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“LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

k 'ﬁbf7daé J. .Sconce
- Director . :
’ﬁ:Office of the Arency for Internationa]
. Development . B e
San José -
l_Dear Mr. Sconoe'
We have the pleasure to dellver the study POVERTY IN COSTA RICA,;tpg
: HETHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS IN THE DETERHINATION GF SOME OF ITS CHARACTER- :
‘t‘ISTICS, whlch was.entrusted to La Academ;a de Centro»Amérlcalby the
Agency for Internatlonal Development. v ;
The study contalns, in the flrst place, a comprehen81ve methodolog-
'_lcal dlscu581on concernlng the problems posed by any 1nvest1gatlon 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 desirahle ﬁays
in wh1ch to proceed w1th the study of these top1cs, s1nce ue belleve that
the present piece is Just a first stage in the1r 1nvest1gatlon. Flnally,
the appendlces and the stat1st1cal annex contaln 1nformatlon and data tha
we have consldered useful to publlsh.
The completlon of th1s study was made pos81b1e by the cooperatlon of
several persons. It would be 1mp0381ble, despite our w1shes, to mention

all of them.‘ However, we: want to expllcitly acknowledge the cooperation

of the following:



1.Dr. Manuel Carvajal, D1rector of the Latin Amerlcan Data Bank of .

'the Unlver81ty of Florlda, Gainesv1llelfhad‘an 1mportant partlc-

',ipation “in. the computatlons, 31nce La Academla 'de. Centro America
acontracted w1fh this instltutlon the tasks of electronic computa-
tion.

‘Lic. Rend Sinchez, ﬁiredforJ6f*tnegqeeteiﬁie&n Statistics and. o

'jcensus Bureau (Direceién Gener51*dé‘n§%5a£éfiéa y‘CenSOS);“es“ﬁei;fﬂf*
as other officials in his agency, 1n partlcular those at the

Mechanlc Tabulations Sectlon, prov1ded valuable ald. :

Mr. Milton Lau, Mr. Travis A. King and Mr. Rlchard Kreitman, of the
Rural Development Unit of the Agency for Internatlonal Development

in San José&, made constructive suggestions and crltlcisms during the'
development of the study. Similar suggestnons were received from

'Dr. -Samuel Dainesyof the AID in Washington. |

Lie. 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 underteken by Mise'Ana Ieebelf
Lopez and Mrs. Carmen Mata, with the same patience énd'efficieney as
always. |
Miss Alicia Chaves participated in the elaboration of the statistical

information.



:W§'do not want to finish this letter withqgfééxpressing our
:gratitude for your continuous confidence,'péaffifmedbwhen'the Agency -
‘_foﬁ International Development entrusted thisydiffiéhlt and complgg_‘
study to La Academié_dé Centro América. Wé‘think thétrthe eff§r€ hasJ[

been worthwhile. We believe that, despite ifs limitéﬁipns, fhis'fiﬁggf
stage of the investigation is an important éonfﬁiﬁﬁtion;fowardé a
setter understanding of povertj in Costa Riéa; :Compl§ﬁentary studie#l
undertaken_in the future will further in¢f§aéé>fﬁ; ﬁséfuinesé of;thézi
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

_This study pursued several objectives.‘ As expected some were

achieved satisfactorily, whlle others were only partially

reached and a few were not attalpedbat all 1n this oppontunity.

leen the nature and dlfficulty of the study, whlch to a large

fextent consisted baslcally of methodologlcal exploratlons, it was

never expected that all of its speciflc:ob]ectlves would be fully.
attained. On the contrary, these objectives were reeveluated‘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 loné
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.

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, bessides
'the search for procedures that would allow a better utilization of
the available census data, a second specific objective of the
study was to increase the existing knowledge about the poor
within the population o. Costa Rica and, in particular, about the
rural poor, in order to improve the decision making process and
jthe preparation, execution and evaluation of programs and prOJects
'related to this sector of the population.'

It is important to insist from the‘beginning that9a‘determination

of the distribution of income and of the concent&stion of . wealth
in Costa Rica is not included among the purposes of this study.,_
The information available is not sufficient and the methods employed=l
are not appropriate for such an analySis.

Given its own nature, it is necessary to keep in mind the main.
limitations of this study. 1In 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, lnfluenced by‘
multiple variables of the most diverse nature' cultural anthropo-l
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



5information to establish the conditio;“

’demographic, social and economic. For this reason, the typology

'of poverty that is attempted in this study, being based mainly

4on such variables, turns out to. be incomplete_and of limited scope.

fThe scarcity of information would not‘necessarlly be -an 1mportant

.iimitation if, among the data available one possessed sufficient

;This limitation,

however, could only be overcome 1f one‘had prev1ously defined

,‘criterla‘to determlne which of the data at hand are the 1mportant

'ones.\“That 1s, this method which could be called heuristic,

requires a __gggy.about the phenomenon being studled.

In effect if a theory of poverty existed one could establish if »
the data requ1red by the theoretical model are contained among
those at hand However, in the absence of an adequate tbeoretical‘
model, it was considered preferable to attempt the construction of
a universal or type, on the basis of the diverse information

available.l/

_ Therefore, the method attemptad in this study was.that of a filing

system, in an effort to derive a type through the determlnation of'g

certain common denominators. ;Thus,~the;point of vlew,adopted was".

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
sc1ent1fic knowledge.

s



;merely taxonomic. This method does not allow, under any olrcum-

~stances statements about the existance~of‘causal relatlonshlps

between any of the speclfic characteristlcs observed and the con

>d1tlon of poverty.. In the same sense 1n hichldnnaeus*taxonomyy:

vdoes not say anytthg about plant phy81ology, the characterlstlcs

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

’A‘typology usually attempts to characterlze a 31tuation on the

- basis of the condltions approprlate to produce the type. The'

present study attempts solely to descrlbe some of the varlables _
: that accompany the type. For those for whom a typolog1ca1 ana1y31s
had the flrst meanlng, these words should make it clear that it

*was not w1th such ‘an 1ntentlon that thls study was approached., .



,CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

2 01 A taxonomlc ana1y81s of some of the characterlstlcs‘that accompany:

~£poverty in Costa R1ca requlres, at leas atythe follow1ng4tasks”

f;be performed

‘3a}“’the selectlon of a crlterlon of‘poverty,

"b.. -the determlnatlon of thedl CONJJ(aﬂdﬂqr,Vgalfh)ibftfh?hé?éﬁéﬁiﬁ:
‘.fijunlts studled

fégﬁfthe cla851f1catlon and. grouplng of such "nlts between the: poor v

{and the non poor as well as among the varlous categorles of

ehpoor that may be con31dered useful for the ana1y81s,
'Fﬁ;;the'selectlon and measurement of characterlstlcs of 1nterest =

*‘5fgwhen it may be expected that they accompany poverty, and

e.f’the verlflcatlon of the ex1stence and of the magnltud”bof any
"assoc1atlon between poverty and some. of the characterlstlcs

‘selected for the study.

A.  CRITERION OF POVERTY

2.02 ]klamy study of this nature it 1s necessary to start_from‘an.lnitlal*

arbltrary definition of poverty. That 1s, 1t 1s necessary'to
_select a cr1terlon for. the determlnation of who are the poor‘ The
' choice of thls criterion of poverty is beyond the data. In the

same sense in which Iimumnslﬁdtn,prima facle, determlne 1f he was



2.03

'ﬁlooking at a plant or not before proceeding to examine it
.taxonomlcally, the present study requ1red the selectlon ‘a.
‘priori, of a deflnltion of poverty. K
fiIt was necessary, in addition, to arbitrarlly choose a unit of
;fanaly31s, w1th respect to which the study attempted to determine
ﬂthrough the application of" the criterion of poverty selected 1f 1t
fwas poor or not. The ba31c unit of analysis chosen was the ggnsug
'1§§£g;jﬁ As it was also the case w1th respect to other concepts,
.the definition of family used was equ1valent to that employed in

the 1973 censuses of Costa Rlca.llf ThlS selection 1mp11es that

poverty was conceived, not as a characteristic of the 1nd1v1dual
but as a characteristic of the_group with‘which,the individual :

lives, namely, the family group.

A universally accepted definition of'poverty'does'not exist. As
already indicated, poverty being a complex concept‘.an attempt

to measure it on the ba51s of only one or of ‘a few socio-economic
indices turns out to be a difflcult task, with serious limitations.
This .is not the place, however, to attempt a conV1ncing definition_
of poverty. All that is desired is to report that the various
conceptual difficulties 1nvolved were taken 1nto account at the
time when the criterion of poverty emploved in the studv was.

selected}

A detailed definition of the census family can be found in the |
Glossary. h ‘ I
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fPoverty 1s frequently related to the amount of net assets possessed
iby the un1t be1ng studled in th1s case the famlly.1 That 18,
‘poverty is related to the unlt's net worth. Nevertheless, the
?measurement of a family's net worth 1s never an easy task and 1n
tthlS particular case' the requlred 1nformatlon was not avallable.‘
:Instead cons1der1ng that the level of a famlly s income is closely;
'Prelated to its net worth and 81nce the estlmatlon of the former 1s -

fmore rellable, thls study attempted an approxlmatlon to ‘the magnl-

tude of each famlly s poverty through the direct measurement of

eachtfamlly s average 1ncome.'
As 1t is usually the case in studies of thijs nature, the estlmatlon

of the data requlred several computatlonal efforts, called hern

"generatlons" or "methodologles". 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 to be ekplained:later,
these'generations differ, among other;things, becauseﬂof{the

adoption of different criteria of poverty}

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.

T



fThe figure chosen was us$ 150 at 1969-“r1ces as the annual

;average income for each of the members of;the family. In addition,f
‘the selection of this figure of income per capita reflected a
’definition of poverty adopted by the Unitcd States Agency for
EInternational Development (AID), which has already been employed

;in similar studies in other countries.3

iIt must be noted that both the selection of 1ncome per capita as
'the criterion of poverty and the cholce of a flgure for thls incomei
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 important methodological
»difficulties; These difficulties explain, in part ‘the adoptlon

' of different criterla of poverty 1n connection w1th the various

generations of computations.»

2,05 The»approaimate measurement of each family's poverty]asvattempted

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 1nformation employedfdid notfallow .

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

namely, one year.

The previous limitation gave rise to some»difficulties worth men-l
tioning., Since the deflnition of income used in the study repre-‘

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

20



‘}during the period appear as poor, 1ndependently of their" net worth
and of thelr permanent stardard of living. ‘

~In effect the first generation of computatlons led to the classm-;
flcatlon in the group of the poor of a large number of familles,

| ?even though other con31deratlons 1ndlcated that these familles

fshould have been classmfled as non poor, accordlng to more tradi-

'tlonal criteria of poverty. This was the~case, in many ;nstances,d
ofjfammlmes which appeared to have negative net incomes, while'ip
paﬁy cases these families possessed rathef-large_farms or cattlew
ranches.

iﬁ ordervto improve the identification of ‘the gboap of the poor ina
Costa Rica, a new definition of poverty was adopted during the’seeohd
generation of computations, which complemented the income-per-capita
definition with considerations about the possession of land by the
fami;y 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 vealth, not of-income,-
As a result, a family wﬁich possessed aﬂ amount of land estimafed

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

s
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actlvitles, the cla551ficat1on of such a famlly as non poor, on

/

the basls of income con51deratlons alone

In effect the addltiona] criterlon empJoyed led to the classifl-
catlon as non poor of farmers whlch 1ndependently of the level of

"thelr family 1ncomes, possessed more than lO hectares of land or

ore than 5 hectares of cultivated land 51nce 1t was cons1dered
that these families had enough land to potentlally generate an
1ncome per capita: above Us$ 150, at: 1969 pr1ces.2/
Durlng the th1rd generatlon of computatlons the addltlonal criterion
employed led to the exclusion from the group of the poor of those
farmers which, independently of thelrklncome levels, possessed more

than 20 hectares of land, rather than 10 hectares}

In order to further improve the identification of the-gronp 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.gf

3/

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.

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.

The Glossary contains a detailed definition of all these concepts.

/l,’lf
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fAs a result of the employment of thistalternatlve crlterlon of
’3poverty, two groups of the poor were;identlfied durlng the flrst

Cﬁand the second generatlons.

a. the poor, according to 1ncome, and

by the poor, accordlng to other conditions.

iﬁThe flret group -of the poor 1nc1uded all the familles w1th average
_ﬁfamlly incomes- below US$ 150, at 1969 pr1ces (flrst generatlon),-

fexcludlng those with amounts of land sufficient to potentlally

produce such an income (second generat:on) The‘second group of

“the poor included all those famllles whlch not belng poor accordlng

to their incomes, simultaneously met the three condltlons of the

alternatlve'deflnltion. Both groups were kept separated throughout
the first stage of analysis. The poor accordlng to income representec

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

As already indicated, the family incomes estimated in the study
correspond to a one-year period. In the case of the agricuitural
output, its value was estimated on the basis of the amounts produced

during the agricultural year from May lst, 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

7;'5



2,08

-census of 1973 Thls gave rise to someﬁ;ifflculties w1th respect

gto the estimatlon of the annual“famlly income whlch also deserve
‘mentlon;_h

In effect those fam111es, whose members were unemployed durlng the
iweek when the census observatlons were made or whose members re-‘s'
3celved in that perlod 1ncomes below those correspondlng to. other

iweeks of the year, may appear as poor, even though thlS would not f

;b; the case if thelr 1ncome would have been dlrectly measured all
;yearvround Slmllarly, poor famllles would appear as non poor if-
’thelr members received exceptionally h1gh wages during the week
~of.ths'census_observations.

—At the aggregate level this dlfflculty would not be very 1mportant

if the unemployment rate and the amount of famlly 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 (oyerestimation)~of.the '
income of several families; with the corpesponding lmpact.on'the:

number of the poor.

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

*t
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héentrai.Bank.l/

In turn, “colones of-1969 were'converted'into:colones of 197§¥‘*

73 by using the low and middle income consumer price 1ndex for the
Metropolitan Area.gf Taking 1nto 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 1nter-‘

mediate date, that is, to October of 1972.

ianlthe basis of the described procedures, US$ 150 at 1969 prices
,are equivalent to ¢ 1. 153 20, at the prices of the- agricultural
”year 1972 -73. However, in. order to 81mplify the computations, an:
.,average annual income per member of the family of ¢ 1. 100 was’ used

~to separate the poor from the non poor.

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 thé”

non poor on the ba31s of an annual income per capita of l 100
: colones. This was equivalent to the definition employed~1n thef

previous two generations.

Banco Central de Costa Rica. Cifras de Cuentas Nacionales de Costa
Rica, Serie 1960-1973, Estimacidén 1974. 1975, p. 23. '

Direccidn General de Estadistica y Censos. Anuario Estadistico de
Costa Rica, 1969. San José&, 1971, p. 235. Anuario Estadistico de
Costa Rica, 1973. San José, s.d., p. 221.

-
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b. A moderate‘definition Qf Soverty,ithéﬁﬁgéparated‘the poor from

the non poor at the level of 1,400 colohes.
c. A liberal definition of pévertyg*whiqh'médetthe'separation at
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 augmentedQl/

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

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.

Ve
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It is apparent that only the poor Bﬁtiﬁot the non poor Wére‘clase
sified according to their income segment. A similar ppocedure couldv
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 fesources avaiiable.
Three additional income segments webe'cohsidered during the third
geﬁeration of computations. This éliéwed a more detailed analysis
of bordering groups. The new:ségments 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 thrée generations of computations, the
poor were separated from the non poor, on fhe 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 or of 5 hectares of cultivated land.

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

and an annual average income of ¢ 1,100,at 1973 prices
(conservative definition), of ¢ 1,400, at 1973 prices
(moderate definition) or of ¢ 1,700, at 1973 prices (liberal

definition).
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ffamilies w1th a low level of education bad: ou51ng “ondition andf'

fa high index of overcrowding, were con’id4

18

fIn addition, for the- first and for the econd7'enerations, those

od 3 asgpoor accordingfto;l

fother conditions, irrespective of thei ‘Ancome- levels.

;ESTIMATION OF INCOMB

jAs already 1nd1cated the basic un1w°of‘analysis for the study wasf7

the family. That 1s, the analysis n t.only 18 referred to theziyn y
family group and not to ind1v1dual persons, but the level of 1ncome
per capita 1tself was: computed on the basis of the family 1ncome.i‘

In eFffect, the family 5 1ncome was computed flrst .as.a. whole and

1;then it was lelded by the number of the, family 8 members, 1n order;

~©o obtain the family s average income per caplta.

nEach family s income was defined as the sum of the 1ncomes received
’vduring 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 taPen into account and what was. 1nc1uded

varied with the generations of computations.

