3 
FROM 5 TO 7 -E!Z--RS 
8 :S.s.RS AND OVER 

0.34 
0.22 

0.23 
0.01 

0.29 
0.21 

C.34 
C-34 

0.41 
C-32 

0;.33 
C.25 

0.18 
0.00 

0.46 
0.05 

C,2 
0.37 

0.2a 
0.57. 

PERC!=TAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF 
THE HEAD CF T'HE FAEILY 1.00 1.00 to0* 1.00 1.CC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.08 0.12 0.07 C.C5 0.07 0.09 0.15 0.09 c.CS 0 .C7 
BETWEEN 25 AND 4 YEARS OLD 0.24 0.23 0.25 C.22 0.26 0.23 0o29 0.30 C le 0.13 
BETWEEN 35 AlD 44 YEARS OLD 0.23 0.16 0.26 0.25 0.27 0.21 0.14 0.22 -C.25 0.23 
45 YEARS OLD AID OLDER 0.45 0.50 0.42 C.48 0.4c C.48 0.42 0.38 -CoS2 0..53 

•PERCE!,TrAGE OF FAV.ILIES, BY LEVEL OFFO. ';,L LDUCATI0ON OF THE HEAD OF THE 
FO];AL 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.co l.o 1.00 1.00, 1.00 1.00 

NONE 0.09 0.17 0.10 Coe 0.01 0.26 0.26 0.24 C.S 0.25 
PRITIARY 0.6* 0.69 0.73 0.65. 0..- C.68 0.72 0.72 O.p -3,62, 
BEYCND PPIMARY 0027 0.14 0.17 0.28 C,4q 0.06 0.02 0.04 C.C2- 0o.13 

IHRCEUAGE OF "FAVILIES BY SECTOR 
OF kLCCI1O::IC ACTIVITY O1 THE HEAD OF 
THE FAIILY 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1-CO 1.00 o.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

PRII:ARY SECTOR 0.13 0019 0.14 C.10 O.Oe 0.e7 0.70 0.6b C.C :0.15 
SECONDARY SECTOR O.IR 0.10 0.25 ".17 0.12 *Cc8 0.05 0..0' coos 0.09-
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.52 0.31 C.49 0.61 0.66 0.12 0OC7 0.15" C.1 0.18 
310 SECTOR 0*17 0.32 0.11 C.12 0.12 0.13 0.1 0.11 0.11 O.11 



, QUATILES. ANDINCOME OF NON-POOR .NON-FARMING FAIILIES, BY URBAN-RURAX A 
Table ?-A-6. 	 INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY 


ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.
 

PROVINCE ijJNTARENAS
 
RURAL AIUL'.
ITR3JI)=AI 	 RUA ATITURBAN ARtZA 


IT
I 


I I QUAETILI QUARTILZ 

-SUB-.TOTAL --- SUB-TOTALI .-"-
INDICATORS 
I SCOND I THIRD I -FOURTH

i I FIRST I SECOD I THID IFOURTH I I FIRST 
1C- l,'C2 13.72G 3.-'-Z "..,C

!GT;L ".SER OF FARILIES 7.211 1,SC. 1.1' 	 P...SP "o? 
7.2.
"GI AL 

0 AA.E'G" OF T I"KILY 	 4.72 .5.:- toi,0.E7 4.46 2.9? 

S.712 G,%4P 1Z;e12 -26.139le-? 	 13.-C3
217
Ir..r7 8 6.C72 IC.S47AVEIAGE FAMILY INC0;E 


STANDARD DENIATION OF THE 1P110 349645
 
FAMILY INCOME 
 14.510 2903b 1,165 2.175 19.z44 1p,991 !,499 Q.92 

p"'7 ;1.E CF THE FANt-LY INCOMES 0.17 C.,4 0.46C." 0.Co 	 0.11
100 0.09
=Ci:-."Z.iDING TO EA QdUARTLE 

.C- 1.00 1.o00 1.00. 1.00 100
 
..00 1.00
1.00 100 	 db
PERCETAGE OF 	FAVILIES, BY SIZE 

- .37 .5 0.84 0.5b 0.," O. 
0.54o C.4A
0..53 0.90
FRCV I TO 4 MEBERS C.39 0.16 0.36 C.33 0.29


0.32 0.20 •0.34 -*0.3 	 0.28,

FOM 5 TO 71-l.BERS 


0.14 0.00 0.12 C.21. .0.24 .6 0.00 0.0a C.22 0.3
F11EXtER5 AND OVER 

PEPCE':TAGE OF FAUILIES, BY AGE OF 
1.00 :t.cC 101.0. 	 1.C0 1.0 i .CC­"..oC
TEE LZAD Cr THE FAMILY 	 1.00 1.00 


0.22 0.17 C.14
C0i3 0.0 0.18
0.10 0*13 0.11
L-SS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 

.24 0.22 -C.31 0.29.' 00.6." C..32. 0 2,


C 3 O. 9
0.2r 	 C.26 '.23
.ETWEL25 and 4 YEARS OLD 	 C.21 "0.;1.4 O.220.25 0.20 0.27 0.27 0.26
TETWEN 3 and4 YEARS OLD 	 024. C.2t 0.330.42 .0.30 0
0.40 0.44 0.33 C.42

5IEARS O AND OLDER 


PERCEL:TAGE OF FAKILIES, BY LEVEL OF
 
100 ".CC 1.CO 1.00 100 1.c 1.00
FO'.L EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE. 1.00 1.00 1.20 


0
FA:-.LY 

"0.25 C'. 7 C17


0.16 .1,2 C. If) .G.Ce C.25 0.30
0.11 	 068, 0°.Z 0.t#.
0.5c C.b4 0.67 

•R1;s*. RY 0.55 0.70 ". 71 C.67 	

C.ce 0-270%.04. 0.07 
0.?5 0.14 0.17 0-22 0,44 0.12 

.YCAD RIARY 


PEiRCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR
 
1.Co 1.00 1.oo 1.00 1.00
 

OF ECONCIIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 1.00 1.00 1o0 1.00 1.00 


THE FAMILY
 0.;1

SECTOR 	 ORII-:ARY0.14 0. 12 0.15 0.14 0.14 .0. 


0.10 G.Oc 6*60"

SECTOR 	 0.CONARY0o19 0021 0o22 C919 0.1 O.C OO 


0.54 0.45 0,!4 0.58 .0.65;. 0.20 0.13 0.13 0.-;5 G-".2
 
SECc.;DARY SECTOR 	 0.13 0.22 0.G9 0.10 G.10 0.09 0.16 0.06 -0°.5 0.10

TERCIARY SECTOR 

NO SECTOR
 

Best Available Document
 



Table 2-A-7. 	 INDICALTORS RELATED TO TE ANNUAL; FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POORa NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA. QUARTILES AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

pFlCENc 	 Ln:ON 

UI;11Ar kUPAL AREA 

INIAOSISMT I QUARTILE I_-SBTTL QUARTILE 

I
II F PST I SECOND I THIED I FOUZ.­ 2--8 

II IRST3 . SECOn-i0 I THI-D IF0UT­
__=4. ... 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 6,174 1.544 19544 19543 19543 7,4S2 1.873 -. ,73 1,3 1.t173 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 4082 3.11 4.58 5.41 6.1a. .o77 2.e2 4.01 5.16 7.10 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 17.886 6.383 11*319 16*q-4e 3-.C 15.4- 5.811 99125 13. .O 34.0o_-. 

STAh!DARD DEVIATION 
FAIILY I11CCNE 

OF THE 
20.332 2.099 .202 2eR57 za. 4e 23.478 r 193q3 983 .5I-5,16 -419450 

PERCENTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES 
CORRESPONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.09 0. 16 0.24 0.52 1.00, 0.09 O.15 C.22 0.54 

PEPCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,000000 l0OC 1.00 1.0o 1.C0 1.0o 

FrOmI I TO 
F1OC 5 TO
S:I.3:BERS 

. !E-BzR. 
7 N12y - RS 
AND OVER 

07528 
.0433 
0.15 

.7 
C21. 
0.01 

0.53 
0.35. 
0.12 

C.41 
C. 35 ' 
0:21 

-. .5.2S 
.31! 