For the purposes of the first and of the second‘generationsboffcom-

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

‘@, the wages and salaries of employed workers;

b,  the income of self-employed workers and of employers,fas{af

remuneration for their labor effort;e
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;ci}ﬁthe net 1ncome orlginated in the.exp101tatlon of a farm, in-

clud1ng the net imputed value'ofygoods produced on the farm
'and consumed there, ‘as well as the value of firewood employed

:for cooking; and

‘d. the income imputedﬁfor'the'occupationjof-a‘selfQowned'houSe?

or of one provided free of charée;

?Ag\afpésult- net family.incOme can be defined as the sum of the

fprev1ous items, to the extent to whlch the family receives incomes

p*from these sources. Other sources of 1ncome for the famlly, such

l

’as interest earnlngs, profits capltal galns, etc. as well as f'f
A ncome transfers like scholarshlps, pen51ons, donatlons, etc. were '
_'notjtaken 1nto account. To this extent therefore, the correspond- :

.ingnfamily income was underestimated.l/

The income thus computed did not take into consideration: transfers

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

' n1cal ass1stance prov1ded free of charge to the farmers, educatlon

and health services, etc. Finally, it is important to keep in mind
that the famlly s 1ncome, even though correctly estimated; does net
necessarily reflect the levels of welfare enjoyed by the famlly
members, among other thlngs because 1ncome is a concept that does

not take into account factors like the influence .of the env1ronment.

In the case of the farming families, the net income orlglnated in

‘the exploitation of their farms does implicitly include a component

attrlbutable to profits and the rent of the land..

2
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The computation of income described was modified during the third
generation 1n at least two important ways.
a;: the income imputed as a result of the enjoyment free of
| vcharge of firewood was excluded from the components of the
family 1ncome; and
h,'_the income 1mputed for the occupation of a self-owned house
: or of one prov1ded 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
1f1rewood 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,con51dered 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;l/

A cdnseouence 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,-thisi

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

20
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reViSion may be Viewed as an exerCise in- senSitiVity, Wlth respect

‘to the modified variables, which has provided additional elements
of ]udgement for the identification of the- group of the poor in

,JCosta\Rica.

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

‘iwas 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 independentlyrof the censuses.

A task.of matching the data of the population census with the
corresponding data of the agricultural census 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 possibleito
relate the families to uhich they belonged to the corresponding
farms. By establishing this connection between the farm and the
census family that exploited it, it became possible to obLain 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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fWhlle each questionnaire of . the populatlon and of the houslng
5censuses prov1des informatlon about each family and each questlon-.p
nalre of the agricultural census provides information about a
partlcular farm, the latter questlonnalres do not have a number or
code of 1dent1f1catlon that is comparable to that of the questlon-
’nalres of the\populatlon and houslngccensuses, correspondlng.to,the
'family that owns the farm. rdf‘iﬁié reason it was necessary first7

‘to identlfy the questlonnalres of the agricultural census, with

- data related to the farms explolted by families, and then to

1dent1fy the questlonnalres of the population census that correspond-
ed’ to the famllles whlch explolted those” farms, to flnally match
teach.questionnalre of the agrlcultural'census w1th‘the COPrQSPQDleQ?f
cuestionnaires of the population and housing censuses. d
This procedure required two sizeable effortsf o
a, the 1dent1f1catlon of the questlonnalres (manually),fand
b. the matching of the questlonnalres in a manner approprlate for
. their tabulation with the help of computers. ThlS allowed the
Vproductlon of a tape which performs the de51red matchlng
Eventually it was p0331ble to match about 90 percent of the agri-
cultural observations with the correspondlng populatlon and hou51ng :
observations. Farms exploited by corporations lnstead ofvby 1n-‘
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 wmatching procedure.

2
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In the case of the farming families, the matching achieved allowed,?

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

the portion of this amount conzumed on the farm, as well as

1nformat1on about production technology, output per hectare, and

, the employment of certain 1nputs such as machinery and fertilizer;"

From the point of view of the sources of the1r income, the membersf

a;

C,

wof a family can be d1v1ded 1nto three basic groups.
”those whose incomes con51st only of wages (remunerated workers),

those whose income is derived on1y from the exploitation of.

farms (farmers); and |
those whose incomes originate only from the1r 1ndependent

activ1t1es (self-employed workers and employers)

Obviously, in a given family, in addition to these 31mple'forms,

one can find any of the following four combinations:

d.

e,

those whose incomes are derived both Ffrom wages and from the“,u
exploitation of farms;

those whose incomes are derived both from wages and from their

independent activities;

those whose incomes are derived from the exploitation ‘of farms

and from their independent activities; and

those whose incomes are originated simultaneous;y_from‘the

previous three sources (a, b 'and c).
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Theﬁdifferent nature of the sourgesfof‘inpomes and of the‘type of
information fequired'for their‘cpméﬁtétion made it neceésapy fo'
design three mgthodoligiesﬁ one to determine the incohesiéfggﬁlé- ;
ried workers; another one to determiné the incomes derivéd_ff§mv:_

the exploitation of farms and a third one to determine'theiinébméS"

from independent activities other than the exploitation of farms.

Non-farming families

The members of the working‘fbréé?(bfﬂfﬁe ecoﬁomicallyfactiﬁe‘pppue .

lation) were classified invfﬁé ﬁépﬁlatibn‘cenSﬁs?Gf'l§73‘intovfdﬁf 

categories:

a. remunerated workers: those who work for an employer and receive
a wage or salary;

b. éelf—employed workers thoéevwhd are ﬁéf‘employéd»by;éndfhéﬁ"
person and do not employ others themselvéé. fhey méy be ﬁélped
by family workers or by non-remunerated apprentices; |

c. employers: those workers who are assisted by one or ﬁore
remunerated workers; and

d. non-remunerated family workers: those who work with their
family and do nof receive an explicit remunefafion; |

While remunerated workers receive an incoﬁe on account exélusively

of their labor contribution, self-employed workers and employers

receive an income yhich remunerates both_their work as well as

their entrepreneurial ability and the capital advanced to the

3¢
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enterprise in which they also part1c1pate as workers.‘ To the
extent to which the study inputed a'w' ‘,olely for the labor

contributed by self-employed workers andfby employers, their

11ncome'was underestimated}

The population census of 1973 prov1des adequate information about;;

‘the incomes, in the form of wages and salaries, of the members off

the families of the country who had remunerated Jobs during: the ;ih

vweek from the 7th to the 12th of May of 1973 The estimation of

the monthly incomes of these persons was 1dent1cal to that under-h
taken by the General Bureau of Statistics and Censuses (Direccion
General de Estadistica y Censos) and under the assumption that
the incomes thus reported can be considered as representative»for
the whole year, the annual incomes were estimated by multiplying
the monthly incsmes by twelve.

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

information about: the probable incomes of seif-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 occunations. 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.

25
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In effect, urban self-employed workers and employers were. class1f1ed
accordlng to their occupatlon, at. the two dlgit level of the Inter— .
natlonal Uniform Industrial Classiflcation, and an annual 1ncome was
1nputed for their work equal to +he annual average wage recelved by
remunerated workers who performed the same tasks 1n urban areas.k
The income inputed to self-employedeorkers and to employers in the;
rural areas was computed in the same fashlon, on the basls of the
annual average wages of the remunerated workers in the same occupa-
tion ;n‘the~rural areas. ThlS procedure excluded those who exp101tec
farms, ETable 2,01 reports-the monthly-wages correspondlng to theffﬁ
roccupations considered; by sek and by urpan or rural areat

The‘prooedure described considered only main occupations, i.e. those:

for which, at the two d1g1t level of the Internatlonal Uniform In-
dustrlal Cla351flcatlon, there were. one thousand or more self-
employed workers in the country. All other occupations, wh1ch 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 basisvof a representatiwe waggdf
for the varlous occupations included in the group. |

As already 1nd1cated the computatlon descrlbed underestimated the
true level of the incomes of these persons; both because it is .l
likely that self-employed workers and employers receive, on,the’
average, an income on account of their work above that receiyed by

remunerated workers and because their incomes should include a

2k
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remuneration not- only for the labor contributed but’also: for the

fcapital and entrepreneurial capacity. supplied
Purthermore, the 1mputation on the bas1s of an. average wage for
l'each occupational category, at the two digit level of the Inter-'

:.national Uniform Industrial Class1f1cation, hides 1ncome differences

v"atkthe individual level. Although oneiwould expect that‘the market

B.3
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. woulditend to equate these incomes;iit“is likely that in'these'types
. of act1v1t1es, income differences w1ll be more pronounced than 1n
dthe case of remunerated workers.; ‘~7

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

41 of the International Uniform IndustrialiClassification,’which
includes "farmer-owners" as self-employed workers. Rather, thzir
incomes were estimated on the basis of the net‘income from the farns_‘
whiCh they exploited; This-group of farmers*includes, in addition

to owners, renters, sharecroppers and others who are 1n charge of

their farms, ranches or other agricultural exp101tations.-

Farming families
The income of a farning 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 2.0l

MONTHLY INCOMES L/ 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)

OCCUPATION - CODE URBAN RURAL

' . 1 Men Women Men Yomen
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 ' él - 513 460 162 - 403
Drivers and other vehicle operators : 50 v';743 cee 665 - eee
Tailors, seamstresses and similar _ 61 665 - 485 49y 406
Shoemakers, leather workers and similar v - 62 .SOOf‘_' 374 ‘ 470 359:
Carpenters, cabinetmakers and similapr o ;fSé‘ iﬁ?]fj w21 ;Gi7f ;?55?
Mechanics, machinery repairmen . 58 BE _ ; 763 v
Food products operators ;iS? 2565?%, _f=$§9;§ ivh§§7L 279
Barbers, beauticians and similar I ﬂ§6’ 576«';f12f$éé;i '?1479i_, ,¢‘5$§;
Professionals, technicians and similar'éf‘ 0 1.980 i;ssbf 51,523fil} I£2g6?

All otters, with occupations not specifiedi

in this list 500 339 ue2 279

1/ The monthly income inputed to each worker according to occupation is equal to the hational‘avéraggf
for the urban and rural areas. Direccidn General de Estadistica y Censos. Censo de 1973, Tomo 2,
PP. 345-352. — o T

2/ Considers only main occupations, namely those which at the two digit level employed-l;OOO or more
self-employed workers, except occupation 4l. Op. cit., pp. 300-306.

3/ This group is considéred at the one digit leveivonly.
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'Mihue!‘ the cost of the materlals used ‘in.that production.
durlng the agrlcultural year §
.hihus: the cost of the. transportatlon of those products whlch
for the estlmatlon of the value of sales and
consumptlon on the farm, the market prlce and not*the‘-
'price on the farm (at the producer level) was employed'
:hihuet the value of the labor necessary to produce the output
| of that year, 1nclud1ng both hired labor as well as the
'inputed wages of the members of the farmlng famlly who
participated in the exploitatlon of the farm,
Thus oomputed, the net income from the farm was overestimated to the
ehtent to which financial coets, depreciation and the rent of the
land were not deducted. However, an attempt to estimate these
coste, in order to exclude them from the net‘inoome 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 addiné the het'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.

24
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"v The following 27 products of7ﬁe§eféblé3giiéihfweﬁé takéh.ihto

consideration:
avocados cdffeé \ plantain
bananas rC6rn » : potatoes
beans - ¢dbn‘bn;thegc§bf ‘rice
beets : _1ettu¢el - sorghum
cabagges ‘ onions string beans
cacao ‘ oranges sugar cane
carrots papaya - sweet potatoes
-cassava (yuca) pineapple . tobacco
coconuts plantain (guineo) . tomatoes

For éach farm, the data about thé fbtal'output of each one of thesé;'
products were directly reported by the ;nformant at the time when
the census questionnaires were filled. Timber and other relatively
less important products, in terms of voluiie of production and/or
number of farms which produced them, were not considered. In other
cases, the information redﬁived 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. 1In order.
to estimate the annual production of milk and of eggs, the daily
prdduction 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

o
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animals is modified by deaths, births, purchases and nales and
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,‘

‘both in terms of thenumber and of the_meight of the animals.ij

van 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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{oonsidering 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;thisvresultm
h‘As'a consequence, it seemed more reasonable to compute costs,offr

1production as costs per unit of area (a hectare)

“To estimate the cost of the materials used in the ppoduction of .the

'ffarm 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 farmiwas considered to have
employed an advanced technology when it had used fertilizer,"
irrigation, agricultural machinery or dustere. 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.l/

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 cultivatedvarea 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.

L
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3L

In effect “the. costs of production per hectare were estimated on

.J

the assumption that elther ‘an advanced or a tradltlonal technology

were employed In addition to the value of the mater1als used

these costs 1ncluded the value of the labor required by this pro—
_duection. That is, total cost per hectare resulted from the addition
- of the cost’ of the materlals per hectare and the labor cost per
‘Yhectare.' Thn latter was computed on the bas;s of an estimation of

tthe;number of working days required per hectare in the case offeach

iproduct -according to the technology employed- and on the basis of
tne corresponding dally wage. The 1nformatlon concerning both the ’

*levels of agricultural daily wages and the technlcal coeflclents

relatlve to the amounts of labor required_were obtainedfthrough’~
specific investigations, for the whole country or for some regions,

independently of the abricultural census of 1973.

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
iamount of labor demanded), was determined according toithe -
amounts of each crop produced, the area cultivated and theftech-
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

u>
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-fcould have devoted to the farm,landf
.=f1nally, the time that the family c

‘(c) was subtracted from the t1me required by the production of'

82

;the farm, either 1n the agricultural sector or in otherfsectors :

;of the economy, was subtracted from the availability'of: amily f“

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

=D

“'ld have devoted to the‘farm

fthe farm (a) When the result from thlS subtraction was negative,
ilt was assumed that the farm had to h1re workers from outside the
v\family, since the amount of labor ‘that this could have supplled
?was*insufflclent.' |

”;fOnce the amount of labor that each farm had to hire from outszde ..

the family was estimated the amount of wages that it must have ;

paid for it was computed;

Whenfthe 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,itdis 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 op bad) and according to its location by

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

wt



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)

CANTON -~ CODE URBAN . RuRAL
e ' L Good Fair Bad . .. ..Good- - ‘- ‘Fair : - +Bad.
San José o 101 581 203 . 211 e 143 < 139
Escazfi 102 - 762 205 126 )1 100 83
‘Desamparados 103 310 216 169 53 105 100"
Puriscal 104 229 205 130 20 ‘100" 86 -
~ Tarrazf 105 173 106 100 n- 52 50
Aserri 106 ‘218 163 114 5 79 6
Mora . 107 2190 138 8 5 6T
Goicoechea 108 ;: 430 25 5 214 >6 124
Saﬁta Ana log : '-l'll 178
Alajuelita 110 230 186 lug
Coronado - - 111 302 207 182 >9
Acosta 112 - 223 135 . 102 L7
rivds 1w ws  wa s 5
Moravia ' lllt 655 236 lQu I-S
Montes de-Oca - 115 692 287 204 i

- Turrubares 116 93 88 9 u3 e
Dota 117 2000 92 es B w5 o
ot w e ome ows ow ws m
Pérez. Zeledon_ ‘19 251 ‘170 gt 32 83 80"




Cuadro 2.02 - Cont ...

CANTON . | CODE

AVERAGE RENT

 URBAN

Godd

- Fair.

Bad

Good .

RURAL

Bad -

Ledn Cortés 120
Alajuela 201
San Ramdn 202
Grecia. 203
San Mateo 204
Atenas 295

Naranjo 295‘
Palmares - “éb7~
Pois 1208.
Orotina fQQ?:
San Carlos t?ibi

Alfaro Ruiz ”2;1

Valverde Vega . ‘*?l?7
Upala - ' ‘“213,
Los Chiles 'Ziﬁf
Guatﬁso : éié;
Cartago 3oi'

Paraiso = 302

La Unién 3b§;

Jinénez - 304

. Turrialba. 305

90
417
aug
1400

78
240

278

7293
7218
165
et
222
2837
;¥i8§ 
170
329

341

350

210

373

66
265

252
216
106

153
191 .
183"

117
261
1206
206
fiéQ;

83

221
flgéf
210"
;144 

176

60

127
1109
107

64
us.

90
102
.76
a7
123

129
92
109 -
.falu
If§7ﬁ

48

179
149

267

3
s
1;9¢ 
i;?lg
7133_

E:géi

208
79
: 73 :

141

166
98
170

181

Fair
- 32
136 .

130
11
e
:;59?
_'94;
60

126"
dow
120

82
200

32
98
ey
a2
30
70
69
7
50
60
.89
hg
58
=
19,
10
103.
73
i)
5557

HE



~ Cuadro 2.02 - Cont ...

| . . AVERAGE RENT
CANTON CODE o URBAN ‘ o RURAL

Good Faiv Bad “Good  Fair

Alvarado | 306 210 144 81 102 82 66
Oreamuno 1307 210 144 8L 102 82 66
El Guarco 308 210 s 8 . . 102 82 66
Heredia 401 537 . 306 159 o oooul 140 130 .
Barva 402 - 258 164 76 116 75 63
Santo Domingo 403 389 236 oy 174 108" .79
* Santa Bérbara o 261 250 oy 117 1io0 79"
San Rafael 405 282 172 oy 127 79 70
San Isidro 406 282 172 94 ;157. 79 ?7bi
Belén 407 282 172 o 127 79 70
Flores 408. 282 172 9y 127 7 70
San Pablo - 1409 282 172" o 127, 70
Sarapiqui ul0. 228 100 98 87 B0
Nicoya 502" 390° 187 - 70 1670 107 59
sanea Cruz s ws oaws we am awm om
Bagaces 50!4 : 238 137 70 102 , 78 59
Carrillo 505 205 140 83 88 g0 69
Cafias 506 377 164 75 . 62 eu 62:
Abangares 507 274 176 74 101 62
Tilardn . 508 279 188 86 08 73

s



Cuadro 2.02 -~ Cont ...