027 

0S6 
G.27.-
Co17 

o-.5 
0.15 
0000 

0.61: 
0.e3 
0.06 

C.46 
C.31 
C.23, 

0.32 
00;14 
0.3 

PErCE;,T1,GZ OF FAFILIES, 
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 

BY AGE OF 
l.O 1000: 1.00 1.00 1.00, loco 1.00: 1.00 1.CO 1.00 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
BETWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 
BETWEEN 35 AND YEARS OLD 
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

0,11 
0.27 
0.22 
0.039 

01 
.0.23 
0.17 
0.04 

11 
7,0.31 
0.25 
. 33 

C.oos 
C0.28 

.C.25-

C029 

C.IC 
0.26 
0.26 
.cee 

c 19 
C:29 
0.21 
.20 

i.o2 
07.29. 
0.,17 
0.33 -

0.17' 
0.35 
0.22 
0.27 

.14 
C.2e. 
C..7 
0.1..30.31 

0.25 
0,21 
0.21 

PERCE'TAGE OF FAMILIES 
FO.RNAL EDUCATION OF THi 
FAKILY 

BY LEVEL OF
HEAD OF THE 

1.00 1.00 00 1.00 1.0c 1.00 1.00 . 00 .co. 1.00 

NONE 
PRIFARY 
BEYOND PRIMARY 

0.08 
0068 
0.24 

0.12 
0.76 
Cox& 

0.00 
0.74 
0.19 

C0C7 
0.70 
C-23 

C.C4 
0.52 
0.44 

C.24 
0.64 
0.11 

0.22 
00.i 
0.0.3 

t..4 
"0*7d 
0004 

. 

0.2-
c ­"b 
C.C9 

a.1J 
3. 

0.10 

PERCENTAGE OF FA11ILI&S BY SECTOR 
OF ECON KCIC ACTIVITY 6F THE HEAD 
THE FAKILY 

OF 
1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.0c 1.co ICo- I.0 1. cc-- x.ou 

PRIVARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

009 
0.17 
0.62 
0012 

0.11 
0.18 
0.51 
0021 

0.09 
0.18o 
0.6i 
0. 10 

C007-
0.16 
C.69 
CoC8 

OCs 
01e 
0.6f. 
0.C 

069 
'0.06 

0.14 
6.10 

oqo 
0.051 
0.09 
Oo 6 

0•.66 
5.07 
0. V7 
0011 

C.73 
C.C 
0. 15 
0.C6 

. C.57 
0.137 
0. 17 
0.20 

0 
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Table.Z-B-O. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FARMING FANILIES, BY. URBAN-RURAL AREAP qljuRTE AND 

COSTA RICA 

I PBAN AR2% IR RURAL AREA 

INDICATORS 
IqUA.rL"" 

SUE-TOTAL 
QUAluILE 

I I FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I I FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I TCURTII 

TCTAL hUMBER CF ?AI-IL7ES 

AV AGZ SIZE O' T'..'E FlI-tLY 

AVERAGE FAMILY 1NCCME 

194Q1.E63 

6°05 

3.65 

3.57 

0 

4 q43t5 

4.50 

10772 

4F6' 

6. .2 

A4AC 

4.662. 

s 

E.2 4 ' 

43*tr:4 

.d1 

4. 464 

10.960; 

4.17' 

860 

S.eg 

3.209 

1C. 

7. 45 

59374 

1O.f-c_ 

72 

i.43 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE 
FA.ILY INCOME 3.776 0 ,,.-1 3,147 443 771 ZZ . 7-eL 

_'I;':"AE OF THE FA.'ILY INCOES 
COX---ESPONDIG TO EACH QUARTILE 1 .0 0.00 C.. Cr0 C.57 1.Co 0.05 0.1s C.3O 0.4 

PERCEt!TAGE OF FAI=LIES, BY SIZE 

FROX 1 To 4 M~rBERS 
FRCM 5 TO 7 MENBERS
8 ~.~:;BERS AND OVER 

PE.RCETAGE OF FAILIES, BY AGE OF 
TH' -- AD OF THE F't.;0LY 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
BETV.= 25 AND 4 YEARS OLD 
BE7TEl 3, AND
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

1.o3 

.0.37 
00.341 
0.30 , 

1.0 

0.08 
O.19m 

0.470-

.73 
0o1i 
0.06, 

o.it 
;0.18 
o4 
5054 

.00100 -

'..C8 
0.30 
C11 

-100.1.0.
" P:l 

0.09 
0.18 

0b4 

" 

1.0 

C.1S. 
.50 

l C 0'25 , 

1.00
" 

0.06 
C. 2 

.0 
C .40 

1.00 

C.00. 
.. 

-. 76 

A.Co. 
.. . l 

0.C3 
0.1 
C4 
0.40 

z*co 

0.24 
0.. 
0.4 

1.00 O140,C 

C.C6 
C.25 
.t0.17 

0.29 

o.o.-

0.-63,-
0.26 
0.11 

1.00 
1 .0 : 

0.1C, 
.0-.17, 
.4YASOD02 
o058 

1.OC 

0.22 
0i4.'. 
0.24. 

1. 1d 

,J.C9 
.22 

6.22!7 
0 .4 J2 

1.001 

.C C 
0.5 
.42 

1.C 
cc +:: 

C.C3 
C;: -2 
C...q2
C.27 

1".00. 

0.0.0. 
0.17 
0.8.2, 

- 1.00 

-j 
0 . 
0.174 
0.3b 

PERCE;TAGE OF FAMILIES BY LEVEL OF 
FO!AL EDUJCATION OF THt HEAD OF THE 
FA::ILY 

NONE 
PRII-*;,RY 
BEYOND PRIMARY 

1.00o. 

0.13 
0.71 
0.1 i6 

1.00 

0.09 
0.61 
0.30 

1.00 

C.17 
o.e.0..79 
0.14, 

1.0o 

0.13 
C.74 
0.1 , 

1.00 

0.12 

O.Cs 

1.co 

0.27 
C.69 
.0.04 

1.o 

0.27 
0.65 
0.08 

1.00 

C.o 
O.bq--
0.03 

4.cO 

C.:-6 
:.72 
C.C2 

. 

C.26 
. 0.7? 
0.02 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF-
THE F',-LY.00 

PflI:'ARY SECTOR 
SECCI;DARY SECTOR
TERCIARY SECTORNOIECTOR 

1 

0.08 
0.16
0.300.46 

1.00 

0.02 
O.ti6
G.180.73 

1 

0.07 
0.06
0.28C..57 

1I00 

C.1l 
0.19
C.-4.
C0.25. 

ICC 

C..12 
0.20
C.4C
0.17 

.0.0. 
i.00 

C.e-.-
0.09
C.13
O.b 

1-O0 

"0.20 
0.03
:0.12-.
0.65 ,.:G 

1 
1 .l-l0 

C .' -. 
.

1.-

1 
1.Co 

C.i8 
0.11
0.12
C.C4 

. 
+"-o 

r:. S9 
.0.1
0.1,:
O.Co 
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Table 2-B-1. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL 
ADINISTRATIVE DIVISION* 

FAMILY INCOjE OF POOR NON-FAHMING FAMILIES, -BY URBAN-URAL AREA, QUATILES AND' 

PROVINCE SAN JOSE 

-M-
I I 

I1{DICJ~~~~~-----I 
- R A ; A E 

------­

qU ART LE " ' . . . 
"R'AI 

S 
SU---

" : I B -- L Z 

RURAL AREA 

, ". ... .... 

I- I FIRST I SECCrD I THIJ) I FOURTH I I FIRST I. SECOND - THIRD I FOURTH 

TOTAL NU'.BER OF FAMILIES 

-E2AGE SIZE OF THE FAhILY 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCONE 

STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE 
FAMILY INCOME 

PERCENTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES 
CORRESrONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 

PERCEITAGE OF- FAMILIES, BY SIZE 

FROM I TO 4 FEI-.:ERS 
" "..,. 7TO",tk2-'S 

CEVEI0S ND CvLA 

8.81*Q 

5.77 

2.43f;4.231 

1.00 

1.00 

0.f,1 
0.13 
o.26 

2.173. 

3.41 

00 

.00 

1.00 

0.77 
C.18 

2.173 

3..2 

1.147
-19109 

0.08-

I.OOo 

C.68 
0.25 
0.07 

2.173 

e.tO 
49247 

S41 

31 

1.00 

0.19 
C.60 
C.21 

2172 

9.87 

E.35= 

" 

:.27 

0.61-.-

I.CC 

o.Cc 
C..29 
0.7 

ged,2 

6.53 

4.161 

376 

3 

1.00 

1.0 

Co28 
0.36 
c.36 

2s421 

3.97 

830 

78. 

0.05 

1.00. 