CANTON

URBAN

" AVERAGE RENT -

RURAL

Good

Fair

'Bad,ii

Good

Fair

Bad .

Nandayure
La Cruz
Hojancha
Puntarenas
Esparta
Buenos Aires
Montes de Oro
Osa

Aguirre
Golfito -
Coto Brﬁs*
Parrita
Limdn
Pococi
Siquirres
Talamanca
Matina
Guicimo

509
sio
2511

601

602

603
604
605
606

607
608
609
‘701"
702
703

-

704
705
706

261
261

261

332

239
218
19

227

277
278
317,
275
347
307
,zsgf
i

109
156

T 1lhl

14l
12

1269
178
: 1(3'-!»1

196
199

196
LR
102

257.

?1?9{
‘170

60
100

120

67
. 67

67
191"
-89
79"

77

108
143

12

81

81

81
151
100

56
. 86.
140
e
57

Source: Direccidn General de Estadistica y'Ceﬁsos,

Censos Nacionales de 1973, Vivienda. San Jos&, 1974.
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or;free of charge.l/ - The computation of the'imputed'rentSiuas
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

Jextent to which the imputation of a higher or of a lower rent was
Lbased on the condition of the house and not on its’ 31ze and quality,
but the latter 1nformation 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 w1th;

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 percentvof 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,svThe obvious
consequence of this procedure was to-increaSe the numher of the

poor.gl

Detailed definitions of housing and of the various formscﬁ=tenure
appear in the Glossary.

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. 1In thls case, the number
of poor farmers increased from 63,315 to 87,558, The increase was
more pronounced in the urban areas.

u4
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2.22 In:summary, during the'first‘and”the'secondigénerations of comr :

putations, the total net income:of theffamilies was estimated,on

the basis of the following addition:

a.

C.

- d.

e.

the wages earned outside of the farms by remunerated workers,

both in the agricultural sector as well as. in other sectors ;i

of the economy, and the ‘wages imputed to self—employed workers
and to- employers, for the labor performed outSide of the farms'
plus | . ’ .

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

H

on the farm, estimated according to the technical coefficients

~and dailvaages, plus

the net income of the-farmgkas a result’ of its exploitation;
plus

the imputed value of firewood used for cooking and not purchased

"in the market' and plus

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

one free of charge.

Once'the total net income of the family was computed, the average ,

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

&0



‘subdivided, between urban.and’ rural and

+n turn, the rural popu-

lation was subdivided between farﬁééﬁgﬂp_ nqnéféfméféll!

.%, CHARACTERISTICS OF POVERTY

g}éaﬁ;The geographic distribution of poverty received special attention

~in this study. That is, the study'invéstigated thé propbrtion'that.

the poor represented of the total population of each administrafive

~division of the country. This analysis (for each cantén) covered"

“not  only the total p0pulafion but also its subdivisions between

urban and rural and between farmihg'andvnon fafming;‘

Another aspect which received special atteption was the geographicf

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

country that were located in a given administrative division (a
cantén). 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

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.

5\
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env1ronments unfavorable to the ‘human welfare.g'Tnis statement';
rﬂreflects a working hypothe81s according to whlch poverty, in a
ftsgatlal sense, ' is proper of certain geographlc spaces which 1mply

a difficult relationship of man with the environment. Hower,

poverty is a characterlstic also of environments favorable to

human}activitles.

2,25 A series of'characteristics, considered likely to accompany poverty,

were studied with respect to the various categorles of the poor

(urban and rural, farming and non-farming? ‘The characterlstlcs

stuoied were dinided'into two claeses: | |

a. those relative to what might be called the environment of
-ooverty, 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 particuiar,

this implied an examiration of differences among the.demog?apnic‘

and social characteristics of the various groups. On the other

hand, the cnaracteristics 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-

{stics of the various groups, the characteristics with an

5V



'In order to decide if a given charactemstic 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 characterlstlc

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

pove,rty .

Once the group 'f the poor was separated from the non poor, both

_in the case of the total populatlon, as in the case of each one
.of its subdivisione (urban families and rural families and, among

‘these, farming familie?and 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 verioue
groups of families were significant.

In'effect, during the three generations of computations the study
attempted to generate information, both at the couhtry level and
at the level of the seven provinces end 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 demo-
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.

x



‘classification of the familiea among deciles, according to the

average 1eve1 of the annual income per member of the family.l The
study also-attempted to'compute several statistical.indicatcrs,
including fhe range of the faﬁily income;:its standard deviaticn,__
its coefficient of variafion and}itu'uﬁper and lower limits,ifor
each one of the deciles. | | | |
Tha demcgraghic characteristicc of the gﬁcﬁps of families studied,
in relation to the average income level bef meﬁbar: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;l/ 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 gggial charactepistics of each group of families{ to bc rclatec
to the average income level per family member, were the following:
a. the index of schooling, fcr'the population of seven years and
older; '
b. the rate of illiteracy, for the population of ten years and

older;

All the concepts are adequately defined in Appendix A, the Glossary.
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Hf?ﬁ;héflgVél,bf formalieddcatibn‘§f théﬁﬁeédfbf7thé‘family;
Jf:fﬁé:fér@ of tenure of the house;‘

~ff£ﬁé:condition of the house;

thﬁe index'of overcrowding; and

‘access to certain services (water, sewer5 él§§tbi¢i§y)-and the

" use of certain appliances (radio).

Finally, the economic charactetistics of each gbbup‘of families

éxamined were the following:

a.

b.

C.

e.

£.

h.
i.

K.

the average number of persons betweén 15 and 64 years old, per
family, as well as their participafion in the economically
active population; | .

the composition of the economically active population; By sex
and by age groups; |

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

for the members of the economically active population, if they
worked, if they did not work or if they were looking for a job;
the rate of activity, by sex‘and by age pgroup;

the rate of unemployment of the economically active population,
By sex and by level of furmal education;

the type of occupation, by sex;

the percentagé of migrants;

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;

the use of the land (in cultivation, permanent crops, pastures,

"woods and others) by the farming families;

&5
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i

‘the size of thé>fanm33

“the use -of alfernative technologies (fertilizer, irrigation and "

"fVarious'typea of agricultural machinery);

n.

0.

the value of output per hectare, according to the technology-

~ employed;

the souréeavof the family income, in the case'ofthﬁﬁers;y

bfhrough the estimation, on the one hand, of the wages_imputédf

fbr 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;

the average annual wages, earned or imputed, of the members of
the economically active population who had a job; - -
the excess supply of family labor, according to the size of the

farm and the size of the family;,

‘the monetized portion of the family income, according to.thef

main agricultural product cultivated by the farming family;
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

Sb
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4s.: -

the value of output per hectare of various agricultural pro-y

ducts, according to the employmen: of'various kinds of agri-7

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

' computatione. "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 poyerty and in theimethodology 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.

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 information 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
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control of the Academia- and which invalidate a very 1mportant

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

mistakes, given the limitations 1mposed by time and the resources
*available.
,The most important programming errors affected the estimation of

5the incomes of the farming'families, since the program operated

;incorrectly with the amounts both of the wages paid during the ex- .

fp101tation of the farm to persons outside of the farming families

and of the wages 1mputed for the work of the family at the farm.l/

I :

These mistakes resulted in an incorrect estimation of the 1ncome of

the farming families, underestimating it .in 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 1ncorrect 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 estimatlng the net income of the farm and this
error resulted in a corresponding overestimation of the family
income.

54
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"consequence of another programmin”“error, the farming

pfamilies of the prov;nce of Guanacaste were added to the non-farming

Irural families of this province,,when computing the latter figure,

jresulting in an excess of ll 000 fam111 'nd.of 7u 000 persons, B

}with respect to this province and w1th respect to the country in
igeneral.l/

'“Por all these reasons, the present,publication reports only a small_,

‘bportion of the information that th udy attempted to generate. It}'V

| 13 expected that the errors made will be corrected 1n the future

"ant that through new generations of computations, w1th a relativea
;ly small marginal effort, it w1ll be posszble to produce a very

' sustantial amount of 1nformation, given the magnitude of the job asi
1t has been performed up to this moment. This new 1nformation willv
'complement the present effort and w111 be very ‘useful, among other

things for the study of poverty 1n Costa Rica.

2.28 -The'Statistical Annex presents information relative to the urban'

families and to the non-farming rurai families, since the programming

1/ 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 thevfarming families did not

invalidate the computation of the 1ncom corresponding to these

other groups of families.

For these families, the 1nformation published 1ncludeS°: thefclasSi-

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

statistical parameters relative to the average 1ncome per family

member and the demographic, social and economic 1nd1cators as

follows

a. 'the average size of: the family;

»b;fhthe average number of . persons between 15 and su years old per

;;family;

| c, ithe age of the head of the family,

| d. theflevel of’ formal education of the head of the family,

~-e."the;economic act1v1ty of the. head of the family,

f. the index of dependency,

g. the”condition of activity-of the members of theifamily;

“h. the composition of the economically active population by'Sexw
and age group; -

i. the'rate.of unemployment of the economicallv active popnlation'
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;

’l;_hfertility; and

me the:level of the wages earned and imputed.V

(00
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IThe previous 1nformation is presented accordzng to the estzmatlonsva

}generated durlng the first generatlon of computatlons.

.In chapter three, whlch describes some of the most sallent demo-
;graphic, social and economlc characteristics whlch accompany
fpoverty in Costa Rica, some of the data presented produced durlngt “
fone or more of the three generatlons of computatlons, are affectedhf
fby the programming errors descrlbed.-j hese data are presented 1n
v1ew of their possible utillty, but they should be treated wzth '

extreme. caution. Relatlve and ordlnal flgures were used in. several

' cases, since these have suffered less the impact of the mlstakes

mentionedff~'



CHAPTER. III:

 OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS ABOUT POVERTY

3 Ol The comments and observations about poverty contained in this

fchapter are an attempt to examine the extent to which the avail-w
fable information allows an 1dentification of significant enough

.1differences among the groups of the poor and of the ‘non poor._ If .

"fsignificant differences are discovered, then it would be possible

3.02

“to compare an "ideal type" of the poor w1th another one correspond-

king 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.

'Hith this ob]ective in mind the follow1ng 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-
cludes*information-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

’

expected differences. On the other hand, if sharp differences

.b;”
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51

fpersist this would indicate that the public expenditures have

inot been sufficient or have been unable to reduce such differ- :

’eneesy

"order to prevent a mistaken interpretation or wrong 1nferences ‘

!from‘certain statements, it is important to keep in mind that an

iassertion 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. prOV1nces,

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

.5view.v

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

'>of the tgtgl_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 families 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

L



An

;-3309

52

(of the same category) in a 1arger administrative unit
i(e.g. the country) Alternatively, one may be comparing
lthe number of 2222 families of a given category (e.g. urban
-op. 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

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

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

POVERTY AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

‘A-l Global figpres

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

country.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.

b4
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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 1 ), the urban poor- represent one-third of the

urban families of the country, while the rural poor are, at least,
one third of the 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.l! In the case of the poor among
‘ ne 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,
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Table 3.01
PROPORTION OF POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY

— e ]
METHODOLOGIES
I I1 III ¢. IIIm, III 1.
Poor families as a % of the
total number of families in » g
the country . S 245 23.0 35,6  uh.l S1.4
Poor urban families as a %
of the urban familles of : e T L
the country 13,8 . :18,8. 28,5 35.0°
Poor rural families as a %
of the rural families of R
the country 31.9  :29.2 - 44,9 . 54.8 .. 62.8
Poor farming families as a %
~ of. the farming familles of BRI I 5 T L B : o
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
e

Source: Academia de Centro América

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:

1) The distribution of the poor families into urban and rural
is fairly constant, for all the methodologies used ard 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. » L b
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1i)“fAmong-the ruval poor, ‘thé non-farming families represent
ébbﬁt’twice the number of the farming families in this
category. Rural poverty, therefore, consists of two-thirds

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

dOAMLG JVL

CLASSIFICATION OF THE POOR FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY ACCORDING

O URBAN AND RURAL AND TO FARMING AND NON FARMING &/
METHODOLOGIES
I II IIT c. III m. III 1.

a. Poor urban families 25.3 25.3  25.5 26.5 27.9
b. Poor rural families (c+d) 4.7 .7 . 4.5 73.5 72.1
¢. 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 América.

3.07

A-2 Geographic concentration

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

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

o1
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theirkvériéntéi(Table 3.03). Infeffect;»san José and Alajuela
Posﬁqss,-amoné themselves, aboﬁt onéehéif ofvthe total number of"
pbor 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 Limdn, on the othef hand, possess each
one of them about 6 percent of the poor families of the country;ﬁ
The following remarks are relevant: _
i) as one would expect, a high probértion (almost onq-half):
of all the urbaa poor of the coﬁntry are”&bncentrated in "
Lhe province of 5Lan José, and | |
ii) in an analysis of the concentration of the poor rural non-
farming families, the prbvinces with the greatest numbers

are San José and Alajuela.l/

Table 3.04 contains information about the coefficient of elasticity
of the geographic concentration of poverty, for each one of the
provinces of the counfry. 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 number of poor in the couﬁtry) £y %he |
percentage of the population (population of a province divided by

the total population of the country). 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.

o9
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'Qprovinces like San José Heredia and Puntarenas, this coefficient

[

;kis less than one, ind1cat1ng that: the poor are relatively less

concentrated in those provinces than the total populatlon, while

.for some other provinces, partlcularly ‘Guanacaste, the coefficient

" is greater than one.

- Table 3.03

GEQGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER

OF POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY

Source: Academia de Centro América.

PROVINCES METHODOLOGIES
. , I II IITc. IIIm. III 1.

San José ©0.,28. - 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.30
Alajuela 0.2 - 0.21  0.20 0.18  0.19
Cartago 0.12 0,12 0.11 - 0.11 0.1l
Heredia 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
Limén 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06  0.06

When the different groups of the poor are examined individually,

several interesting questions emerge

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

gituation appears in Cartago;

— e ]
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*iij with respecf.to the noh-farming'podr, the mosf'éd#efse  -
| situa%ién appears in Guanacaste;

fiii) with respect to the poor fural population, again the pro-
vinces of Cartago and of Guanacaste presenf the woﬁst
gituation; and

;iv’ the‘urban population shows high coefficients for Limon and
Puntarenas, highlightiny an important concentration of -
poverty in the port areag of the Pacific and of the

Atlantic.

Table 3.04

'COEFFICIENT OF ELASTICITY OF THE GEOGRAPHIC

CONCENTRATION OI' POVERTY L/

FrAMILIES

Rural non

Farming, farming Rural Urban Total
Costa Rica '
San José 1,12 1.00 1.02 0.78 0.77
Alajucla 1.07 1.18 1.12 1.33 1.27
Cartago 1.52 1.05 1.18 o 1.14 1.22
Hercdia 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 l.88
Limén 0.61 0.72 0.70 1.44 1.00

— S —

1/ On the basis of the data from methodology II.

Source: Academins de Centro América.

-0
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“ A-3 Geographic distribution

The distribution of poverty by province‘did notnexperience signifi-
cant changes as the methodologies were modified or with respect to

their variants, either .(Table 3.05). San José is the "less poor" ,.
province (lower percentage represented Sy the poor families of this

province with resbect 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
"legs poor". On the contrary, Guanacaste and afterwards Alajuela
are the provinces with greater poverty, in this respect, for all-

the methodologies.

An important change is obéerved, once the‘pbdr 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 José are
the provinces for which the proportion of poor farmers
with respect to the total number of farmers is higher, with
methodology III thig is the case for Guanacaste and Punta-
renas.
i11) 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 Limén shows, in this respect, a §§§§_

relafive‘poéitidniﬁith]fheffﬁfégyﬁéfﬁqazibgiés.

Table 3.05

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF

POOR FAMILIES IN THE COUNTRY

PROVINCE' _ METHODOLOGIES

-1 I1 IIT ¢. III m, III 1.
San José 0.18 0.18  0.27 - 0.35  0.ul
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.u5
Guanacaste 0.36 0.3 0,51 0,61  0.69
Puntarenas 0.23 0.20 0.40 0.u9 0.56
Limén 0.23 0.20 0,31 0,39 0,47
COSTA RICA 0.24 0,23 0.36 O0.44 0.5

Source: Academia de Centro América.

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 the 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.

/\’b



B.

3.12

61

.‘E‘Among the lO least poor cantones with methodology II and
with all the varlants of methodology III there are e1ght
common cantones: Montes de Oca, leés, San Jose Central

‘ HeredLa Central Moravia, G01coechea, Currldabat and De-
samparados. In the case of the lO poorest cantones, on.
: the contrary, only four were common to the two methodologles'
"Turrubares, Orotlna, Dota and Mora. | |
'li) The canton of Turrubares is the poorest canton in the
| country, 1rrespective of the methodology employed. |
iii) The cantones of Montes de Oca and of Tib&s are the least -

| poor cantones of the country, irrespectlve of which method-
ology is used.

iv) It seems that, according toﬁits.diétribution, the greatest
poverty of the country canlhe 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, Tarraz@ and.Lebn

P A

DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

B-1 Family size
From the information gathered through the application of each one of

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

1%



Table 3.06

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY. TEN CANTONES WITH THEfHIGHEST_
PERCENTAGE OF POOR FAMILIES, WITH RESPECT TO THEIR TOTAL POPULATION

Ranking

of the METHODOLOGIES

cantones

IY

III c.

% -

111 m,

TIT 1.

10

Turrubares
Qrotina
Dota

San Mateo
Carrillo

Mora

La Cruz.

Jiménez .
Alvarado

Aserri

48

47

- 45

Ly

43

2

. uo.

40
40

40

ATurrubares.

Puriscal

-Acosta

Mora

Dota

Los Chiles

Nicoya

Santa Cruz-

San Mateo

Orotina }/

69
60
60

.56

56 Bz

55

55

54

Turrubares

Acosta

'Puriscal

Los_Chilgsﬁf#!

Alvarado

 Nicoya.

santa crue? o

.76
1o
69 .

66

65’
64

TR

__Turrubares

Acosta :

Pupiécai;

TL§$7bhilesr‘

65 . La Cruz

Bagaces 'y
~ Nandayure

. 31A

76

.

1

1/ The cantones of Bagaces, Carrillo, Hojancha and Buenos Aires haveﬂgﬁv%-to§§
2/ The cantones of Hojancha, Buenos Aires and Ledn Cortés have Buf%;,tbd;;?*;”

Source: Academia de Centro América.



GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY.

‘Table: 3.07

TEN CANTONES WITH THE LOWEST

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

Ranking METHODOLOGIES K T
cantones II $ 111 c. % Il m. ~ % 111 1. %
79 Montes de Oca 10 Montes de Océ 16 Montes ae Oca | 22'>,Moﬁfes d§‘0ca _ 28
78 Tibis 10 Tibés 17 Tibas 23 Tibas 29
77 * San José 11 Moravia 18 *San José 24 *San José 30
76 % Heredia 12 #San José ‘ 19 Moravia 25 | Moravia
75 " Moravia 12 Goicoechea 19 qucéebhea £ 25 vGoiéoégheé" 33
7 Goicoechea 12 Curridabat 20>:*Heredia, > }28 '*Hefédia ié&
73 Curridabat 14 *Heredia 21 Curfi&abat" ?ésif Currldabat ;éﬁ;i
72 Desamparados 18 ‘DesamparadOS'fTi 24 *Limdén . ;OTO‘ Debamparados :Of139;i
71 Flores 18 *Limén . 25 Desamparados = 32 *Limén o ’553
70 Santo Domingo 18 Belén 26 - Belén & Santo - - Belén l/ 13
) Domingo - 34

&
-

Source:

Academia de Centro América.

Implies the central canton of each province.

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




:§h§9me increases, greatérfis;fﬁé#ifbaééd}ffﬁe7gverage size °f.the’»
ﬁf&ﬁiiy}' This{highef famiiyfinéqme asatﬁe;fﬁmily's size increases
_éan be explained, at léasf;in part; ﬁy fhé largest proportion of
members old enough‘to work includea‘in'Lthe‘larger families, as
éhown'in Tables lA and lB.§f thé Sfatis;iéal Annex. In turn, due:
tb'biological-demographic factors, the 1é§tér families tend to be
nbldep", since the avérage age of fhéiﬁ‘heads is greater (sée )

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

3.13 When the families are classified into ﬁoor and non poor, it appears
that the size of thc former is larger than that‘of the latter. 1In
the case of methodology III, for which the division.between the poor
and the non-poor families takes place at ; ievel of income per‘
capita of ¢ 1,100, 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 ¢ 1,400 and to ¢ 1,700, the difference between the
average sizes of these two groups of families tends to increase. In
effect, when the limiting income becomes ¢ 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.

-1k
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3,14 In general, poor familiés tend to have mdre“méﬁbers than non-pnor
families. In addition, rural familiesvare 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
| Total Poor Poop
Total number of families (5) 100.0 22.9 77.1
Average size of the family . 577 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

1/ Methodology II

Source: Academia de Centro América

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

wf\
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other three persons youngef or older (less than 15 yeérs old or
o&eﬁ 65 yearé of age); while among ﬁoor 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-ﬁoor families (0.75). This helps to .
expiain why:

1) among the poor families, for every}loo 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 |

" 41) while among the non-poor families, there is an average of
1.8 persons in the economically active population, amnng
the poor families there is an average of only 1.1 persons

in the economically active population.

B-3 Fertility
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 3.08.
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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 2.1 2,15 1.81 2.98
From 30 to 39 years 0ld 3.64 3.29 5.51 5,78 5,10 6.72
From 40 to 49 years old 5.0 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 17.76
' 60 years old and older 4,97 4,99 4.86' 7.45 7.51 7.3%6

Source:

3.17

B-4 Migration

Among the total number of poor families, according to methodology

II, only 15 percent are migrants.

relevant in this connection:

Academia de Centro América.

The following observations.are

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

ii)

poor families (except those in Alajuela and Limén).

This .

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

which migrate less than the non poor among other groups.

Migration among urban families is systematically lower

than among rural families, except for San José and Guana-

caste.

19
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iv)

v)

vi)

68

.The distribution of the migratory patterns by provinces

highiighfa the fact that Limén and Heredia show a proﬁorh
tin 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 Limdn, almost one-half
of the rural population, both poor ahd non-poor families,
are migrants.

Poor farmers migrate less than non-poor farmers, but the .
difference is not very marked; 

Heads of the family are slighfly older 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.

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.

{0
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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 José o 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 | 0.11 0.14 0.13 0,12
Puntarenas 0,20 0,21 0.10 0.11
Limén » 0.46  0.43 0.13 © 0,14
Costa Rica 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.1u4
— — R

Source: Academia de Centro América.

C.

3,18

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS Y

C-1 Activity of the family

For the whole country, the economically active bopulation represented
55 percent of the total population. This activity rate was lcwer in
the case of the poor than in the case of the non poor, singe 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

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

¢
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the poor, the rate of activity waé'higﬁaﬁ]iﬁ‘fhé”éése of the'
farmers (49 pércent) than in the case ;f;fﬁé ﬁqnfféfmers,ﬁﬁfba;

and rural together (41 percent).

According to sex, among the masculine hopulation the urban'pborv-;
had the lowest activity rate (66 per cent).  .In allbthe'qther éégeé

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 percehf)

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

3:19

3.20

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 (3§ percent).

With respect to the various provinces, the iowest activity rate was
found in Guanacaste and in Alajuela (53 percent) and the highest
activity rate was found in Limdn (59 percent). In the latter
province appeared the highest activity rate among thz non poor (63
percent), whiie the highest activity rate among the poor wds observed
in Cartago (46 percent). Finally, ambng the poor, the lowest

activity rate was found in Guanacaste and in San José (42 ﬁercént);

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 1.1l members per family were included,

while in the case of the non poor an average of 1.8l members per
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57family_weré.'uA'iowér participation was found among the urban poor ‘

7’(0.89 members per faﬁily) and among the noﬁ;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,
émong the non-farming rural poor, to 44 percent, among the urban

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

“féhénine 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

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-
centﬁerelooking 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 ué percent of
the heads of non-poor families 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
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fn the secondary scctor and 13 percent worked in fhe terciary
sector.

About 26 percent of the hrads of poor non-farming rural families
warae looking Ffor a job for the first time, but this percentage
represantad L1 percent annng the non poor in th. category.
Obviously, the pres st proportion of the heads of the farming
Families workad in vhe peimary asector (71 percent among the poor
ang 1 porcent among the non poor), while 10 percent among the non
poor and LR gercent amony, the poor wera looking for a job for the

first Uimw,

€=  Uncep loyment

For all tha country, the members of the cconomically active popu-
lationt she wore unemployad represented 6 percent of it.  Heusver,

thiz rate of unesplovment was sipanificantly Jower among the non

T ni v

poor (B prrcent) than axang the poor (14 percant),  Among, the non
ponar, the rate of ynesplovsent oas the same in the urban areas as
in the ra-al areas,

Aaong, *ha goor, the hiphesy rate of unempleyrent was observed in
the urban areas (26 perceont), followed by vural non farnees (16
percent). Foor farsers, instead, presented a rate of unemployment
of oniy % prveuny,  Unes: Heemignt was =aximum anoni the poor urban
magsculine population (X3 percent).

The rata of unesployment w@as not very different, with respect to

the total cuonomically artive population, for the vuricus provinces
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of the country, since it fluctuateéd between 5 percent (San José) -
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 (Limén) or 20 .
percent (Heredia).

In the case of non-poor families, the rate of unemployment was
inversely reclated 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 higher the level of education.

3.23 In summary, the poor families of the country are characterized by
a Jower proportion of their members being in the economically
active population in comparison with non-poor families. In addition,
a smaller number of persons per family were active, on the éverége,‘
in the case ¢f 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 families, 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

v5
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was ‘higher,

T

These associations among poverty, activity and

employment are some of the most marked found in the study.

C-4 Land tenure

There are no significant differences between poor and nbn-pdor ?:

farmers with respect to land tenure. In effect, the propbrtiéns

of land owned by the férmer and of land possessed according to

otnier 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  89.79
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
A
1/  Methodology II
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vc;s; Land use and fechnology
3;§5vThere is a fairly different use of lan@}iﬁfﬁéﬁp farms than in}non-_f]
~poor farms. In effect, the former dévaééifoféhnuai“cfops‘andkfd‘;'T
permanent crops one-half of the area, Whilé hbﬁ-bbdrbfarmers devote -
to this cultivation less than one—fifth‘of th§ érea. On the othép
hand, non-poor farmers devote to pastures and woods a;most three-
quarters of the area of their farms. Poor farmers, instead;‘devotei

40 percent of the area of their farms to these activities.

Table 3.12

USE OF LAND BY POOR AND NON-POOR FARHERS?!]

: ——— — - T
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 35.2
Woods . | 21,1 21,3 3.4

Other 10.7 10.7 11,0

1/ " Methodology II

Source: Academia de Centro América
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With respect to poor farmenshit‘igvwévthwhilg}to{mention;
i) thﬁf'the smaller.the<éiée of'thé:}éfﬁ;’thé_greatef isf

the proportion of tﬁé area deQS%ed'to pérﬁanent“crops and
the smailer is the proportion devoted to pastures; that -

ii) jland cultivated in annual crobs'fepresehts approximafely |
one-third of the area of poor farms of less than'u |
hoctares. For larger sizes the proportion decreases
dramatically; and that

iii) in larger poor farms (between % and 9.9 hectares), the
‘proportion of the area devoted to pastures is very similaff

to the proportion corresponding to non-poor farms.

3.27 Non-poor farmers employ "modern" technologies much more frequently'

3.29

fhan 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

With respect to the income of poor farmers it is important to notice
that if a rent is imputed when they live 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 (in the case of methodology II)

almost 40 percent of the total income of the poor farmers. A free

7%
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house weuld represent about 31.pepcent and free. firewood would

represent between 6 and 7 perdénf.- Tﬁiéfisfthé;réason why tﬁe

way in which these two items are computed is decisive in an

estimation of income levels. For examble, if both itém; wére
édmplétely eliminated from the computation, the proportion-of

poor farmers would increase substantially.l/

Other determinants, such as the selling brice of‘agricvltUral prod-
ucts, do not seem to possess such a marked influence on income
levels. In effect, an increase of fivé percent in thé price of

the products reduced the amount of poor :farmers byjbnly 5 percent,

With respect to the incomes earned by farmers outside of their
farmg, 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
th) agricultural sector represent (methodology II) approx-
imately 15 percent of their total incomes, thle in the
case of non-poor farmers this proportion was 6 percent,

and

Y

See notve in pag. 37.

41
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iii) the ﬁages earned outsidé'of theffépm but in the agriculturai
sector itself do nqt‘reﬁresent a very significant proportion
of total income, both in the case of poor and of non-poor

farmers.

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 caée of non-poor farmers this
proportion not even reaches one percent. It is interesting to notiée
that the lower the income level of poor farmers, the greater i: the
relative importance of consumption on the farm. In effect, for the
poorest farmers, consumption on the farm represents approximately

16 percent of their toial income.

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.férﬁersi
and beef cattle (for 10 to 15 percent). An important change is
observed when methodologies I and II are cormpared, 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

0
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does not imply that a farmer is péor because he is devoted to

cattle raising.or to coffee production.

IMPACT OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURES

D-1 Iiliteracy |

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, therevare sfill importanti
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 amdng 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.C4 0.13 0.14
TOTAL 0.04 0,05 0.15 0.15

Source: Amcdmanda Ao Ao A2 ¥

aq\
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The previous table also shows that the'differénce between the poor
and the non pdof, with respect to the illiteracy rate, is greater

among the urban families than among the rural families.

D-2 Schooling
Another indicator of the impact of»public"exbenditurea in the field

of education is the index.of schooling. _As éhoﬁnfin‘the following 
table, this index is greater for the urban fémilies than for the |
pural families. That is, of the 1l years of formal studies
(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

URBAl RPURAL'
Men Yomen Men Vomen
Poor 0.55 0.50 0.38 0.39
Non poor 0.65 0.62 0.4l 0.u42
TOTAL 0.64 0.60 0.u40 0.41

—— ——

Source: Academia de Centro América.
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The most cunsbicuous result is that the index of schooling tends

; to be similar ‘for the whole rural éobulation, both for the poor

and for the non poor, but differs more mérkedly between the urban
poor and non poor. The aﬁsence 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 resﬁect to the agricultural

tasks, than in the case of typically urban tasks.

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 percenf
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. While 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 pefcent of the
.heads of non-ﬁoor urban families had attended schéolb 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 fémily
had attended schoél beyond the primary level in 1l 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,_isahot present in the case of
farming families, both poor and non‘poor,JADd in the case of poor

rural non-farming families.

" p-3 Housing

Houses seem to be in better condition in the ufbaﬁ areas than in
the 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 6f the non poor seem to be in
better condition than the houses of the poor. While 59 of.thé '
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.

9+
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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; thefak
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

The description of the condition of housing is complemented with

the index of overcrowding in Table 3.15. OQercrowding 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 bedroom in

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 CCNDITION OF THE
HOUSE AND THE INDEX OF OVERCROWDING

Condition of the house

ngw di;‘gex of over- Total 33};2,‘; Rural Total u'ﬁggﬁ Rural Total NgnggORRural
Condition of the house
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
In good condition - 54 64 46 59 68 50 37 36 38
In fair condition 33 26 38 29 24 34 45 38 48»
In kad condition 13 10 16 12“ 8 16 17 25 . 1y
Index of overcrowding ,
Total 2.7 2.2 3.0 2.4 2.1 2.2 3.4 - 3.0 3.6
In good houses 21 1.9 2.4 2.0 1.8 23 2.7 2.3 2.9
In fair hecuses 3.0 2.6 3.2 2.8...2.5 3.0 - 3.6 3.1 3.7

In bad houses 8.8 3.4 bo @4 131 3.5 . w6 oyl Cng

Source: Academia de Centro América.
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D-5 Water, sewer and electricity

In the field of public investment with a social objective sewage
systems, potable water and electricity have been given a high
priomity. 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.
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CHAPTER IV

thNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~ CONCLUSIOHS

Among its purposes, the study attempted to construct a !pologz

of poverty in Costa Rica, in the sense that it attempted to dls-

‘cover some of the demographic, social and economic characterlstics ;

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 studiedr
and the level of family income per caplta. | | |

In this respect the purpose of the etudv was to determine if taere
are significant differences in the values of the demographiq 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.

The previous objective was not completely achieved, due to“thebv



shortcomings mentioned which, outside of the»control of the Academia,
took.place during the stages of programmlng and computation.i In this
‘respect, it is useful to make two observatlons'
i) to our knowledge, ‘the errors mentloned affected only the
computation of the income of farmlng famllles, but not
the computation of other incomes. As a result ‘a typology-"
of urban poverty and a typology of the poverty of non-w
farming rural families, based on the 1nformation contalned
in this study, seem more rellable,

in view of the fact that there is a certain uniformity of

e
[
et

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 in methodology.

u.op In view of the previous'considerations, a typology of poverty in
Costa Rica would include the following characteristics: |
a. The poor in Costa Rica is more rural than urban. Three outdofv‘
each four of the poor live in the rural areas. The proportion
of the poor among rural families tends to be twice this«pfo;'

portion among urban families.

99
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" The poof:belonge?to”faﬁiiieéVﬁiﬁﬁfg;iaféebtnﬁmbef'of members

than the n'm poor. |

‘The poor mothers possessJa gpeatef}ferf%;itjfﬁhenﬂthe»oonff»

poor mothers.,

The poor belongs to families w1th a: greater proportion of

their members between 15 years old and over 64 years of age,

'ithan in the case of the non poor. In effect the dependency
-index is twice for poor famllles than for non poor.
‘The poor belongs to families for which a smaller proportion
" of their members works.