0.65 
0.26 
00 

29421 

5.b7 

2,722 

714 

0.16 

1.00 

0.3-
0.2 
0 20 

2.420 

7.15 

a.; 12 

704 

0.-0 

i.co. 

C.C7 
C-5-
C.371 

29470 

-2.101: 

3,o81 

0.49 

.CO 

".00 
0.2 

rEflCErTAGE OF FAVILIF.S, BY AGE OF 
THE HEAD OF TH1 FAILY 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
ETEEN A YEARS OLD 

35 A D EARS OLD 
AND OLDER 

1.0 

o.oo 
0.20 
0.25 
0.46 

1.00 

0.14 
0.17 
0414. 
0.55_ 

..1.06 

C.1o 
0.1g
0. 
.0.55 

1.00 

0.07. 
0.6 

C.3e 

1-.001 

CI.C4..7 
0.19 
.. 
.." 7C3...a 

I.CO 

0.2%i,
31 

" 

1.00 

0.C 
0.190 15-
0.56 

-.1.00 

.0:.'0C. 
0.72C.25: 
0032 

1.. 0 

CoCC 
C.C.38 
.C.Sh 

1.00. 

0. a. 
O.. 2000.4o-o1 
0.3s. 

PErCE TAGE OF FAILIES, BY LEVEL. OF 
FC".a:AL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE 
FAMILY 

NON 
BEvObID PRIMARY 

PECE TAGCE OF FAIILIES, BY SECOR 
OF ECCN;O'-IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 
THE FAI:IL 

PRI14ARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTORTE0CIARY SECTOR 
NOCI SECTORNO SECTOR BetA-_lcb-

1.00 

0.0q
0.638 
:0.23 

1.00 

0.01 
0.18
0.32 
0.6 

1.00 

0.07 
0.59 
C.34 

1.00 

0.01 
0.07
0.20 
0.73 o 

1.00 

0.10. 
C.61 
0.29 

1.00 

0.03 
0.09
U.20 
C. 59 

u.n 

1.00 

C.10 : 
.0.74 , 
.C-17 

1.00 

C.C4 
0.23 
C.39 
C25 

C. 

C.C¢9 
.0.78 
0. 12 

1.OC 

o.C6 
0.C2 
0.42 
c.IE 

..1.00 

.C. -
0.70 
0.05. 

.1.00 

C.41 
C.i3 
.C.19 
C.26 

i.00 

'0.25 
0.66 
0.10 .1 

1.00 

0.13 
0.04 
0.1. 
0.69 

-1.00 

C.27 
0.5. 
0.03 

1.00 

0.e, 
0.17 
0.12-
0.2Z 

1.Co 

C.:;b 

C.C3 

1.CO 

c.5 -

C1C.J 
C.20 
C.10 

1.00 

0. 
0.7? 
0.0­

1.00 

0.:57 
5: 

C..-, 
Qe 
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FAMILY INCOME 
Table 2-B-2. 	INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANUAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE 	 ALAJUELA
 

I 

-'s... ....
INDICATORS 


FIRS I'

-_____STIT 

2.70E 677TCTAL NUMBER OF-FAJ!ILIES 


6.16 4.15AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAKILY 


39.631 6AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 


STAMDARD DEVIATION OF THE
 3,374 	 64FAUILY INCOME 

PERCENTAGE CF 	THE FAMILY INCOMES
 1.00 0.0CORRESFONDING 	TO EACH QUARTILE 


FOdhAL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE
 

PORCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00: 

FRCM I TO 4 rE-mfERS 
FRC. 5 TO 7 Ia:3zERS 
8 IIENIBERS AND OVER 

PERCER!TAGE OF FAILIES, BY 
AGE OF 

0.34 
0.16 
0.30 

0.61 
0.2d 
0.1t 

THE HEAD O TUE FAfILY 1.00. 100 1 

LESS TITAN 25 YEARS OLD 
-:;E 2 A:D 4 YEARS OLD 

EWEEN 35 AND 4 YEARS OLD 
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

0.0ft 
0.19 
0.27 
0.48 

0.13 
0.21 
C.18 
0.48 

PERCENTAGE OF FAr-lLIES BY LEME OF 

-1.00
.1.00
FAI;ILY 

0.14 .0.12
NCNE 
0.T4 0.09
F.II'APY 
 0.12 0.19:
BEYOND PRI'ARY 


FERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, B! SECTOR
 
OF ECCNOI.IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF
 1.CO 10THE FAMILY 


. C.!C 0.03 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
PRIMARY SECTOR 


0.14 0.04 

0.26 0.12
TERCIARY SECTOR 

0.50 0.O0
NO SECTOR 


BY URAN-RURA.OF -C3 NON-FAI-II!.G FAMLIES, 

' 
URBA ARAI 	 ".1 - -­

+U E 


FOURTHSECND _ I I I 

-7.- 67t f7 9 .27 

. 6.19 ' .-7 .8o 

2.003 4.229 E'9122 4,9422" 

730 662 2iee7 2.996 

0. 14 0.30 0.56 1.00: 

.1.00 

C.' -C.17 .cC C.2 

i.00 1.00 1 .00 

COZY C.61 10.27 0. 36 
0.14 C.21 0.73 . 0.3 

100 1.00 .1.00 1.00 

0,¢o 6. 04 0.03 0.05* 
0.14 0.25
0.17 0.22 

0.41 0.31O018 0.20 

0.59 0.44. 0.42 0.29 

1.00 1.0o 1.C6 1.00 

C.17 0.13 0. 12 C.26 
C.7z C.7 -. C.7q C.71 

0.1 0.12 

= 

.8 0.3 


.i0 1.00 1.00 1.00 


0.C's 0.12 0.17 .S: 


0.0f. C.17 0.2$! 
 C.C' 

0°24 6.29 0.29 C.11 


0.16 C.i6
0.z C.43 


AEA, qUARTILS AD.; 

RURAL AREAATL
 

QUARTILE 

FIRST T ECOND 

2,457 >.457 


4.20 5.' 

6C 2923e 


49k 665 

0.05 0. 19 

1.00 1.0 .
 

0.63- 0.33-
0.26 0.43 
0.11 0.24 


1.00 .00 . < 

0.C9 C. c 
0.17 o.33 

.0.1f 0.27' 
- 0.58 0.33 

.1.00 1.Co1.CC 


0.24 0.28 

0.70 6.70

0.06 0.02'. 


1.00 1.00 


0.1 0.63 

0.03 0.05 

0.10 0.cq 

0.67 0.23 . 

THIRD ­

2.457 


7.,5 

C-02Ic 


57 

C.2 

1.C0 


00 

C. 
C'ql-

.CO 

C.C2 
C.2-q

C.!7 
c.-e 

.¢. 

C.73
C.C V 

1.00 


C.-1 

r.10 

C.11 

C.Cd 


.
.
 FURTH 

2.456 

9.72
 

2
 

2.5)1 

..40
 

1 .
 

0000 
.- 19 
0.1 

1.00 

.0 ul 
1,7­

0.44
 
0.38 

1.0o
 

C.2
 
0.730.02 

1.00
 

C.62
 
0.1t)

o.1 ­
0.07
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OF POOR NON-FAR11IN11 FAMILIES, BY URBAN -RURAL AREA, QUARTZX.ES AlM 
Table 2-B-3. IN1DICATORS RIIXATED To THE ANNUAL FAMILY =5;'OME 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE CARTAGO 

--

INDICATORS 

I 

1SUB-TOTALI 
•I I .­" 

URBA1! AREA 
QUA-WILE 

"...U... 
I SECOND I 

.i 

THIRD ,: FOURT-

I RURAL AREA 
V: ARTILE 

SUB-TOTAL I------
I flEST ISECOND I THIRD I CUaTT1 

TOTAL NUBER OF FAMILIES 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FA.%Lf 

AVEIRAGE FAMILY INCOME 

2,071 

6."7 

4,467 

t1 

4. 0 

407 

5.!4 

2,q58 

sI 

7.07 

2.3C 

E.17 

lC.'S 

Sv,14 

_5,4C3 

7.212 

5.C42 

1.2bi 

4.7q; 

1218 

e. 9 

4,215 

I2-

7. 

-. 734 

192-0 

10.Z4 

.924' 

STA:DARD DEVIATION OF THE 
FA:ILY INCCIIE 

PE' .. TAGE OF THE FAMI.LY INCOMES 
CORiiZ}'O;;DiNG TO EACH ,UAF.TILZ 

3,449 

1.00 

38 

0.02 

737 

0.17 

78CCS 

C.30 

-

C.51 

.014 

1-cO 

782 

0-.06 

486 

0.21 

596 

C.28 

2.098. 

0.44 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 

FROM I TO 4 E 'BERS 
FROM 5 TO 7 MENBERS 
8 E.ENBERS AND OVER 

1.00 

0.28 
0.35 
0.37 

1.00 

0,64 
0.28 
0.08 

1.00 

0.43 
0.42 
0.16-

1.00 

C.C5 
C.6O 
0.35 

1.00 

0.00 
0.09 
C.91 

1.00, 

C.17 
0.18 -

0.45 

1.00 

0.57.. 
0.28 
.0.15 

1.0 

0.11 
0.59 
0.30 

1.00. 

C.CC 
0.57 
C.43 

1.0U 

0.00 
0.09 
C.91 

PETE:;TAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OFrHz .'-D OF THLE FiILY .1.00 
__ 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
BETWEE 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 
BEi'WEEN 35 AND 4 YEARS OLD 
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

T 

0.06 
0.19 
0.31 
0.44 

.:;,OFTL 
1.00 

c.11 
0.P0 
0.17 
0.51 

.1.00 

0.0G 
0.22 
0.25-
.0.49 

10. 

0.04 
0.24 
Ca3 
-w.33-

1.00V 

0.c1 
0.11 
C-
*C.44 

1.001.0Yf. 

0.C4 
0.27 
"0- 6 
C3 

0.09 
0.20 
0.19 
0.52 

1.0000 

0.Cb 
0.38 
0.35 
.0021 

1.iZ0 

O.C-! 
C.22 
C.2 
C.22 

1.00 

0.01 
0.1b 
046 
0.383 

PERCEITAGE OF FANILIES, BY LEVEL OF 
FOIt!AL ZDUCATION OF THE READ OF THE 
FAVLY 

CE.S 
PRINARY 
BEYOND PRIMARY 

1.00 

0.76 
0.10 

1.00 

0.16 
0.70 
C.14 

100, 

0.16 
0.7? 
0.112 

1.CC 

C.13 
c10.O.et 
C.C7 

I.CC 

C.11 

c.ce 

1.;co 

0.21 
C.75 
0.03 

1.00 

0.27 
0.70 
0.07 -

1.00 

0.21 
0.77 
0.02 

1 .0 

C.22 
0.7f 
0.02 

.1.00 

O.6f 
0.02 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES BY SECTOR 
OF ECONOFIC ACTIVITY Of THE HEAD OF 
THE FAMILY 

PRIMARY SECTOR 
SECC:'DARY SECTORTECARY 
TERCIARY SECTORNO SECTOR 

1.00 

0.15 
0.18
0.28 
0.40 

1.00 

0.07 
0.09
0.18 
O.66 

1".00 

O.lb 
0.09
0.23 
0:54 

1.00 

C.19 
0.24C.34 
0.24 

10 

0.19 
0.30
C.2c 
0.1e 

1.00 

c.S 
0.11C.14 

. C.19 

1.00 

0.26
c.06::0.15 
0.53 

1.00., 

C. 74
0.07.0. Oq,.. 

..0.10 .. .._ 

-1.00. 

-;0.C4... 
"c. le.C.-13 
G.C7 

1.00 

3 
0.170.20 
0.07 
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Table 2-B-4. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANHUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FARHING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL:AREJ, QJUARLES AND 
ADIINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE HEREDIA 

I URBAN AREA I RURAL AREA 

I -- -------- -g-I-A "I -...-

INDICATORS QUARTIL 

SUB-OTI SUB-TOTALI 
I I FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I I FIRST 3I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FA-.ILIES ?.099 250 25C24 2*70 e- t92 t82 b92 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 6.43 4.01 4.93 7.,6 9.75 6.4 3.Q8 6.04 7.58 10.16 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOMI 4.178 -104 2.54H 5.13,4 e.913 4,719 717 3.43. E-5.55 9129 

STANDARD D-VIATICN OF THE 
FA:;ILY INCOME 39504 220 706 ae0 

. 
2 •3 C6 

31 
39375 5 I10 6 V1 

2.4_.8 

rETCE'!.AGE OF VIEZ FAMILY INCOMES 
COP?.RSrONDiNC- TO EACH qUARTILE 1.00 0.01 0.15 0.31. C.5-O 1.00 0.04 0.1P- 0. 2c 0.4e 

PERCEN'TAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 loco 1.00 1.00 1.00 .1.00 1'.co .­)o 

FROM 1 TO 4 MEMRERS 
FROM 5 TO 7 E-.ERS 
8 ! !-ES AID OVER 

0.32 
0.34 
0.34 

C.;6 
C.27 
0.07 

0.55 
0.29-
C.16 

.05 
-C.5s; 
C.33. 

0o.CC 
0.19 
C.l 

C.24 
0.33 
C.%:! 

0.6 

0.11-

0..2 
004520 
0.27 

C.CC 
.t7 

0.43 

0.03 
0.10'+ 
0.30 

PE2.C AGE OF FANILIES, BY AGE OF 
THE HEAD OF THE FAIILY 

1 
1000 1.00 100 oc 1.00 10oo !,.30 .0-0 

LESS THAN 25 YEAIS OLD 0.06 0 .12 0.0e C4 0 03 .C6 -0 .1 O.U7 C q. c Cd. S., 

BETWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 
BETWEEN 35 AND 44 YEARS OLD 
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

0.17 
0.29 
0.48 

0.18 
0.16 
0.54 

0.14 
0.22 
.0.58 

C.22 
G.38 
C.36 

0.14 
0.40 
-0.43 

C.22 
0.23 
C.40 

0.16 
.0i.16 
0.5b 

0.29 
0.28 
0.35 

0,2 
C.c1 
c.2'. 

.o14 
0s46 
.4s9-*_ 

FEIZENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF 
FOE,L EDjCATION OF THE HEAD OF 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 -. oo0 - 1.00 1.0 . 

FA -:JLY 
NONE009 
NONR 
PRI1ARYBEYONID PRIMARY 

0.76 
0.16 

0.08
0.65 
0.27 

0o0
0.77-
0s15 

Coc8 -
0.81 
Go12. 

0.11
0.81 
0o.ce 

0.17
C.7e 
0.05 

0.17
0.72 
0.11 

.17
'. 79 
0.02 

Co17.0.79 
C.C4 

0.17-0.31. 
0.,ix 

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF ECONONIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 1.00 100 1.00 100 00 ico i000 1.o0 .. 
THE FA-ILY 

PRIMARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
SECARY SECTOR 
TECIARY SECTOR 

0 13 
0.17 
0*26 
0.44 

0.06 
0.03 
0.16 
0.75 

0.10 
0.00) 
0.23 
0.58 

CoIE 
C.26 
0.211 
C.25 

0.17 
0°.2 
0. 
0.18 

C*. 1 
C0.13 
0.19. 
0.27 

0.17 
Oc5 
0.13 
0.64 

0, 
0.0.' 
0.1t 
0.22 

C .,,. 
0.19. 
C.2c 
C. 1:. 

4, 
0.4. 

C.7 
oson 

NO SECTOR e- A .....Available Document~Best 



Table 2-B-5. INDICATORS EATED TO TEE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FAMI ENG FAMILIES, BYURBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARILESAND 

ADMNISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE GUANACASTE 

URBAN AREA - - I - RURAL ARA 
QUAILE 

IN1DICATORS 
SJB-'T-AL-

SZCO~m HIR 
F 'A TA I 

SUB-TOAL 
-­

.-

TCVAL -.tB.Erf CF FAIILIES 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 

AVEi.*GE FAMILY INCOME 

ST,.AD DEVIATION OF THE
y\i'u: y ....C " 

pE7C-zTAGE OF THE FA,'ILY INCOES 
CCnRESPONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 

PERcETAGE OF FAHILIES1 BY SIZE 
F OM TO 4 I.F ,PERS
YROM: 5 T 7 ln:'S 

.1795 

6.75 

4121 

3.222 

1000 
0.20
0.3(: 

4.32 

428 

"63 

" 

1*00 
C059
027 

4'a 

.433 

29575 

61 

.100 
0. 1
.401 

4*;56 

CNCWc.1 

1*00 
C03 
0.59 

44i: 

q., 

e.5 
-' 

1 000 
0.00-0.17 

7.G 

*.5129 

100 

10*0 
0.20 
c." 