The poor have this oharacteristic due, in part, to the fact

that they belong to families for whioh 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 ooor families.

The poor who belong to the economically active population are,
in turn, subject to a significantly higher degree.of ooemploy-
ment. The rate of uﬁemployment was more than three-and-a-
half times greater among the poor than among the non poor
included in the economically active population.

The poor was looking for a'job for the first time, wifhout
finding one, in a greateo proportion than the non poor.

The poor is more rural than urban and consequently he is found

with more frequency in the primary sector of the economy.

\ 7
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‘LThe poor is 1lllterate 1n a greater proportlon than the non _f

apoor, The rate of illlteracy is 66 percent hlgher among the ;‘

;poor'than among the non poor.

The poor has attended a smaller number of years of formal

education, with reSpect to those that could have potentlally
fbeen attended in view of hls age, than the non poor.. In
1effect the index of schoollng is lower For the poor than for
ithe‘non poor;

h‘The poor belongs to famllles whose head has not attnnded any

formal educatlon at all in a greater proportlon than the

non poor. In add1t10n, the heads of}poor famllles have attendex

_studies beyond primary education in a smaller proportion than

the non poor.

The poor lives in houses in bad condition;inaa{greater;proport-

. ion than the non poor and in houses in good;CQndition,‘in a

smaller proportion than the non-poor..

The poor lives with a greater number‘of;pépgqns»in the same
bedroom than the non poor. The index d%.overcrowding ds 42 .
percent higher among the poor than'among the non poor.

The poor has less access than the nonjpoor to the services of

sewage systems, potable water and electricity.

‘The information obtained permits that a typology of urban poverty

- in Costa Rica be attempted. According to this typology, it could '

_be ‘asserted that:

\ol
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15The urban poor, although he‘belongs ‘to- smaller famllles thani

the rural poor, belongs to largerafamilles than the urban

non poor.

; i;Poor urban mothers possess a lowertfertlllt ”than poor rural_

jmothers and a greater fertllity than non-poorvurban mothers.:
iThe 1ndex of dependency of poor urban famllles 1s lower thani
'1n the .case of poor rural familles and hlgher than 1n the
case ‘of non-poor urban famllles. -

~?The rate of activity of the urban poor is lower than the rate

of act1v1ty of the rural poor and lower than the rate of

factiv1ty of the urban non poor..

fThe rate of unemployment among the urban poor 1s hlgher than

among the urban non poor and lower than among the rural poor.
The urban poor were looklng for a job forvthe flrst tlme 1n‘

a much greater proportion than any.other group"of thevpopulation
The urban poor works malnly in the terclary sector.

The urban poor is more 1lllterate than the urban non poor, but
gignificantly less iiliterate than the rural poor. |

The index of»schooling is lower among the urban poor than

among the urban non poor, but higher'among the urban poor.thgﬁ;ﬂ

- ‘among the rural poor. The difference between the urbanfpoorgi

and the rural poor is more marked than the»differencefbetween'

the urban poor and non poor.

The urban poor lives, in a greater proportion than the rural

\ig
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?poor, in housee in bad condition, and%iin a smaller proportion
‘than the rural poor, in houses in good condition. ‘
ffg,thThe index of overcrowding is lower among the urban poor than ;i
| ;famong the rural poor,‘but higher among the urban poor than ;

"amOng the urban non poor.-

I.”-:The urban poor has greater access to the services of potable

”Qwater, electricity and sewage systems than the rural poor and :-

ﬁthis difference is much more markedvthan the difference

between the urban poor and 1 non. poor.f

4,05 The information obtained would also allow the determination of a

o

.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 prural population
of Coeta 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.

c. The index of dependency of the poor non-farming rural families

" 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 populdtion.

d., The rate of activity is lower among the rural non-farming poor -

07
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ithan among the poor farmers, but higher than among the urban

xlThe rate of unemployment 1s higher 1n the case of the rural

non-farming poor than in the case of any. other group of the

population.,

*f,QSecond only 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.

The rural non-farming poor and the poor farmers‘show the saine

rate of illiteracy and practically the same 1ndex of schooling.»

kIn turn, this index does not differ mugh from that corresponding
ﬁtO}the rural non poor.

'Theerural 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 1n the preV1ous 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 thoaevgg

already contained in the study.

\'Okt
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4,07 In addition to an attempt to search for the coﬁponents of a

B,

4.08

4.08

typology of poverty in Costa Rica, this study tried to investigate

and to solve some of the more serious problems that are preééntvin"

a research on poverty on the basis mainly of the census information.

Chapter II described the methodologies émﬁloyed and the nature of
the attempts to overcome some of the difficulties that appeared in
the ¢ourse of the study. It is exﬁected that even the purely
méthodological -and not substéntive- comparison of the results,willv‘
be useful, too. On the basis 6f the experience:accumuiated, thé
fol;owing.secfion 1ists some pecoﬁﬁqu;ﬁions ﬁéfﬁéddlogical-in

character.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following récommendations 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.

The available census information and ihat which might be collected
in the future could-be‘improved, from several points.of viéwé'in |
order to allow its more fruitfull use in’iﬁvestigatioﬁs about
proverty like the present one,’ Three.conéidefations of interest
are the following: -
i) The necessary measures could be adobted in order to mére

easily identify the various census units among the

\02
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different censuses, For example“uinvthe'last?population‘

'.and housing censuses of Costa Rica it is p0331ble to |

exactly determine the famlly or famllles correspondlng to b

'each dwélling and vice versa. On the contrary, the popu-

'lat1on and agricultural censuses do not allow it, except

thrOugh a very arduous manual task and the use of computers
with a large memory. Thls problem, which in thlS study

was called thevcepsus,matchiug, should be solved in future.
censuses. |

An effort could be made in order to clarify. some of the

' concepts used in the census, in order to.faciiitate the

L

ciassification and interpretatiou,of the information. This
is the case, for example, with respect to concepts such as:
condition of the house, family, unemploymcnt and rural
population. It is evident that an improvément of these

concepts implies additional costs, since it means, in

general, that questions whould have to be formulated in a

more prec1se fashlon and p0351bly the 1nclu31on of additional

questions. For this reason, the costs and beneflts of such

clarifications would have to be estimated.

Methodologies could be designed and applied in order to
estimate the margin of error of the census information. In
this way, the degrée 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.with respect”to the focus of .

the studies on poverty:

i)

e
He
N

iii)

Studies abéuf poverty in:the country cannot be success-:
fully aftempted on the basié,oa;ypf £h§fééﬁ§ﬁ§”iﬁfbfmétiéﬁg
The censuses provide very valuéble data, bgf‘it.is nécé;- 
sary to complement tﬁem with other Stﬁdiés andvggrveys; |
Which‘might'ﬁe limited to the collection of informatibnlbu
about specific aspects not worthwhile inclﬁding in the |

censuses. This was the case, in the present study, with

‘respect to the costs of the agricultural prbduction.

In connection with the methodology uséd,'itvis important

to consider the possibility to work on fﬁe b&sis of a éahple
of the census information, instead of witﬁ the Qhole census
ihformation. This would have the significaqt advantage tb
require smaller computers which, in turn, would ‘make it
possible to undertake the computation tasks in the country.
More than a precise determination and quantification of the
magnitude of tﬁe 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 lévels‘
of poverty. In effect, through a sensitivity énalysis it
would be possible to analyze the relative.importance -the

weight- that different factors have on the phenomenon under .

investigation.

vl
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gThe sensit1v1ty analysis would be focused in three
'dlrectlons' first towards a modlflcdtlon of the 1ncomn
'levels used‘to classify the populatlon-of Lhe,country

'into 'poor and non-poor; segpnd,‘towardS'a modification

of the main components of the'inCome56f poor families;
and third, towards a modification of the criterlon of po-

verty, complementing income levels w1th another criteria

: such as the stock of assets (farm 91ze), access to certain

servi¢ES and other aspects of.the enQironment.

It would be useful to more deeply undertake certain speclfic

studles, among which the follow1ng mlght be considered im-

portant: | |

- Poor farmers (why are théy poor ?);

- Unemployment and undereﬁplqjmehf‘(seasonal,\permanent;
excess supply of labor accordihé to farm,siZe apd type
of crop);

- Migrations (who migrates, in what directioﬁ-?);

- Urban poverty (characteristics);.

- Effects of‘pubiic'expenditures (do they reduce fhe dis-
parities ﬁetween the poor and the non poor'?);_énd

- Sourcgs of income (wages, profits of agricultural expidif-"

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. informatlon, 1n order to accumulate the necessary
data, which would allow a certaln degree of detail 4An- the

analysis of the problems Under,study.

4.11 There are certain aspects in connectlon with the manner in whlch

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:

1) That the prima facie analysis of the data, deepite‘the

i

1

)

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 importahce in

an attempt to typify or characterize poverty.

Thaf it is indispensable to improve the competarized_in-
formation obtained fron the census date. Specifically, it
is necessary a new computation of the income of farming
families. Two considerations of importance are: firéf,
that unless the errors of computetion 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 secohd,

that the additional effort and‘coet which would have to be .
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'iﬁéurredgin order to eliminate the exigtihg mistakes. is’

Qery smallé combared to thé mégnitude of the job alréady
éérformed.

That once the depuration of the available information is
completed, the daté would be uéefu1 ervtwo tyﬁes of |
analysis: fi;st, different classifications of the main
variables could be attemﬁted and second, it would be
possible to perform a series of statistical tests with the
variables, éuch as correlations, fegressions, 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.



APPENDIX A |

GLOSSARY

-ACTIVITY RATE: It is the grosS‘raté of economic-activity,fnamely,lthe
o percentage that the economlcally active populatlon re-'

presents with respect to the total populatlon.

AﬁMiNISTRATIVE DIVISION: From an administrative-political point of
view, Costa Rica is divided.info seven provinces (Sah
José, Alajuela, Cartago, Heredia, Guanacaste, Puntarenaé and Limén). ‘In.
'turh, each one of the provinces is divided inéo a number of cantones'
(counties). As of 1973 there were 79 cantones in the country. Table
C-3 contains a list of these cantoneg.. Finally, each canton is divided

into districts.

AGRICULTURAL YEAR: It is the year that went from ﬁéy“finst, 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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 APPENDIX A

GLOSSARY

ACTIVITY RATp.‘ It is the gross rat 9 of economic activity, namely, the
| percentage that the ecanomically active population re-

presents withjreepect,to the total populetion.

ADﬁIHIthATIVE DIVISION: " From an administrative-political point of
view, Costa Rica is divided into seven provinces (ban

José Alajuela, Cartago, Heredia, Guanacaste, Puntarenas and Limon) In~Q

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. inally, each cantén - 1s diV1ded i

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

d1v1ded by the number of persons in the famlly.

iCANTON: 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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fcowsuupnon oN. THB FARM. Itds the, net 'value the‘ portion of the

farm s output which instead of being sold in the market,“:y
is used for consumption by the productive unit itself.v It is equivalentk{
to an income in kind. This portion of the farm's 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 deducuﬁ‘from 1ts gross value.

iDBPBﬂDﬁNCY?lNDEX* It is the proportion whlch results frcm a comparison '
of the population below lS years old and above su years

old with the population between 15 and su years old.

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION' The economicallyvactive population in-

| | - cludes all persons lS years old and older who, during the'
week of the 7th to the 12th of May of 1973, elther had a job or worked
. at least one hour or did not work during that week, elther 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 ]Ob for their first time.l/,

EXCESS SUPPLY OF~LABOR: It is the difference,between,thezamountnofplabor"

that a farmingvfamily'can.offer(availability)andAthe

1/ . Direccién General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el
Enumerador. Censos Nacionales de 1973.° San José. 1973, p. U6.
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technical labor requirements necessary“to"produce tne output of the farm’

(requirements) Both this demand and this;supply of labor are measured 1ni

| working days. The labor requirements wereuestimated on the basis of
technical coefficients corresponding to the labor 1nputs applicable to "
each one of the agricultural products con31dered during the computation

“of the net income of the farm. The ‘amount of labor supplied was estimated

v,under the asumption that those members of the farming families who were.

not wage earners and who were members of‘the,economically active popula-p

tion, were available to work at the farm a total of 280 working days per
~ year. 1€ 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. Thevconceptfof family
employed was predetermined by:the definition used;in the -

1973 censuses. According to the latter, the census family»wasxdefined as:
."a group of persons, with or w1thout ties as relatives, living together
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
Afamily 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,

W
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‘must be considered as separate census families and must be:enumerated

1/

;in separate questionnaires." = .

GFARﬂ:_ It is any extension of land totally’orfpartially:devoted{toyagriéfﬁ

cultural production. It‘ca
.‘or parcels, provided that they are. workedlunder’the same administration,'7

‘7posse881ng the same means of production 'fch as labor, machinery and

equipment. These parcels need not necessarily be adjacent but they

must be located 1n the same canton o ,f_gneighboring cantones.

FARMS WITHOUT LAND'V A poultry or cattle productive unit is considered
i R as a census farm even if it does not ‘have 1and. These
units:are called'"farms'w1thout 1and".» According to the agricultural
census of l973, among the 81,562,farms,'u,ssu,corresponded to farms with:.

out land, which represented 5.6 percent of the total.gj

FARMING FAMIﬁY' Family for which any one of 1ts members is. an agricul-

tural producer. It is a family which exploits a farm.»

,“FERTILITY: It is defined either as the average number of children born
alive per woman, by age groups, or as the average number N

of living children per woman, by age groups.

1/ Direccién General de Estadistica y Censds. . Instructivo’ para- el Enu-
" merador. Censos Nacionales de. 1973: -8an José 1973, pp. 34-35."

2/ 1Ibid, pp. 57-58.°
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GINI'COEFFICIENT: The Gini coefficient @ was computed in the follow-
ing vayt

AZ'PE“(QVi 11+7Qﬂi)ff
10 000

wh“re Pl represents the percentage of families included in each class

represents the accumulated percentage of the incomes receivedfby

all f

filies up to the class included.- The coefficient tends to zero -
as’ the distribution comes closer to perfect equality and it tends to’fﬁ

one, as. the distribution becomes more concentrated.

HSADFdf;iHHTFAMILY' It is the person ]udged as such by ‘the other members-

of the census family.,

',HOUSE CONDITION OP THE' At the time of the census, the interViewer

classified each house as good,;»air'and bad according

'to-the'following criteria:-/
“a. Good: "House with no apparent defficiencies or failures"'
lbav Fair: "House which- requires repairs of some importance, i
':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, B

deteriorated or unsafe roofs, etc."

-1/ Direccidn General de Estadistica y Censos. -Instructivo para el Enu-
merador. .Censos Nacionales de 1973. San José, 1973, p. 24,

\©
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“;HOUSING' A house or. dwelling is any premise or.precinct arranged to-
1odge pepsons on a permanent or txmporary basis.:_'ty

-»can be an independent structure or. it can be integrated to other ones

r any other kind of

ifand it could consist of a boat, ‘a train wago"
'fspuce.conditioned for 1odging at the time of,the census.«l! Houses )f;

_are classified into individual and collective. The former lodge censuS»,

‘families and the latter 1odge those human groups living under the samefé
‘roof for rcasons of health, religious discipline, studies, etc. According
to,the formvof tenure, houses are- clasSified into
| '?a.'fRented When one has to pay a rent to 1ive in them,.
:Eb.u,Oﬁned I When they belong to the head or to some other i
R ‘member of the family, even when they are -
| mortgaged or not completely paid, and
C. cherf: iWhen they do not correspond to any of the
preVious categories. This group includes
" houses free of charge and those provided by

'employersvto.their workers,and theirifamilies.,

‘IMPUTED RENT: It is the rent that it has been estimated that otherwisej
the family would have had to pay, when it 1ived in its'V

own house or in one free of charge. An average rent was assigned to. .’

each one of these houses, estimated according to its condition and lo-;f

cation.

l/ Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu
merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973.- San José, 1973, P: 15, 0
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7IMPUTED 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 all pers;“s 12 years old and older, ,

except those 1ncluded in the Eonomically active popu- r‘

~ lation; S

h _INDEX OF OVERCROWDING' It is the quotient of the total number of memaers
of ‘the: families of a glven category (urban, rural, far- B
. mers, etc ) div1ded 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, w1th 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), according 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 haveipotentially attended..
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LABQR.PROﬁUCTIVITY" It is the. vnlue of outpu” mlnus the cost or tne
materiala and of transport tion, all div1ded by the
,number of working days required in the farm, accordlng to the technical.

h”coefficlents for- the use of labor.

' LQNﬁftﬁNURE: 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.ﬁropertyvfitle and fherefore tﬁe.right to

.fransfer themgf Thisiis the caae?aisofof‘thoee
farms which,thetproducer,e#ploifa'ae:if he was
the owner, even though he does'hot have;a bro- '
perty title yet}

.b?},Rented: Tﬁese 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 délivering-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.

Ce Other: This class includes those farms that could
not be classified in any of the two previous’
classes, such as lands occupied by squattera,‘

lands in trust, etc.

W
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d. fuiked‘ﬂ Since a. farm can cons;st of more than one: parcel

ffthe form of 1and tenure could differ from one ”

j:parcel to another. When this iq the case, the

Jform of tenure is mixed.

ﬁEVEhﬁbP?EDUCATION" The 1eve1 of education (none, primary, beyond pri-
mary ) 1ndicates 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 1eve1 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.

METRdeLITAN AREA: The Metropolitan Area has been defined as the cantdon
| Central of the province of Saanoeé?and the ten neigh-
boring cantones in the immediate area of'influence of the former, nith
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. Thevten :
cantones are: Escazli, Desamparados, Aserri, Goicoechea, Alajuelita,

Coronado, Tibds, 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. 'Mixedt Since a faxm can consist of more than one parcel

the form of land tenure could dlffer from one o

parcel to another.5 WheM this 18 the case, the .

form of tenure is mixed.A

LEVEL'OF EDUCATION: “The level of educatiehf(hone,'primary,rbeyond pri-
mafy)-indicates if a berson has hetvgained any yearaeff'
the formal education, has only gained some yeers 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 cantsn
Central of the province of San José and the ten neigh-
boring cantones in the immediate area of influence nof 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: Escazli, Desamparados, Aserri, Goicoechea, Alaﬁuelita,

Coronado, Tibds, 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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_'NET INCOME oF' THE FARM. It'is»fhéfréiue‘éf the output (sales plus -
consumption on the farm) minus the costs of the ma-

_terials used, the value of labor employed (both 1mputed and hired) and

; the costs of transportation of the products, in the process of pro-

*ductionvand sale of the crops.

PRODUCER'” It is the physical person or corporation who' has the tech—
- nical initiative and the economic responsibility in thef
exploitation of a farm.. The producer could personally administer the

farm or could do it through an administrator.

PRODUCTION OF THE'EARM: The annual output‘ofbthe farm consists of the
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 fattening during the year.

RATE OF ILLITERACY: It is the percentage ofiilliterate persons-among
the populdtion 10 years old and oldsf. “An illiterate
is a peruon 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.

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT: It is the percentage of the economically active
population that did not work or that looked for a job

for the first time. R4
‘ \ %
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,ROOMS AND BEDROOMS'* oom is: any portion of ‘the house: used for lodging.
Dinning rooms, living rooms, kitchens, bedrooms, studies, .
Jrecreation rooms and living quarters for the servants are rooms, Portches,
:vestibules, corridors, bathrocms and garages are not rooms.. A bedroom

is a room used mainly for sleeping.l/

SECTOR OF ACTIVITY AND OCCUPATIONS: The classifications byksectors of ,
act1v1ty and the corresponding occupations are based on
the International Uniform Industrial Classlfication for All Economic
Act1v1ties, according to the last version.
a. Primary sector' Includes the following activities:
| agriculture, hunting, forestry, flshing,
and the exploitation of mines and
quarries.
b, Secondary sector: Includes the following activities:
manutecturing industries and construction.
¢, Terciary sector: Includes those activities not included
in the primary or the secondary sectors,
such as electricity, commerce, hotels
and restaurants, transportetion, financial
institutions, community services, social

and personal services, etc.

1/ Direccién General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu-
" merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973. San José, 1973, p. 24.
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d, . sehfoﬁ No-seéfOb: Includes the members of.the.ébonomif

cally active population who were

looking for a job for the first time..k

STANDAﬂD DEVIATION: It is the square root of the quotient of the sums
of the squares of the deviatiohé with respect to the

arifhmgfic mean, divided by the number of observations minus one.

TOTAL ?AHILY INCOME: It is the sum of the'inéomes earned during the
| year by all the persons in the famlly group. It in-
cludes the wages and salaries of remunerated workers, the incomes of
self-employed workers and employers, the imputed wages of the famlly'
members for their wérk 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 to;ns. 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.

1/ Direccidn General de Estadistica y Censos. Instructivo para el Enu- -

merador. Censos Nacionales de 1973, San José&, 1973, p. 6.
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WORKING DAY: It is equivalent to eight hours of work per day.

WAGES AND SALARIES: The annual income in the form of wages “and salaries»

earned by the remunerated work swin the family was

computed by multiplying by twelve the monthly 1ncome which for the same
concepts, appears in the population census of‘1973. These_wagee and
salaries do not consider the deductione corresponding to the worker as

a result of social security contributions and other payments, such .as
the quota of the Banco Popular. The salaries of servants included in'the
census family were not included in the family's inoome; since these |
saleries»in fact constituted en 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.



. APPENDIX B

_COSTS OF PRODUCTION AND PRICES OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

AVOCADOS

~ Production technology

Two possible technologies are considered‘; the most advanced one,ev,
‘desginated technology 2, involves the use of fertillzer, pesticides and -
fungicides ant it is employed by farmers producing more than s, 000
avocados per hectare.

Costs of production

AR
—

Inputs . dﬁTechnology 1 Technology 2
LABOR

Working dsys per hectare | 68 68

Colones per hectare | élo ¥ Bid

Daily wages 'iégi | fiQ
MATERIALS | i

Colones per hectare 101 SiOW
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 911 1,320

Selling price

The price was ¢ 0.20 per unit, at the farm gate,...

Observations

Only production in compact plantings, but not from dispersed trees,

is considered.

|3k
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hSources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago, "-'Manual de Costos Basicos'de:

a,ActiV1dades Agropecuarias 1973, s.n.tf7

"BANANAS

'Production technology

It 1s assumed that the most ‘advanced technology, designated as’ tech-

nology 2, is used by those farmers5 _i'%_ 3_verage production per hectare
. above 36 metric tons per. year."

Costs of production

Inputs _ ’ . ;Technoiogy’I ' Technology'éh,
LABOR |

Working days | 3;153i‘ LY

| Colones per hectare ' @;éuﬁﬂ_ 8,701

Daily mages : ﬁgitf }295
MATERIALS E

Colones per hectare 2;610 ';2;§841
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 6,854 15,585

Selling price,

The price on the local or: national market is estimated to have been |

¢220 per metric ton minus the costs of transportation. In the case of

!2?7



‘ thelinternational'marketg‘thefpricejwasﬁ¢¥386?ber;net#icxth;{éffthejd"
mffarn gate,

Observations

Only compact farms are,con31dered.,;Ih “w”assumed that the planj

tations using the advanced technology produce Aonly for the internat onal

market.
Sources

Associaclon Bananera Naclonal. 'EstudioxComparativofde Costoskparafuﬁ
Siete'Fincas Bananeras en la Zona Atl&ntica, 1973. San José, l974;

Gonz&lez Vega, Claudlo, leano P., Eduardo and Vogel Robert Cross.g’
The Marketlng of Agrlcultural Products in Costa R*ca. Assoclated
Colleges of the Mldwest and Instltute of Economlc Investlgations, Univer-j
sity of Costa Rlca, 1970 p, 199.

~ Information from an int?fliéﬁfWi?ﬁiﬁé??élf?533§§?§i§e§;{Qfafhéﬂ??P?5f

Central de Costa Rica..

BEANS

‘Production technology |

Two different technologies are considered. The one designated techi
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: ;oneulfiﬁcludesvthé'canfoﬁﬁ?}

12*



of the Valle Central Oriental (East Central Valley) and of the Valle »

EE Central 0cc1dental (West Central Valley), zone 2 1ncludes the cantones f

v!tof the remalnlng agricultural reglons, according to: the classxfication

1conta1ned in Table C-2.

Cost ‘of production

' Zones and inputs

** Technology 1

- Technelogy:2;ff¥

ZONE 1
LABOR

Werking days per hectare

Colones per hectare

Daily wages
MATERIALS |

Colones per heetepe
TOTAL COST PER. HECTARE ~

ZONE 2
LABOR
Working days per hectare
Colones per hectare
Daily wages
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE

30

396
.13

186,
5 82 .

;Z1§f

120
520

iy 38 ’
wes.

889

Selling price

The price was ¢ 1.52 per kilo-minus traﬁsportationde03t5,>

Pl
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rransportation costs

Transportation costs were estimated;at ¢ 0 4782 per ton kilometer.v'

VJSources”"

~a&pP~_62 and 176.5ﬁ:"

Jento de Economia5y

| stadisticas Agropecuarias._ Costos de;Produccion’deﬁFrijol en 1a region

‘Meseta Central Oriental, Zona; ._iscal-1Agosto-Nov1embre, 1972.f San
'Jose, Agosto 1973.

Mlnisterio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departa'e‘to de Economia y.

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Produccion'de Frijol en. la Region B

Meseta Central 0cc1denta1 Zona de San afael de‘OJo de Agua, Setiembre-

Diciempre, 1972. San Jose, Julio 1973..,,___i

B E E F

'Volume of productlon

“The volume of production 1s a function of several factors.t the(
131ze of the herd and its age structure, the production technologies
,qsed, the'breed'of the animals and the geographic 1ocation of the rancn.

o Moreover,:this volume of production represents the net growth‘of .,'
~ 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 animais) during the year.



Following the study of Vigne l/ it was possible to determine, for

‘the various livestock-produclng zones of the country, the average in-
“orease in the weight of.the_anlmals, 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:asf'

_ foilowe:
ZOhé:f e Volume of Production
'euah\afcasté Output = B4 C + 122 M + 102 F
Northern Output = 65 C + 140 M + 109 F
Southern Output = B0 C + 50 M + 122 F-
_JAtlaritic | ogtput = 99 ¢ + 51u+112 F
,%where;r
3157;;ﬁgﬁberjof,ma1¢s and females of less than one year of age.
vM!ahthber»of ahimals; male and female, betﬁeehiohefyearfand.leea
| : than‘two years 0ld -
F = Number of.animals of both sexes two years oid;amdfoider,

Production technology

Three possible production tecnnolog1es are- con81oereo.{.1t 18- assumed
that the employment of any one of them is very closely related to the

quantity of pasture available at the ranch. It is assumed that teohnology

lj‘ Vigne, Alain. Costos de Produccidén de Ganado de Carne en Costa
Rica, Agosto 1973-74, Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia.
San José, 1974, : '

E
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:hieie hee& by'panehes with less thahfébokheeferééfbffpastﬂres; th£tete¢h-_
'Lhdlogy 2 is used by those with‘pasturee'hefweeh 360 and 700 hecfafeé and |
| that technology Sﬁis used'by prdddcere;wifh more than 700 hectehes?ofjf
pastures. “ |

Production zones

"

With respect to beef the country is dlvided into four livestock- |
producing zones. The zone of Guanacaste 1ncludes the cantones of. the Dry
Pacific (Pacifico Seco); the Northern zone includes the cantones of the Q
Northern, East Central Valley and West Central Velley regions; the
Southern zone includes the cantones of the Centrai Pacific and Southern '
Pacific regions and; finelly, the Atlantic zone includes the entire‘;'
Atlantic region. The term "regien" corresponds to the division ofvfhe
country into the agriculture1:regiOheidefiﬁea in Table C-2..

Costs of production

Zone and inputs T TECZNOLQGY 3
GUANACASTE ZONE .
Working days per 100 kilos 5.96 3.76 2.47
Materials per 100 kiios 77 75 u7 :
Total cost per 100 kilos 188 1us 93
NCRTHERN ZONE :
Working days per 100 kilos 6,38 4,08 . 2.79.
Materials per 100 kilos 67 77 57
Total cost per 100 kilos -186 . 183 , 109
SOUTHERN ZONE ' P
Working days per 100 kilos 6,38 6,65 4 40’
Materials per 100 kilos 82 76 . ug
Total cost per 100 kilos 211 200 - 131
ATLANTIC ZONE ‘ : ’
Working days per 100 kilos o, ul 6,81 ° 3.u3
Materials per 100 kilos 105 : 80 46
Total cost per 100 kilos 281 207 110
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'Sélling.price.

Prices at the ranch, per kilo liveweight, are the following: =

- Herd of 25 ‘Herd of less

. ZONE ~or more . than 25
' animals L animals

Guanacaste 4,51 2,85
Northern : ﬁ.%df/;»f“ . 2.85
Southern ;7H.49f<}-?;“:;\‘ ‘2;55;

O B L PR
Atlantic S0 o "2.85

Sourcés
Vigne, Alain., Costos de Produccidén de Ganado de Carne en Costa
Rica, Agosto 1973-1974., Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaleria, San

Jos&, 1974,

BEETS

Production technology

The difference hetween the costs implied by tedhhologies 1l and 2

is due to the different amounts of fertilizers, fungicides, insecticides

- and adharente need.

\"‘{5
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" Production césts

Inputs = Techhology’l Technology 2
LABOR

Working days per hectare 148

. Colones ﬁer hectare | _2,37?;?

o Daily'wages H ??filéf}
MATERIALS ! .

Colones per hectare 286 928
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE } ‘é,séq‘ | 3,400

{

"Selling price

The price was £ 0.21 per uﬁifiéf“the farm gate;
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Carfagb;fQp.séit;fp?flaﬁi 8

CABBAGE

Production technology

Technology 2 is used by producers whoffertilizé;”'In'the case of

technology 1, the cost of fertilizer is nbt”cénsidéréd.
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. Costs of production

w@

: Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
- LABOR |

Working days per hectare ‘ 78 82
- Colones per hectare 1,240 1,304
Daily wages . 16 ‘j?_ 16’

© MATERTALS e T
" Colones per hectare 7‘f86[ 1 1’601
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE - 1,326 ‘1,905

Selling price

The average price of one kilo of cabbage at‘theéférm gate was
estimated as ¢ 0.18, |
 Sources .
Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 136-137; ~>'
Gonzilez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Robert Cross,

Op. cit., p. 101.

CACAO

Production technology

It is assumed that the technologies used are related to yields per.

hectare and different amounts of inputs are computed for each yiéld

TV meral



Costs of production

o . . -

» . LABOR MATERIALS
Technology Working Colones Colones
~ days per per per
hectare Hectare hectare
1, Less than 230 kilos . .
per hectare 15 - 275 %0
2. From 230 to less than LR e e T T
‘. 550 kilos per hectare 49w 8Bl ¢ 468
3. 550 kilos per hectare. ‘ ﬂf:;mV o o e
and more R 70 - L85 . SH5

Selling price

The price of'the»ppoduot'at the farm gate was ¢ 3,175 pehbmqui;a_
ton. |
Sources
~ Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 26-30.
Britton R. Garrett. Posibilidades de Produccién de: Cacao, Palma

Africana, Plitano, Coco. San José, 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

~ Imputs - Technology 1 Technology'2v
LABOR {
Working days per hectare o 120 .5 lﬁo:r‘
‘ ' Colones'per hectare _1,858;15 i2,;$6'
;‘Dail§ wages . ”:;15321 Lgi~;$
© MATERIALS e ; . -
Colones per hectare __,538 l1;083
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE - _,ﬂﬂ?égles- | © 3,289

Selling price

It was ¢ .610 per ton miﬁus tranqurtation‘ébsts.

Transportation costs

They were ¢ 0.4782 pér'ton kilométer.»

Sources
Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago.. Op. cit., pp.‘157f158..
Gonz8lez Vega, Claudio, Lizano.F., Eduardo and'Vogel; Robert

Cross, Op. cit., p. 103.

CASSAVA(YUCA)

Production technology

Two possible technologies are considered. Technology 1 is used b&;*

producers who get 7 tons or less per hectare and technology 2 is usp§  

137



R

Costs of production

Inputs ‘ ‘  S ,"' Technology 1 Technology 2
LABOR

Working days per hectare he - 63

quohes per hectafé; .'; ,égi?f‘ .l9199:

- Daily wages o : :;.9 19 '

MATERIALS e

Colones per hectare, 5: §§“ 205
' TOTAL COST PER HECTARE . 968 1,404

L L N —

Selling price

A price of ¢ 390 per ton minus'trahSportafionjgosts'was éstimétgd{7

Transportation costs

Transportation costs were ¢ 0.4782 per ton kilbﬁétep.
Sources |

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Economia y
Estadisticas Agropecuarias, Costos de Produccidn de Yuca en la Zona

Norte, Zona de San Francisco de la Palmera, 1973. San Jos&, 1974,

CocoNUTS

Production technology

Tuchnology 2 is used by those producers with a yield of 4,800

coconuts or more per hectare, while technology 1 is used by producers

\"’2
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with less than 4,800 coconuts per- hectare, " The main differencégbé%weéh;
‘the two technologies is due to the uéé'ofiiﬁéeéticides-and'febtiliZGf.-

Costs of production

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
LABOR

Working days per hectare 10 1y

Colones per hectare i$2 220

Daily wages 16 16
MATERIALS

Colones per hectare ‘oo 501
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE o 182 721

. : B

Selling price

A price of ¢ 0.382 per unit at the farm gate was considered.

Observations

Only the production from compact plantations was taken into
account.
Sources
Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 51 and 176.
Organizaciéﬁ de las Naciones Unidas para la Agricultura y la

Alimentacién. La Situacidén del Coco. Roma, 1972.
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_corrss

“ dProduction technology

The main difference between the two technologies considered is due’
to the use or not use of fertilizer.