2.42,2 ., 

4.49 

52 

:40 

0.05 

1.00 
0.57 
0.30 

2.-a 

1.60 

.30' 

012 

0.18 

.0 
0025 
.4, 

":9 

7.72 

5.te­

0t 

0.21 

1.00 
C.CC 
o, t,., 

-

. 

1.0 
0.00. 

8 MjE'ES AND OVER 

pE iCENTAGE CF FAKILI
Z S, By AGE OF 

T.HE HEAD CF TUE FA1:ILY 

LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
THAN 25 EAA OLD 

BETWEN 35 AND 4 YEARS OLDPE~m5AD4 ER M0.26 

45 YLARS OLD AND OLDER 

003e 

10.00 

0.0? 
0.17 

0.26 

0.49 

0014 

1.00 

0.12 
0.20 

0.190.9 

0.49 

-019 

- " 
1.00 

0.08 
0.'0 

0.200-

0.t2 

028 

"" 
1.00 

0.05
:.19 

-. 

C.40. 

C.6. 

1.00 

0.CZ
V0.10 

0.,'3 

100 

C.C40.22 

CC.20.290.-00.444G* 

0.13 

1.00 

0.070.15 

0.150*t53 

0.29 

.00 

0.C7.0.31 

0.2R0032 

C.7 

1.00 

-o2C.27 

-C.36.C*25-

100 

.010.14 

0.4100< 

PERC.ETAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVE OF 
FC:!AL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD or THE 
FA L. 

1.0.00 
021 

.00 
C025 

1.00 
0.23 

VOC0 
C017 

1.00 
-.C.2C 

1.O 
029 

1.00 
0.29 

1.00 
0 2E 

.co 
C.2c 

1.0 
C.311-

NONE 
RIIDAR IBEYOND PRIMARY 

0.70 
0.09 

0.62 
0.13 

0.68 
O8 

C673C.1C 
0.76
CoC4 

0.6900G3 0.650.06. .7-0.02 C.L.C2 : 

PEiCEN.,AGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF ECCIO.IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 

PRIVART SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SECTOR 

1000 

o.ie 
0.12 
0.23 
C.47 

1.00 

0.07 
0.03 
0.16 
0.73 

1.00 

0.17 
0.07 
0.24 
0.52 

1000 

0.23 
0013 
C.23 
C040 

100 

0.24 
002b 

0.21 
0022 

1.00 

0.83 
0.04 

C007 
C026 

1.00 

0.2! 
0.02 

0.09 
005 

1.00 

c.8C 
0.02 

0.04 
0.14 

. 

1.00 

0.73 
00ce 

o.7
C.14 

0.76 
0.07 

0:0
0.10 
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Table 2-B-6. INIDICATORS RELATED To TRE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOKE OF POOR NC9-TAPJAG-FAMILES, BY URAN-RURAL AREA,:QUA3~!IEs AND. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVIrCE PUITARM(AS 

INDICATORS 

-

I 
I 

I EI 
IQUARTLE 

FIF.STII 

URBAN AREA 

SECONDI THIRD FOU-

I 
I 

I 
SUE-TOTAL I 

RURAL AREA 

QUARTILE 
- -

IRST I 
I I 

TOTAL N'UFBER OF FAMILIES 1.65e 415 415 414 414 4.65_1 1.163 1.162 1.1_: 1,1636 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 5.31 3.44 4.09 E.14 g.17 6.59 4&.06 67 7.16 9.4fa 

AVE2-AGE FAMILY INCOME 3,457 0 18 4C31 79.2 493b3 82Q 3041 5.. 8t -'2 

ST:.::DARD DE7'IATICN! CF TE 
Fl :ILY I:NCC::E 3.169 0 120 616 2.G81 2 .589 471 i31 70 .64 

PEICk-.TAGE OF 
COi S IDING 

THE FAKILY INCOMES 
TO EACH qUARTILE 1.00 0.00 0.14 C029 0.57 1co 0.05 0.17 0.20 0.48 

PERCE1,1"AGE CF FAIKILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.CC 1.00 1.00 1.00 I.Cc 1.00 

F.OM 1 TO 4 F!-I-BERS 
F-sCli 5 T0 7 ML-J:ERS 

1T--:BERS AND OVER 

0.39 
0.12 
0.25 

0.73 
C.20 
G.07 

C.57 
0.33 
0.10 

0.25 
C.50 
.025 

C.0O
C.25 

075 

0.25
C.2-
C.27 

0.63
0.2f 

.11 

0.-50.45 
0.20 

C.CPC.01 

Co.37 

0.-00.I0 

0.82 

iEHCE:rrAGE OF FAIILIES, 
THE HEAD OF THE FAIIILY 

BY AGE OF 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 lo001 .co 1.0o0 1.00 .cc 1.00 

LESS THAN 25 
BE"ET J 25 

35 
45 Y.A S OLD 

MERS OLD 
AND 3. YEARS 
AN[D4 YEARS 
AND CLDER 

OLD 
OLD 

0.09 
0.19 
0.25 
0.46 

0.15 
0.21 
0.16 
0.8 

0.10 
0.17
0.19 
0.53 

0.06 
0.,3
C.2 
C.43 

0.04 
0.160.28 
C.41 

0 ce 
0.2aG.29 
0.26 

0.13 
0.190.16 
0.52 

'0.10 
0..L0.2" 
0.31 

0. C5 
C.36.0.34. 

C.26 

0.03 
:0431 

0.34 

PE,C-TTAGE OF FAKILI M S, BY LEVEL OF 
FCR:.L EDICATICN OF THE HEAD OF THE 
FAI:ILY 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 100 10 101o.0 1.0 

NONE 
PRIrARY 
BEYCD PRIIARY 

0.19 
0.09 
0.11 

0.14 
0.70 
0.l 

0.22 
O.te 
0.10 

C.22 
C.8 
C.lO 

C.19 
C.73 
O.GC 

C.28 
0.5 
C.04 

0.37 
0.54 
0.10 

0.443 
0.57 
0.03 

0-0 
C0.2 
G.C2 

O.8 
0.02 

PEECENAGE CF FAKILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF FCC::O1:IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF 
THE FANILLY 

PRINARY SECTOR 
SECONDARY SECTOR

ECARY0.32 
TERCIAR SECTORNO SECTOR 

.00 

0.11 
0.13 
0.44 

100o 

0.03 

0.08 
C25 
.0.6s 

1.00 

0010 

0.10 
0.24 
0055 

1.00 

C013 

0.12 
C*36 
.3e 

0.14 

0.24 
0.41 
col 

0.5 

;.5
0.13 
027 

0.13 

0.02 
0.13 
0.67 

11.CC 

0.61 

0.04 
0.12 
0.23 

C.74 

C.C6 
0.13 
0G7 

100 
0.68 

0.09 
0415 
0.10 

Best AvcIkb14 Docu m nt
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Table 2-B-7. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FA)ILY 14COIlE OF POOR NON-FAMRIG FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTIIES AND 
ADFINISTRATIVE DIVISION. 

PROVINCE LIMON 

II 
URBAN AREA RURAL AREA 

INDICATORS 
I __-

j 

S I 

I 

FIRST 

QUARTILE 

SCOD ITHIRD I FO!Jr.H 

Iu.U 
SUBTOTAL 

I 

IE 

FZr I 

QUA 

SECOND 

E 

i THIRD FOURTH 

TOTAL NUKEER OF FAMILIES 1.532 2,33 3P35 3 I- 2v'82C fcc f00 5s; 

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 5.59 3.34 4.05 5.C9 e.97 e.cl 3.35i. 7.C5 9.10 

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 3.150 0 1.03 :!.idle 7.72C .3.21 42E 2.016 "-225 9064 

STANDAR-D DEVIATICN OF THE 
FA:-nILY I;COE 3.228 0 YCO 706 2 16 1 .0145 305 1.076 7 .2 1.7.,2 

r- CENTAGE CF 'F:E FAKILY INCOMES 
CO.2SrONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.00 0.o C.30 0.61 1. 0G 0.03' 0.13 023 '0.51 

PERCEN:TAGE OF.FAIILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 t.Co I.ou 

FROM I TO 4 VE!BERS 
FSCM 5 TO 7 mE'-llRS 
8 .:EBERS AND OVLA 

P CR-::T-AGZ OF FAIILIES, BY AGE OF 
Til iii;.AD CF THE FALY0 

0.42 
0.31 
0.27 

1.00 

0.75 
0.17 
0.08 

10 

0.63 
0.27 
0.09 

.01.0 

C.2c 
C.4V 
C.? 