~ Production zones

The country is divided into five‘ionee;”eccopdiné‘pasicelly‘to~£ﬂ€%
zones defined by Marin in the study "Costos de Producci&n de Café en ?;?
Cinco Zonas de Costa Rica, Cosecha 1973,1974". In turn, five levels or'
strata of production are dietlnguished 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
Café., 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-1l.

47



COFFEE

Table B l

RECEIVED BY THE PRODUCERS IN EACH CANTON

VVCANTONES INCLUDED N EACH ONE OF ‘THE ZONES AND PRICES

~ Colones
_per ‘ton

_ioﬁﬁﬂiz

- .Cartagb
Paraiso
Ta Uuién'
Jlmenez
Turrialba,
Alvarado
bpgaﬁﬁno
El Guérco
Limén
Pococt
Siquirres
Talamanca
Matina
Guécimo

ZONE 2

San José
Escaz(

Desamparados

o
08
a0k
iaCOS’
1307
308
701‘?
702
o
;5oﬁ

iiog‘;

jﬁjdﬁgi

102

109 .

1,148
1,105
1,193
1,212

1,121

1,224
1,224
1,121
1,121
i,lél;

1,121

1,121

1,121

1,138

1,204

1,109

W\



 Table B-1 Cont ...

.
-Colones

per ton
1,204

_Cantén |

 ?q#is§éi ,
:Mpra" 'lséoﬁ
.Sénta Ans .l?QFO}
‘Aléjuelita ;i:iéé
.ACOsta7 | 51:969;
MOntgs_délbcay: 1155&§}

1,204

Turrubares: '

Curridabat 1,148

 Alajuela 1,185

San Ramén 202 1,144
Grecia 208 1,106
San Mateo | iéqﬁiﬁ  ,‘l;i?2;
_Atenéél ' jv }%565 ; :‘”;i;iféA
Narani§ a 2;?569; © 1,175
Palmares 256713 ,’  1,136

Poss - 208 1,180
orotina ‘ §69;ﬁ ,  1{i72;¢

. San Carlos ' ”éibff ".v‘?éé};f;
Alfaro Ruiz Tiéiiii a 1;1%55 :
Valverde Vega 2}2 ‘ ',f;;lbéff
‘Upala o éiSi !i;géd:
Lda Chiles . ‘21u}' 1,260

Guatuso 25 1,260
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P
—— —

‘Cantdn - L };f‘cddé? . Colones -

per ton
Liberia 501 ,1;i69;7

Nicoya ?5°2ﬁ§ 51519°&f

Santa Cruz 1,200
Bagaces 1,260
carrillo
caﬁésjaf
Abangaries
Tilarén
Nanaéyuré
La Cruz
'Hojancha

Puntarenas .

Esparta
Montes de Oro . ‘fiébﬁj

ZONE 3

Pérez Zeledénvi | :}1197;
Buenos Aires 803
g i 605-

Golfito 607

Coto Brus 608

ONE 4

Goicoechea 108 928" -

Coronado a1 928

\ \{3
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Tal’le B-I Cont ...

Colones
“per ton
1,348

Moravia 028

7H§fé&i§. 'fl,iéak

| iSéﬁfé B$rbara Hon

San ‘Rafael

‘San Isidro 406,

“Belén 407,

408’

409"

. femiad o

ZONE 5

Tarraz. 105 1,28
Aservi 106 Lo

Dota ;iijg f 1§12f~

Ledn Cortés
Aguirre> ' 60553 K i}QS#.
Parrita. 609 1,026
e —

Source: Oficina del Café, Informe de LaBdréﬁ";S?@;TEQiciénfEspecial;

25 Aniversario. San José, 197#.f‘pp;2ﬁ3;47;'

%Y



Table.B-zf

COFFEE : REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATEQIALS
AND LABOR IN ZONE'ONE =

1/

. STRATA = : S e
T A Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to 130 toms
TECHNOLOGY ‘than =~ less than . less than" = less than and
-6 tons 12 tons 50 tons 130 tons more -
TECHNOLOGY 1 ' ' | | - |
Working days . ‘ V o :
Total number of worklng days 81 159 149 127'
Harvesting -39 107 ' =77
Other activities 42 52 5L
Daily wages R _J?ji .?fff
‘Harvesting’ - P .23
Other activities A8 13 113
Materials 41328§; 1263 555
Colones per hectaref ‘ e
TECHNOLOGY 2
Working days A o o e e
Total number of worklng days 84 1627 ‘153; 138 208
Harvesting » 39 107 790" =17, 153 -
Other activities '45[1 - 56 < 63 . 61 85
Daily wages R B 'Lfff ’;Mf  ;'f
Harvesting . 15~ 15 ~23 23 - 23
Other activities ~13 . 13 13 13 v 130
Materials S , . 528» 602 699 90'-!» l, 257 8
Colones per hectare . S T IR Lo o

“0z-4

~ 1/ The strata are establlshed accordlng tb the volume of
(V) " production (in tons) of the farm. '



Tablé B-3

COFFEE : REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS
' AND LABOR IN ZONE TWO -

sTRatA & R D

- o Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to -:130 tons’
TECHNOLOGY ‘than less than less than less than - .~ ‘and’
6 tons 12 tons 50 tons 130 tons . ' more -

TECHNOLOGY 1

Working days o .

Total number of worklng daysf o n 13y
Harvesting 37 77
Other activities. 7 T uo - 58

Harvesting . - 29 22
Other activities 13 “12°
Materials - ‘171 196
Colones per hectare . e

TECHNOLOGY 2

Working days : o , o . e I
Total number of worklng day541 - 182 -138" 159 171 15h”
Harvesting . v - 377 =77 .93 110 ... 93.
Other activities 45" .61 66 6L .6l

Harvesting 22 22 2y 20 .25
. Other activities 13 12 - .13 13, PR LS
Materials o 622 660. 1,122 1,025 11,137
Colones per hectare . _ o , S TR . 4

166
110
56

20
013"
247

"1/ The strata are establlshed accordlng to the volume of
production (in tons) of the farm. -

Tt
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COFFEE

Table B-i4

AND LABOR IN ZONE THREE

¢ REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS

Colones per hectare

STRATA 1/ . .-
Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to 130 tens
TECHNOLOGY than less than less than less than and
6 tons 12 tons . 50 tons 130 tons more
TECHNOLOGY 1 '
Working days
Total number of worklng days .70 120 121 . 162 143
Harvesting 27 60 67 87 77
Other activities 43 60 St ; 75 66 -
Daily wages o ,V: S R o
Harvesting 20 ©20 20" 22 22
Other activities 12 12 ~12° =13 13
Materials 121 211 153 au0- 347,
Colones per hectare S R L S
TECHNOLOGY 2 | |
Working days e . 5 :
Total number of working: days .73 - 123 :12u; ;146,
Harvesting 27, - 60 BT Y Y K
Other activities 46 63 .57 -« 687
Daily wages 0 Nt . i
Harvesting 20 20 20 - 22
-Other activities 12 12 512 -3
Materials 381 421" 375 }812;

1/ The stfata are established according to the volume of
production (in tons) of the farm.

eE



Table B-5

COFFEE : REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF MATERIALS
AND LABOR IN ZONE FOUR

STRATA E/ =
Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to 130 ton
TECHNOLOGY than less than less than less than and
6 tons 12 tomns 50 tons 130 tons more

TECHNOLOGY 1 '
Working days : , .
Total number of working days 71 123 150 1su .158 "
Harvesting 37. 67 87 - 97.- 103
Other activities 3y ‘56 - o4 - 57 55
Daily wages o S .
Harvesting 28 o 28 .25 o2 237
Other activities s 16 - .;Jf16j' 15 16
Materials 171 3uy v 3135 629 543"
Colones per hectare

TECHNOLOGY 2
Working days : : S e : R RIS
Total number of worklng daysl, 82 - 7127 155 lSB'{V' 163,
Harvesting 37 67 v 87 f%;v97g- Q{'_<¥“l03_
Other activities 45 B 60 . 68 6L . 60
Daily wages : T : V?_L“::;.' ;',i;
Harvesting - 28 28 co 25 2% 23
Other activities 115 16 .16 15 160
Materials 622 8ou 1,117 1,188 : N l 395

Colones per hectare

£z-a"

i}i‘ . 1/ The strata are established according to the volume of

v mvmAriadrTam Jm Fama) Al alaa Sao



Table B-6

COFFEE : REGUIREMENTS AND CC” MATERIALS
AND LABOR IN ZONE F)

strata ¥ s
LOGY Less From 6 to From 12 to From 50 to 130 ton
TECHNO than les than less than less than and
6 tons 12 tons 50 tons 130 tons more
TECHNOLOGY 1
Working days . , _
Total number of working days - 64 137 126 158 159
Harvesting 30 67 70 97 103 -
Other activities 3y 70 ‘56 61 . 55 .
wo TIVEIRA L =)
Harvesting 21 21 18 .18 .20+ o
Other activities 13 _ 13 112 R V2 12
Materials 152 . 369 314 - 366 392
Colones per hectare s S e
TECHNOLOGY 2
Working days ‘ P s
Total number of working days 69 145 131 - 165 21687
Harvesting : 30 67 70 97 103
Other activities 39 78 61 - 68 .. 85
Daily wages L
Harvesting 21 21 18 18- 2
Other activities 13 13 12 12 120
Materials 566 952 960 1,266 25159
Colones per hectare ' BT Sl
—
L . .
~ 1/ The strata are established according to the volume of

production (in tons) of the farm.
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Source§% 
Martn A., Edgar. ‘Costos de Producci&n de Café en Cinco Zonas de, 
Costa Rica, Cosecha 1973-1974.- Oficina del Cafe, Departamento de Es-a;
. fudios Técnicos y Diversificacibén, San Jose, 1974, |
. Oficina del Café. Informe de Labores 1973. SahIJosé;f;974f
f pﬁ; w7, | R
Alfaro A., Gregorio. COBtOS de Produccién de Café en. Costa Rica.

ffMinisterio de Agricultura y Oficina del Café San José 1968.

CORN

Production technology

Technologies 1 and 2 are distinguished adcording fé the use or
not of fertilizer. In turn, with respect to those who use fertilizeb,
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
Colones per hectare 32 85 156 456
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 815 868 981 1,332
=== — TR -

™



fSellingrprice
| ‘Prices per ‘ton. recelved by the producers, 1n each canton are
‘  given in Table B-7.
_Séurces ,

Ministerio de Agriculfura y Gaﬁaderia,‘bépartémento de Agronomiayv
y Estadistlcas Agropecuarias. Costos de Producc1on de Maiz en la
Regién Meseta Central Occidental Zona de San Rafael de Ojo de Agua,
Mayo-ch1embre de 1972. San José, julio de 1973. |

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit.,'p; 72,

Table B-7

" PRICESiRECEIVED BY THE PRODUCERS IN EACH CANTON |
PER TON OF SUGAR CANE, CORN AND TOBACCO

Cantdn Sugar cane Corn Tobacco y
San José 54,02 632 6,992
Escazfi 52,10 629 6,988
Desamparados 51‘62 © 630 6,990
Puriscal ; 3s, a7 f"ffslz" C B972
Tarrazt }20 06  .'?5574ﬁv i : '3;1 ‘
Aserri ,Au8,7§; 1\iﬁ§éjQ ‘;j:..;'_

* Mora | us;’ui'f;;sééf,,i 6, 982
Goicoechea 52,66-;3f¥f5§é : a
Santa Ana u9.7i'« ?i626' . 6,986
Alajuelita . 5162 630 6,990
Coronado ‘51162 | 597 veo



Table B-7 Cont .

i

s
»Canf&p' R :/f  S9§§ﬁ'cane Corn ' Tobacco Y

Acosta »"1 nd.15_ 619 6,978
Tibas 55,45 596 .
‘Moravia ASﬁJOé{: 595 -

" Turrubares ';25.3é$ 602 : 6,96§ 

" Dota '¥éa;ﬁl 578 6,962
Curridabat 5115 630 6,989
Pérez Zeledén "~ 25.00 570 6,620
Ledn Cortés ‘,;23,60, ‘ 5%5?‘ ves
Montes de Oca .‘.52;58'1 | fséd con
Alajuela 60.69 . 820 5,223
San Ramén 5i,ua,ée 794 5,199
Grecia 60.20 810 5,214
San Mateo 39,17 798 51,202
Atenas 49,21 808 5,212
Naranjo 57.33 8oy 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 eoe
Alfaro Ruiz 36.85 398 ‘or
Valverde Vega 60.20 806 5.210
Upala 45,02 3wy e
Los Chiles 45,02 376 ‘o



Table B-7 Cont ...

- ‘3-7-28‘5

ant&n Sugar cane Corn Tobacco L

Guatuso 45,02 393 vos
T Cartago 48,94 598 ves
Paraiso 48,43 595 vos
La Unién 44;16 | 593 oo
Jiménez 59,91 583 .
Turrialba 1 57.19 578, cos
Alvarado .'57.55 589' voo
Oreamuno 50,86 596 oo
El Guarco 47,51 596 cee

" Hevedia 50.28 820 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
Sari Isidro 55.ul 816 5,224
Belén 57.34 819 5,557
Flores 57,36 818 5,226
San Pablo 57,84 818 5,229
Sarapiqui 35,45 365 ves

] Liberia 36,32 626 oo
Nicoya 28.19 587 ‘oo
Santa Cruz 39.19 598 veo
Bagaces 38, 64 613 v

W



Cantén. ‘ R Sugar cane  Corn Tobacco 1

Carrillo - 51.14 610 cer
Cafias 49,16 ;,;692' e

Abangares 3. :5”5;459?]},5;.f "{;
Tilarén ;l;;éj;;i;*fﬁ;ﬁfg
Nandayure  i$7Bt3;3;1A‘{;{
La Cruz -Cséé ;_;3 ' ..;

Hojancha ‘ f“;5§21f5fjj. ;..

Puntarenas “‘.‘;52§  }“

Esparza ] | *! f6254 : oo
Buenos Aires §h§j§1f  '  560.  '6;25u
Montes de Oro ‘?Eb;ds"} -_624_ “ Jv.,..
0sa : ‘yg.ol 560 6,492
Aguirre B ;ué.gl"', 566 6,926
Golfito "hggs;;;: 560 6,457
Coto Brus 'ﬁs;élﬂi‘ _:566 6,45
Parrita 4.0l . 578 6,998

" Linén 57.19 508 _‘, .
Pococt 57.19 508 e
Siquirres y.71 574 ves

Talamanca 57.19 540 vos
Matina 57.19 587 ves
Gudcimo 57.19 588 vos

1/ When a price does not appear, the cantbn
did not produce tobacco.
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CORN ON THE COB

- Production technology

Since this product is nothing more than corn still partially imf_
mature and still on the cob, the costs of’prodﬁctién csnsidéred iﬁ}v
this case were the costs of production of corn ﬁiﬁus thé‘cbsf:of
shelling.

Only producers employing technology 2,use~fertilizer; which is =
reflected ihbyields. Farmers'using'téchhbiégy 1 obtain 25;Oooloﬁ_fewer
lunits per hectare, while farmers uaiﬂégféchnology 2 prqducé more than
25.000 units per hectare.

_Costs of production

— T e e
Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
LABOR
Working days per hectare 38 43
Colones per hectare 673 753
Daily wages 16  % i8
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 32 456
TOTAL COST PER H:LZTARE 705 1,209
= = RS

Selling price

The price was estimated as ¢ 0,12 per unit minus the corpesponding

transportation costs.

\6‘5
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Transportation costSf

These costs were estimated at. ¢ 0 u782 per ton kilometer. Itﬂwas

“estimated that each unit of: conr on the cob has an average weight of
230 grams.’
‘Sources

“Banco Crédito Agficola deACaftago.f OpfhEE%;]Vﬁﬁ;-5@;;69;174?5#@
176,

‘Ministerio de Agricultura y Gamaderia, Departamentovde Economia y -
Estadisticas Agropecuarias. CestoaAde Preduccidn de.Maizren la Regibn
Meseta Central Occidental,.Zona de San Rafael de30j9~delAgua, Maye- ,

Diciembre de 1972, San Jos8, juliokde'1973;

EGGS

Production technology

| Two possible levels of techhdlogy7afe censidered; 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.k

Costs of production

S ——

Inputs , Technology 1 Technology 2
LABOR ' S :

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 85.00 : 170.00
TOTAL COST PER THQUSAND 91.u48 176,48

L _____
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fSélliﬂg;priéé

A price of ¢ 250 per thousand was considered (at the. farm: level) .
fé6ﬁ5Ces*

Banco Crédlto Agricola de Cartago.. Op.501t., PP. 172-174.‘

Estadistlcas Agropecuarlas. Aﬁ&lisisfEcgnémiqogenTGpaqjagﬁde,;a Mgge;af

Central. Informacidn . Tecnlca # 11, .. San'José, 1975.

LETTUCE

‘Production technology

Two different technologiés‘are;cgngiggréﬁzﬁﬁThefmainﬁdiffepgth;
‘between the two is that'fedﬁhdioéy‘éfiﬁﬁii¢§ fhé ﬁse.of fertilizer.