.C 
C.3 
G.70 

1.0c 

0.34 
0.!2 
C.34 

1.00 

0.72 
0.21 
0.07 

1.00 

0.50 
0.20 
0.14 

1.00 

. 

C.Q& 
C-?. 
C.37 

l.CO. 

0.0)1 

C.78 

1.00 

LFSS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 
'ETWEE 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 

BETEE! 35 AND 44 YEARS OLD 
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

o.OP 
C.-0 

0.24 
o.4e 

0.10 
0.13 

0.16 
0.61 

0.10 
0.19 

0.19 
0.52 

0.10 
C.26 

0.'*4 
0.41 

o.C4 
0.21 

0..37 
.! 

0.8 
0.23 

C.28 
C.41 

0.12 
.0,13 

:0.13 
0.62 

0.1.1! 
0.23 
0.22 
0.45 

0.C( 
G.=5 
0.34 
C.26 

C004. 
-1 

0.-04 
0.31 

PEXCE:,AGE OF FARILIS, BY LEVEL OF 
FC2Z :AL EDUCATIC.I OF THE HEAD OF THE 
F;':ILY 

NCHE 
PPI'.ARY 
BE)OND PRIK:ARY 

1.00 

0.17 
0.73 
C.ll 

1.00 

0.1 
0.70 
0.!3 

].OC 

C.le 
0.71 
0.11 

1.00 

C. 15 
C.74 
0.11 

1.CC 

C.e 
C.75 
0.C7. 

1.00 

0.-5 
0.61 
O.U4 

1.00 

0.40 
0o55 
0.06 -

1.00 

0.11 
0.63 
0.06 

I.Cc 
C.2S 
C.64 
C.CX 

1.00 
C 

0.02 

FERCENTAGE OF FAILIES, BY SECTOR 
OF 1CC1:G!:IC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OFTEF:I 
THE FAN~ILY 

PRI?:ARY SECTCR 
SONDARY SECTOR 
TERCIARY SECTOR 
NO SETOR 

1.00 

O.Oe 
Colt' 
0.35 
0.47 

1.00 

0.02 
0004 
0.21 
0.73 

loco 

O.cf 
0.04 
0.30 
0260 

I-Cc 

0.09 
C.13 
C*37 
.d42 

1.'00 

0.16 
0.16 
0.51 
0.15 

1-C0 

0.58 
0.03 
oll 

0.27 

1-00 ­

0.2e 
0.02 
0.1 3 

-0.58 

1.00 

0.-1. 
0.02 
0.12 
0.26 

-­ 1.ca 

C.El 
0.C3 
O.C: 
c.ce 

1.00 

C.74. 
0.05. 
Z.14 
O.a 
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Table 3-0 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY 

COSTA RICA 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones 

From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) 	TOTAL l/ 


l/ 	Includes urban farmers which could not be 

namely 546 families. 

!INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION
 

FAMILIES 
Nuclei Members 

19,451 ll7,598 

5,691 21,020 

766 6,036 

1,807 12,853 

2,899 20,201 

3,722 25,885 

4,566 31,303 

124,524 642,984. 

144,523 764,135 

classified as-poor or.as-non poor,
 

Dependency 
Index
 

1.36
 

1.17
 

1.73
 

1.53
 

i.43
 

1.40 

1.29 

0.65
 

0.74
 



Table 3-1 ­

1) 


2) 


.3) 


NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY 

PROVINCE OF SAN JOSE 

POOR 


Less than 100 colones 


From 100 to 299 colones 


From 300 to 499 colones 


From 500 to 699 colones 


From 700 to 899 colones 


From 900 to 1099 colones 


NON POOR 


Total 1/ 


INDEX OF-THE POOR URBAN POPULATION 

FAMILIES Dependency
 

Nuclei Members Index
 

8,691 50,168 1.30
 

3,146 10,869 1.02
 

212 1,871 1.62
 

627 4,531 1.52
 

1,171 8,292 1.43"
 

1,594 10,885 1.39
 

1,941 13,720 131.
 

72,999 375,891 0.63
 

81,809 426,827 0.69
 

1/ Includes urban farmers which could not be classified as poor or as non poor,
 

namely 117 families.
 



Table 3-2 ­

1) 


2) 


3) 


NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION
 

PROVINCE OF ALAJUELA
 

POOR 


Less than 100 colones 


From 100 to 299 colones 


From 300 to 499 colones 


From 500 to 699 colones 


From 700 to 899 colones 


From 900 to 1099 colones 


NON POOR 


TOTAL l/ 


FAMILIES Dependency
 

Nuclei Members Index
 

2,705 16,664 1.33
 

673 2x859 1.45
 

155 1,305 1.46
 

264 1,808 1.46
 

446 2,946 1.34
 

551 3,707 1.28
 

616 4,039 1.19
 

12,557 63,826 0.67
 

15,327 80,866 0.78
 

1/ Includes urban farmers which could not be classified as poor or as non poor,
 

namely 65 families.
 



INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION- NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCYTable-3-3 

PROVINCE OF CARTAGO 

FAMILIES Dependencq 

Nuclei Members Index
 

2,071 14,027 1.45
 
1) POOR 


366 1,709 1.39

Less than 100 colones 


650 1.89
From 100 to 299 colones 84 


216 1,538 1.61

From 300 to 499 colones 


349 2483 1.49

From 500 to 699 colones 


492 3,573 1.47

From 700 to 899 colones 


564 4,074 1.32

From 900 to 1099 colones 

10,77- 58,456 0.69
2) NON POOR 


0.80
12-914 72,942
3) TOTAL l/ 


I/ ncludes urban farmers which could not be classified!aspoor or as non poor, 

namely 66 families. 



Table 3-4 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION 

PROVINCE OF HEREDIA 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones 

From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 3099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) TOTAL 1/ 

FAMILIES 

Nuclei 

999 


227 


35 


83 


174 


191 


289 


8,194 


9,220 


Dependency 

Members Index 

6,428 1.29 

939 0.97
 

281 1.65
 

612 1.34
 

1,179 1.33
 

1,380- 1.47.
 

2,037 1.26
 

44,293 0.65
 

50858 0.71
 

1/ i Includes urban farmes which could not-be:classified as-poor or as non poor,; 

namely 27 families. 



Table 3-5 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN :POPULATION 

PROVINCE OF GUANACASTE 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones 

From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) TOTAL 1/ 

FAMILIES Dependency 

Nuclei Members Index­

1,795 12,117 1.48 

282: 1,247 1.48 

147 1,120 2.02 

266 1,917 1.57" 

322 2,362 1.53 

362 2s671 1.41 

416 2,800 1.28 

6,205 34,376 0.75 

8,187 47,765 0.90' 

1/ Includes urban farmers which could not be classified as:p.oor or as non poor,
 

namely 187 families.
 



Table .3-6 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY 

PROVINCE OF PUNTARENAS 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300.to 499.colones-

Frlom 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 8t- colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) TOTAL 1/ 

1/ Includes urban farmers which -could not be 

namely 52 families. 

INDEX- OF- THE:POOR URBAN POPULATI0N 

FAMILIES 
Nuclei Members 

1,658 9,633 

L5Z 1,571 

69 552 


207 1,427. 


247 1,.6.67. 

289: 1,956 


392 2,460 


71463 35,628, 


9,173 45,.597 


classified 'as poor or as- non:poor, 

Jependency 
.Index. 

1.39, 

1.21 

1.86
 

1..50
 

1.49 

1.41
 

1.29
 

0.68
 

0.79
 



Table: 3-7: -:NUMBER. OF FAMILIES,. AND DEPENDENCY 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones 

From 500'to 699-colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3).. TOTAL" l/ 


INDEXOF. THE POOR. .UBAN-.POPULATION
 

FAMILIES 

Nuclei-. 

1,632 

541 


64 


144 


190 


243-


348 


6,329 


7,893 


..... Dependency 
Members Index 

8,561 1.54 

1,826 1.54 

557 2.106 

1,020 1.,71 

1,272 1.42 

1,713 1.57 

2,173 1.41 

30,514 0.73 

39,240 0086 

Includes urban farmers which could not be wclassified as porz' or. as non poor,
1/ 


namely, 32 families. 



BETWE 15AND.'. 64 YEARS OAGETable 4 ACTIVITYOF .THE POOR URBAN POPULATION 

COSTA RICA
 

A C T I V E 
Did not Was lookingSub-

Worked work for a *ob InactiveTotal Total 
1,376 32,547

1) POOR 49,782 17,235 12.742 3,117 


28 987 180 8,470
 
Less than 100 colones 9,665 1,195 


108 1,606
427 180

From 100 to 299 colones 2,321 .7-15 


3,327
431 174 

From 300 to 499 colones 5,072 1,745 1,140 


5,113

From 500 to 699 colones 8,310 3,197 2,1.'05 534 258 


6,357
3,629
From 700 to 899 colones 10,771 4,414 ..	 .474 31n. 
7,674
513 345 


From 900 to 1099 colones 13,643 5,969 5,113 

6,04 3,589. 163,227
 
2) 	NON POOR 388,544 225,311 215,680 


4,981 .196,736
 
3) 	TOTAL 1/ 439,983 243,241 229,045 9,22] 


1/ 	Includes 2,613 members of urban farming families which 
could
 

not be .classified as poor or as non poor.
 

._3
 



Table 5 - COMPOSITION-OF THE ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION, BY AGE GROUP:AND BY SEX. URBAN 

POPULATIO0N .(POOR-AND NON POOR) AND POOR.NON,-FARMING.,RURAL POPULATION. 

COSTA RICA 

U R B A N POOR NON-FARMING 
NON POOR SPOOR -RURAL 

Men Women Men Women Men Women 

TOTAL 153,016 72,301 12,498 4,737 42,681 4,697 

From 15 to 19 years old 18,364 12,695 2,654 1,272 8,375 1,779 

From 20 to 29 years old 49,514 28,804 2,848 1,371 8,620 1,184 

From 30 to 39..years old 34,763 15,775 -2,996 1,161 12,483 1,039 

From 40 to 49 years old 26,853 9,516- 2.530 605 8,567 496 

From50 to:64 years old 23,522 5,51 .1,470 328 4,636 199 



AND BYTable 6-	 RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE ECONOM'CALLY ACTIVE POPULATION, BY LEVEL OF:.FORMAL. EDUCATION 

SEX. URBAN POPULATION (POOR :AND NON POOR) AND POOR NON-FARMING RURAL POPULATION. 

COSTA RICA 

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
U R B A N. :,POOR NON-FARMING 

NON POOR POOR RURAL 

Level of.education Men Women Men Women Men Women 

0.05 0.02 0.33 04.09 0.16 0.12ALL'LEVELS 


0.12
None. 	 0.l 0.04 0.32 0.06 0.13 


0.11

PriMary 	 0.06 0.02 0.31 0.08 0 17 

0.32 0. 19
 Beyond , ,primy 0.03 0.02 0.43 .16 



ILLITERACY. RATE OF THE,:Table 7-0 - INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN. POPULATION.7. YEARS OLD ANDOLDER 

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS.OLD_ AND OLDER:AND-RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY 

ACTIVE POPULATION. 

COSTA RICA 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY RATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

OF THE POPULATION OF THE POPULATION OF THE ECONOMICALLY 

7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION 

Men Women Men Women Men.. Women 

1) POOR 0.55 0.51 0.08 0.10 0.33 0.09 

Less than 100 colones 0.61 0.52 0.10 0.10 0.99 0.88 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.52 0.46 0.19 0.13 0.67 0.05 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.54 0.48 0.10 0.ii 0.52 0.06 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.541 0.49: 0.08 0.11 0.33 0.07 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.54 0.50 0.07 0.09 0.22 0.06 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.54 0.52 0.07 0.08 0.17 0.06 

2) NON POOR 0.65. 0.62 0.03, 0.04 0.05 0.02 

3) TOTAL 1/ 0.64 00,60 0.04 0,05 0.07 0.03 

.

1/ 	Includes 546.urban fa igfamilies which could,
 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 



INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE
Table 7-1 


URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS-OLD AND-OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN-ECONOMICALLY
 

ACTIVE POPULATION.
 

PROVINCE OF SAN JOSE
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY RATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
OF THE POPULATION OF THE POPULATION OF THE ECONOMICALLY 

7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 
Men Women 

10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 
Men Women 

ACTIVE POPULATION 
Men Women 

1) POOR 0.59 0.54 0.07 0.08 0.34 0.10 

Less than 100 colones 0.69 0.57 0.08 0.08 1.00 0.97 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.56 0.45 0.17 0.10 0.62 0.07 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.58 0.51 0.08 0.09 0.50 0.05 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.57 0.52 0.06 0.08 0.33 0.08 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.57 0.52 0.05 0,08 0.26 0.06 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.56 0.55 0.05 0.07 0.17 0.07 

2) NON POOR 0.68 0.63 0.02 0.-03 0.05 0.02 

3) TOTAL l/ 0.67 0.62 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.03 

1/ Includes 117 urban farmingfamil4es which could 

not be classified as poor or as non poor. 



INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY.RATE .OF THE.
Table 7-2 


URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY
 

ACTIVE POPULATION. 

PROVINCE OF ALAJUELA 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones 

From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) TOTAL l/ 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING 

OF THE POPULATION 

7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

Men Women 


0.53 0.50 


0.55 0.50 


0.51 0.49 


0.53 0.47 


0.52 0.49 


0.53 0.51 


0.541 0.51 


0.62 0.61 

0.61 0.59 


l/ Includes 65 urban farming families which could
 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 

ILLITERACY RATE 

OF THE POPULATION 


10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

Men Women 

0.10 0.10 

0.10 0.11 

0.28 0.15 

0.09 0611 

0.10 0.11 

0.07 0.08-

0.08 0.08 

0.03 0.04 

0.05 0.05-

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT
 
OF THE ECONOMICALLY
 
ACTIVE POPULATION
 
Men Women 

0.32 0.07 

0.99 0.92 

0.73: 0.06 

0.47 0.08 

0.33 0.04 

0.21 0.03 

0.16 0.06 

0.06 0.01 

008 0.02 

V 



Tabi 7-3 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE 

OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY
AND AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD OLDER 

ACTIVE POPULATION.
 

PROVINCE OF CARTAGO 

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENTILLITERACY RATEINDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE ECONOMICALLY
OF THE POPULATION
OF THE POPULATION 

OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION10 YEARS OLD AND7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER Men Women.Men WomenMen Women 

0.07
0.28
0.13
0.09
0.49
0.53
1) POOR 
 0.35
0.98
0.22
0.18
0.49
0.48
Less than 100 colones 
 0.00.
0.77
0.17
0.14
0.45

From 100 to 299 colones 0.50 

0.04
0.53
0.12
0.08
0.48
0.55
From 300 to 499 colones 
 0.04
0.31
0.14
0.09
0.48
0.53
From 500 to 699 colones 

0.20
0..1


0.53 0.50 0.08 0. 

From 700 to 899 colones 
 0.13 0.04,
0.08
0.06
0.52
0.55
From 900 to 1099 colones 
 0.02
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.60
0.61
2) NON POOR 

0.06 0.08 0.02 

0,.60 0.58 0.05 
3) TOTAL 1/ 

urban farming families which could
1/ Includes 66. 

or as non poor.not be classified as poor 



Table 7-4 	 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER., ILLITERACY RATE OFTHE 

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY 

ACTIVE POPULATION.
 

PROVINCE OF HEREDIA
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY RATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

OF THE POPULATION OF THE POPULATION OF THE ECONOMICALLY 
7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION 
Men Women Men Women Men Women 

1) POOR 0.54 0.52 0.07 0.07 0.34 0.ii 

Less than 100 colones 0.58 0.56 0.07 0.06 1.00 1.00 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.51 0.51 0.13 0.14 0.78 0.13 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.54 0.51 0.07 0.08 0.5k 0.05 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.50 0.47 0.09 0.10 0.43 012 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.55 0.53 0.04 0.04 0.16 0.09 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.53 0.53 0.08 0.07 0.20 0.03 

2) NON POOR 0.66 0.64 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.03 

3) TOTAL 1/ 0.65 0.6303 0.03 0.08 0.03 

i/ Includes 27 urban farming families which could 

not be classified as poor or as non poor. 



Table 7-5 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE
 

37lAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE:URBANECONOMICALLY
 

ACTIVE POPULATION.
 

PROVINCE OF GUANACASTE
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING 
OF THE POPULATION 
7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

Men Wc-en 

ILLITERACY RATE 
OF THE POPULATION 

10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 
Men Women 

RATE OF 
OF THE 
ACTIVE POPULATION 
Men 

UNEMPLOYMENT 
ECONOMICALLY 

Women 

1) POOR 0.50 0.46 0.ii 0.13 0.23 0.07 

Less than 100 colones 0.55 0.45 0.12 0.15 0.94 0.67 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.54 0.44 0.12 0.15 0.62 0.05 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.47 0.44 0.14 0.14 0.44 0.08 

From 500 to 699 'olones 0.52 0.47 0.10 0.13 0.19 0.07 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.48 0.46 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.07 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.49 0.49 0.09 0.10 0.15 0.06 

2) NON POOR 0.60 0.58 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.01 

3) TOTAL 1/ 0.58 0.55 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.02 

1/ Includes 187 urban farming families which could
 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 

V 



INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE',
Table 7-6 


URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYKJ-T OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY
 

ACTIVE POPULATION.
 

PROVINCE OF PUNTARENAS
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY RATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT
 
OF THE ECONOMICALLY
OF THE POPULATION OF THE POPULATION 


10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION
7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 

" Men Women
Men Women Men 


0.13 0.41 0.11

1) 	POOR 0.47 0.44 0.ii 


1.00
0.10 0.15 0.99
Less than 100 colones 0.47 0.41 


0.58 0.04

From 100 to 299 colones 0.52 0.47 0.07 0.07 


0.13 0.68 0.07

From 300 to 499 colones 0.48 0.44 0.13 


0.10 0.14 0.42 0.08

From 500 to 699 colones 0.46 0.44 


0.24 0.04-

From 700 to 899 colones 0.45 0.43 0.12 0.13 


From 900 to 1099 colones 0.49 0.45 0.10 0.13 0.20 0.07
 

0.06 0.09 0.06 0.03

2) 	NON POOR 0.54 0.52 


0.10 01.04­0.53 0.50 0.07. 0.O
3) 	TOTAL 1/ 


1/ 	Includes 52 urban farming families which could
 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 

-




INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEAXS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE
Table 7-7 


URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY
 

ACTIVE POPULATION
 

PROVINCE OF LIMON
 

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY FATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

OF THE POPULATION OF THE POPULATION OF THE ECONOMICALLY 

7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION 

Men Women Men Women Men Women 

1) POOR 0.51 0.48 0.08 0.10 0.35 0.08 

Less than 100 colones 0.54 0.47 0.09 0.09 0.97 0.86 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.35 0.39 0.20 0.20 0.72 0.03 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.56 0.51 0.08 0.08 0.47 0.04 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.54 0.51 0.07 0.10 0.38 0.1i 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.53 0.49 0.06 0.09 0.22 0.07, 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.49 0.47 0.08 0.12 0.22 0.05 

2) NON POOR 0.57 0.56 0.004 0.07 0.05 0.02 

3) TOTAL 1/ 0.56 0.54 005 _-.08 0.08 0.03 

1/ Includes 32 urban farming families which could
 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 



TaJ["- 8 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO THE CONDITION OF THE !HOUSE. ANDTHE COEFFICIENT .OF 

OVERCROWDING OF THE URBAN POPULATION
 

COSTA RICA 

H 0 U S I N G C 0 N D I T I ON 
GOOD 

Over-
FAIR 

Over-
BAD 

Over-

Percentage 
crowding 

index Percentage 
crowding 

index Percentage.. 
crowding 

index 

1) POOR 0.36 2.29 0.38 3.13 0.25 4.08 

Less than 100 colones 0.42 1.44 0.35 2.03 0.23 3.09 

From 100 to 29S colones 0.16 3.25 0.35 Z1.94 0.49 4.21 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.29 2.69 0.39 3.49 0.31 4.;24 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.32 2.60 0.41 3.387 0.27 4.18 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.36 2.64 0.39 3.43 0025 4.37 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.39 2.58 0.39 3.42 0.22 4.48 

2) NON POOR 0.68 1.82 0.24 2.46 0.08 3.12 

3) TOTAL 1/ -.64 1.85 0.26 2.58 0.10 3.42 

l/ Includes 546 urban farming families which could 

not be classified as. poor or as non poor. 



Table 9 	 PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO THE FORMS OF :TENURE: OF THE HOUSE AND THE COEFFICIENT 

OF OVERCROWDING OF THE URBAN POPULATION. 

COSTA RICA 

H 0 U S. E 
0 W N E D R E N-T E D .. T HER 

Over- Over-. Over­
crowding crowding crowding 

Percentage index Percentage index Percentage. index 
1) POOR 0.30 2.72 0.63 3.27 0.06 4.06 

Less than 100 colones 0.00 7.07 1.00 2.31 0.00 8.00 

From 100 to 299 colones 0.44 3.47 0.45 5.20 0.11 4.76 
From 300 to 499 colones 0.45 2.88 0.45 4-.03 0.10 4.10 

From 500 to 699 colones 0.44 2.62 0.47 4005 0.08 4_.22: 

From 700 to 899 colones 0.43 2.63 0.49 3.96 0.08 4.11 

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.41 2.67 0.50 3.83 0009 3.79 

2) NON POOR 0,57 1.85 0.37 2-41 0.07 2.27 

3) TOTAL 1/ 0.53 1.91 0.40 2.57 0.07 2.47 

1/ 	 Includes 546 urban fazing families, which could 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.­



Table 10 - FERTILITY (AVERAGE 

COSTA RICA 

1) POOR 

Less than 100 colones 

From 100 to 299 colones 

From 300 to 499 colones. 

From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 

From 900 to 1099 colones 

2) NON POOR 

3) TOTAL 1/ 

1/ 	 Ir-l'udes 546 urban faiming 

not be classified as poor 

C7
 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN BORN ALIVE), 

AVERAGE NUMBER 

From 15 From 20 
to 19 to 29 

0.13 2.13 

0.18 1.82 

0.17 2.64 

0.14 2.18 

0.12 2,19 

0.12 2.29 

0.1i 2.15 

0.10. 1.11 

0.10 1.22 

families which could 

or as non poor. 

..BY-AGE GROUP.OF THE URBAN POPULATION. 

OF CHILDREN BORN ALIVE.PER WOMAN. 

From 30 From 40 From 50 60 and 
to 39 to 49 to 59 over; 

5.52 6.61 5.61 4.83 

4.03 3.80 3.84 3.57 

6.37 7.46 6.50 4.43 

6.05 7.29 7.17 6.45 

5.77 7.25 6.48 5,71 

5.91 7.42 5.95 5.48 

5.73 7.23 6.37 5.68 

3.29 4.76 5.00 4.99 

3.64 5.01 5.08 4.97 



Table 11 - FERTILITY (AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN), BY AGE. IGROUP •OF THE ,URBAN POPULATION. 

COSTA RICA
 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN PER WOMAN
 
AGE 

From 50. .60and
From 15 From 20 From 30 From 40 
to 19 to.29 to 39 to49 to 59* over 

4.42 3.34
1) POOR 0.12 1.96 4.93 5.63 

3.10 2.59Less than 100 colones 0.16 1.67 3.54 3.36 

6.34 5.07 3.17From 100 to 299 colones '.16 2.40 5.60 

From 300 to 499 colones 0.13 2.01 5.30 5.99 5.25 4.25 

0.U 2.02 5.14 6.09 5.05 3.82From 500 to 699 colones 

From 700 to 899 colones 0 11 2.12 5.36 6,33 4.72 3.71 

1.98 5.16 6.21 5.13 3.89From 900 to 1099 colones 0.10 

1.05 3.05 4.25 4.19 3.762) NON POOR 0.09 


4*122 3.69
3) TOTAL l/ 0.10 1.15 3.34 4.44 

1/ Includes 546 urban farming families which could 

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
 



MEMBERS OF THE ECONOMICALLYACTIVE POPULATION WITHTable 12 - AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGES OF THE 

A JOB. NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA.
 

COSTA RICA
 

AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGES OF THE ECONOMICALLY
 
ACTIVE POPULATION 

URBAN RURAL 
Wages 
earned 

Imputed 
wages 

Wages 
earned 

Imputed 
wages 

POOR 3,790 6,334 3,441 5-9740 

Less than 100 colones 2,089 ... 893 

From 100 to 299 colones 1,701 1,736 5,544 

From 300 to 499 colones 2,417 5,450 2,471 5,340 

From 500 to 699.colones 3,234 5,755 3,137 5,520 

From 700 to 899 colones 3,530 6,269 3,593 5,748 

From 900 to 1099 colones ,510 6,564 3,965 5,835. 

NON POOR 1,231 10.560 7,036 6,257 



JIMENEZ & TANZI LTDA. 

San Jos6, Costa Rica 