Costs of production

Inputs R Technology 1  Technology 2

LABOR
WOrking;days,per hécta?e;' 125 125
Colones per hectare - 2,000 12,000
Daily wages 16 16
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 286 "879:

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,286 2,879

(87
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'Selling price’

The price was estimated as ¢ 0:11 -per unit.minus transportation
‘costs.,

Transportation costs

It"ﬁas"eétimafedathat;transnortationchStsﬂﬁeieﬁﬁfo;0u¥nép:kild;
Asan;Joéé{}
fsourceéi

ﬁancoerédifo‘Agricola,de,Cartago;gOpiicit;

M-ILK

Production technology

Only one production_technology‘waeiconsidcféai

Production zones

The country was diVided 1nto two major zones.;f

-Valle Central Oriental (East Central Valley) Central Pacific and South-

‘one l includes the}

'ern Paciflc regions, while zone 2 includes the Valle Central Occidental f

~(West Central Valley) Northern, Dry Pacific and Atlantlc regions. rﬂﬁﬁ
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Costsof production

fiinputsf ;ij@gyif}w§; ;”*'5zané;2fk?}Y

LABOR .

Working:days per cow 29 27

"Colones per cow 462" 433
MATERIALS

Colones per cow 1,147 594
TOTAL ‘COST PER COW 1,609 1,027

Selling price’

The price, at théf;gpm ieY?l}fW§3593timate§7§3 ¢f¥iP§rflitéf?
. Sources o |

Soley, Alberto. An51181s Economlco de 1a Producc1on de Leche en B
Costa Rica, 1973 Mlnisterio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento
ide‘P;anlficac1on y Coordinacion. San Jose, 1974.

Hérfman, Louls F. Produccion Potencial y UtlllzaCIOD de. la Leche
en-Costa Rica. Ofic1na de Desarrollo Rural de'la Agencla para el De- :

sarrollo Internaclonal San’ Jose, 1972,

(61
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ONIONS

Production technologz.

In the case of this crop, a greater dlverslty among the p0551ble
technologies than w1th respect to other agricultural products was found;
?and for thls reason three technologles were consldered f The cost
,dlfferences among these technologies are due to the amounts and classesé
of materlals employed. It was assumed that the type of . technology used?
'by the producer would be reflected in his volume of production. Thus,‘A
technology 1l corresponds to producers with a y1eld of less than 7 tons '
Pper hectare, technology 2 corresponds to producers obtainlng 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 .

) . o TECHNOLOGY _
N -2 3

LABOR.

Working days pervhectarefé 331 373 502

‘Colones per:hectare 5,720 8,472 8,680

Daily wages, 117 17 17:
MATERTALS

Colones per hectare 2,003 4,167 5,419
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 7,723 10,639 14,099

—_——



'ééiling-pricé'
The pricé;wésiestimatedgasf¢:1,850;per,ton“minus transportation.
costs.

Transportation cost

5Transportation3édStsfweré_¢“0;4782g§épft§§“kilometéb.
Sdurces‘

Ministerio de.Agriculfuraly,Géﬁédéria;HDepartamento'de Ecbnohié:&‘
Estadisticas Agropecuarlas. Coétbs de Produccién de Cebolla, junio 1973-
abril 1974, Boletin Técnico NO 23, San José, 1974, ’p.. 29,

Banco Crédito Agricola . de Cartago, Op cit., p. 176.

Mlnisterlo de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Departamento de Economia y
Estadisticas Agropecuarias, Costos de Produccidn de Cebollas en la '
Regidn Meseta Central Orlental, julio de 1973—enero de 1974. 'Bplgtin_

Técnico N° 12, San José&, 1974.

ORANGES

Production technology

Statistics about the costs of'productibn of ofanges are not readlly
available. For this reason, it was not possible to consider cost |

differences on the basis of different technologies.

\b\
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Costs of brodﬁétibn.

LABOR
Working days per hectare 66,
Colones per hectare ;;éﬁé}
Daily wages 16
‘MATERIALS
Colones pér_heqﬁqféﬁ 898"
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE . 1,958

‘Selling price

The price of the oraﬁges,at-the'farm gate was computed as £ 5.,90-
per hundred.

Observations

The costs considebéd'fOpythis prpdth,are"befgrbéd_tbfcomp§¢t:
orange orchads. -
Sources

Banco Crédjto Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 85 and 86,

Gonzdlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F., Eduardc and Vogel, RobertvCross.
The Marketing of Agricultural Products in Costa Rica. San Jos&, 1970,

p. 110.

PAPAYA

Production technology

The sources of information are very limited in this case. It ‘was

possible to consider only one technology, on the basis of information

\b¥
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obtained from interviews with technicians and with' experienced:
‘farmers.

“Costs of production

LABOR
Working days per hectare: 33
Colones per hectare - 558"
‘Daily wages 17
MATERTALS
Colones per hectare - 787"
TOTAL' COST PER HECTARE 1,3u5

~Selling price

The selling price was # 0.25 per kilb, received by the produéeﬁ,
at the farm level in &hy»éarf of the country.
Sources

Gonz8lez 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

\o®
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each case. Technology 2 is employed by those:who, produce 10,000
‘pineapples or more per hectare;

Costs of production

Inputs o  Technology 1 Technology 2

LABOR
Working days per hecthre- 85 93
Colones per hectaﬁé 1,156 "1,258
Daily wages 1 [
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 451 1,043
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 1, 607 2,301

Selling price

It was estimated that'the price received by the'prOducers at the
farm level was ¢ 0.65 per unit,
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp., 110 and 1lll..

PLANTAIN

Production technology

The use of two possible technologies is considered, differentiated

according to the amount of fertilizer applied. Thechnology 2 is employed

|k
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‘by’prddﬁdéﬁé'with'&_yield‘péf;ﬁééféfé §b6vé'the averége”correspoﬂﬁiﬁgi
tqgtheféaﬁtén”where,the plantafiqn is located.

Costs of production

—

Inputs Technology Technology
LABOR

Working days per hectare 70 79

Colones per heétaré. : 1,120 1.260

Daily wages | 16 16
MATERIALS

Colones per hectare 350 1,000“
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 1,470 2,260

Selling price

It was estimated that the selling price received by the=pﬁoducer
at the farm level was £ 0.25 per kilo.
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago; Op. cit., pp. 125 and 128,

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economia
y Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costo de Produccidn de Plitano en la

Regidn de la Zona Norte, Zona de los Angeles, 1973. San José&, 1974,
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PLANTATN (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 ]480
Daily wages 16
MATERIALS
Cblones pér,hectare> 186
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 830:

Selling price

A price of ¢ 100 per ton at the farm gate vwas 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

\b
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1 produce their own seed. . Techmology 2‘i§5usgd‘by*produceng with a
yield per hectare above the average for the‘éahtbnfwhébe‘theffaﬁ@;§§
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 ZCNES

AND PRICES RECEIVED ‘BY THE PRODUCER

s e
Canton §:i°:g: Canton gziogsg
ZONE 1 |

Alajuela 650 San Rafael 653
San Ramén 625 San Isidro 650
Grecia 641 Belén 654
San Mateo 628 Flores 653
Atenas 639 San Pablo 656
Naranjo 635 Sarapiqui 613
Palmares 628 Liberia 549
Pois euL Nicoya 511
Orotina 627 Santa Cruz 522
San Carlos 612 Bagaces 561
Alfaro Ruiz 625 Carrillo 534
Valverde Vega 637 Cafias 572
Upala S547 Abangares 581
Los Chiles 576 Tilarén 561
Guatuso 593 Nandayure 493

Heredia 655 La Cruz 521
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Table B~-8 Cont ...

'Cant&n g:iozgg Cantén g:iozgz
Barva ' 653 Hojancha 505
Santo Domingo 657 Puntarenas 600
Santa Bérbara 650 Esparta 609
" ZONE 2
San José 660 Cartago - 649
Escaz( 656 V'araiso 646,
Desamparados 658 La Unién 654
Puriscal 639 Jiménez 653
Tarraz 626 Turrialba 629
Aserri 655 Alvarado 64l
Mora 650 Oreamuno '648
Goicoeche1 658 El Guarco 648
Santa Ana 654 Buenos Aires 564
Alajuelita 658 Osa 532
Coronado 655 Aguirre 594
Acosta 646 Golfito 497
Tib4s 659 Coto Bus ugs
Moravia 657 Parrita 605
Montes de Oca 659 Limén 580
Turrubares 629 Pococi 582
Dota 629 Siquirres 607
Curridabat 657 Talamanca 550
Pérez Zeleddn 596 Matina 593
Lebdn Cortés 624 Guicimo 593

ey e T A R AT I SRR A RS R RN
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Costs of production

Zone and inpuats | Technology 1 Technology 2

ZONE 1
LABOR
Working days per hectare 110 130,
.Colones per hectare 11,496 1,768,
Daily wages 14 14
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 1,624 78,1435
TOTAL COST PEk HECY'ARE | 3,120 5.203
ZONE 2
LABOR
Working days per hectare 186 206.
Colones per hectare 2,530 ‘2,802
Daily wages R 1 1
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
cantdn, appear in Table B-8, This table also indicate3 the cantones

which comprise each of the two production zones.

b
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.Sources .

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderfa. Departamento de Economia
;ijéfadISticas Agropecuarias. Costos de'onducéién'dé.PébéB; Z6ﬁéiaéf
Zarcero, octubre 1972-marzo 1973. San José, 1973.

BGonzdlez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Rbberf?Cféés;
Op. cit., p. 74,

Banco Crédito Agricqla de Cartago. Op,:cit.,-p,ﬂgs.;

POULTRY

Production technology

Two possible technologies are taken into account:  technology 1 is
used by producers with less than 200 birds and technology 2 is used by
producers with 200 birds and over.

Costs of production

Inputs Téchnology 1 Technology 2
LABOR

Working; days per bird 0.0119 0.0119

Colones per bird 0.1523 '0.1808

Daily wages 12:80 15.20
MATERIALS

Colones per bird 3.00 6.10
TOTAL COST PER BIRD ‘3.l0 6.30

| 1°
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Sburdeé
Mlnisterio de Agricultura y Ganaderia.4 Departamento de Economia

¥ Estadisticas Agropecuarlas. Costos de Produécion dePapas; Zona de:

_Zarcero, octubre 1972-marzo 1973. San José 1973.
Gonzélez Vega, Claudio, Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Robert Cross
Op. cit., p. 7.

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit.; p. 95:

POULTRY

_Production technology

™wo possible technologies are takéﬁfiﬁf&fié@éﬁhﬁ:fffééhﬁQiqu”lfis
used by producers with less than;?QQ‘b;ﬁaéiaﬁ§5t§¢PnQiggy 2fié;uééd;bjf'
producers with 200 birds and over,

Costs of production

Inputs ' , Technology 1 Technology 2
LABOR |
Working days per bird - 0.0119 0,0}19
Colones per bird Q-i523 *b;leog
Daily wages 12:80 13.20°
MATERIALS o ' ‘ R
Colones per bird 3.00 6.10
TOTAL COST PER BIRD 3.10 6.30

\f7_l
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SellingApriCe

A price of ¢ 8.62 per bird, at the.level of the producer,.was
‘estimated.
Sources

Soley, Alberto. Anilisis Econbmico de Granjas Avicolas de la:Meseta:
‘Central. Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. San Jos&, 1975.

‘Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit.; p.170.

" Ministerio de Economia, Industria y Comercio. ~Unpublished data
_corresponding to a sample of 10 producers located’ in-the:Central Plateau

(Meseta Central).

RICE (PADDY)

Production technology -

‘Two technologies are considered. ‘Technology 2 implies the use of
fertilizers, herbicides, fungiq§a§§;5iﬁéecti¢idésfaqd machinery.
Production zones

The country is divided into four production zones:

Zona 1: - Agricultural Regidn'l .
o Agricultural.Regidn'é:
Zone 2: Agricultural Regioﬁ 3

Agricultural kegion 4
Zone 3: Agriculfural Region 5
Zone 4: Agricultural Region 6

Agricultural Region 7



Tahle C-2 Liste the cantores inchuded 1 sach one of hese agei-
_cultural regions.

‘Costs of production

i

o ‘ Cost of materials - _LABOR
ZONE "~ (Colones per Working days per .
_Hectare) hectare Daily wages
, TECHNOLOGY
1 ' 2 1 ' 2 1 ‘ 2
1 132 428 42 18 17 by
2 1n 616 42 8 17 4y
3 e 631 42 21 17 by
b 13 545 42 18 17 44

Selling price

The price was ¢ 796 per metric ton minus transportation costs from
the farm to the market place.

Transportation costs

The costs were £ 0.4782 per ‘ton kilometer.
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago,ﬁ;Op; cit;,‘p;fl76,

Ministerio de Agricultura vy Ganaderié;‘ Departéﬁéhfé'de‘Bconbﬁia y
Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Boletines Técnicos N° 6“(1271), 9 (1973),

10 (1973), 20 (1974) and 22 (1974).

“,\'73‘
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' .Téblg; Um¢-Lists the cantones included in’each one:of these agri-.

:cultural regions.

‘Costs of production

“Cost of materials . - LABOR
ZONE - (Colones per Working days per . :
Hectare) , hectare Daily wages
TECHNOLOGY _
- : 2 1 ' 2 1 2.’
1 182 428 42 18 17 4y
2 171 616 42 8 17 4y

3 149 631 42 21 17 by

Selling price

‘The price was ¢ 796 per metric ton minus trénsp@ff&fionicosts;frém
the farm to the market place.

Transportation costs

The costs were ¢ 0.4782 per ton kilometer.
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op.ncif;, P. i7é.

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economia y
Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Boletines Técnicos N° 6 (1971), 9 (1973);

10 (1973), 20 (1974) and 22 (1974).

| 1¢
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‘Pﬁéduction technology

B-u8

The two techmologies, 1 and 2, differ in that'technology'zlemplqu‘

more fertilizers, herbicides and inéecticidesAfﬁan tédhno16gy;l;

Technology 2 is used by those producers with a YieldApep hectare ab6vé5f

two tons.

Costs of production

Inputs

fééhnplogy 1 _vTéchnologyz2

LABOR

Working days pér,hegtape.

Colones per hectare’

Daily wages
MATERIALS

Colones per hectare

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE

Selling Ericg

40 45.
640 726"
16 16
56 oy
696 1,130

It was estimated that the producer received ¢ 409 per ton at the

farm gate.

Sources

Consejo Nacional de Produccién. Sorgo.  Estudiofpara:la Fijacidn de

los Precios Minimos en el Perfodo 1972-1973., San JoSé;:197

Banco Cré&dito Agricola de Cartago, Op. cit., p. 108,

(12
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STRING BEANS

"Production technology

Two possible technologies were
by those producers with a yield per

Costs of production

considered.b'Technology 2 is used

hectare above 2,500 kilos.

. Inputs

LABOR
.Working days per hectaré
Colones per hectare |
Déily wages

'MATERIALS

-' Cblonéé‘per héctare

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE

FyééﬁinogyFi, Technology 2

23 30
1304 403
13 13
iééf ‘aqu -
480 797

Selling price

The price at the farm level was estimated as ¢‘0.56vper7kilo.

Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. -Op. cit., p. 62,

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia. Departamento de Economia‘y

Estadisticas Agropecuarias. Costos de Produccién de Frijoles en la- .

Regién de la Meseta Central Occidental, Set-Dic. 1972, San José,;1973.

*



‘SUGAR CANE

Production technology

The difference between technology 'l and technology 2. is .in the

amount of fertilizer used.

' Costs of production

B-50-

Technology 1

Selling price

Inputs Technology 2
- LABOR
Working days per hectare 6L 8l
Colones per hecfare 1,044 1,400
Daily wages 17 7
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 260 733
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 1,304 2.133

The prices paid to the producers were estimated on the basis of the

-information provided by the Liga Agricola Induétrial de la Cafia 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 cantdn, a weighted average price was calculated.

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,

|17
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the price paid by the mill nearest to the. canton was. considered. .The.

1ist of prices appears in Table B-7.

‘ScUrcqg

. Liga Agricola Industrial de la Cafia de Azlicar. Data corresponding

to the period from October lst. 1972 to September 30th.1973. 1972-1973

Crop. Mimeograph notes.

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago.

SWEET POTATOES

Production technology

Op. cit., pp. 43-uu,

The two technologies are distinguished on the basis: of ‘the amounts

of materials used.

Costs of production

Inputs

Technology 1

.Technology 2.

LABOR
Working days per hectare
001onés per hectare
Daily wages

MATERIALS
Colones per hectare

TOTAL COST PER HECTARE

55

19

. 887

1,926

55

1,039

19

1 059

2,098
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Selling price

The price was estimafed'as,¢f326fperﬁton%minusitranspontationﬁ
costs.

Transportation costs

It was estimated as ¢ 0.4782 per ton kilometer.
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Canfago;“‘OD}ﬁcit;;‘pp:,38-397and 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,.np to the moment
of its sale (in the 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= 75C+ 25 M+ 700 F + 25 P
were:
C represents the number of hogs of both sexes of lessﬁtnnn~
six months of age.

M represents the number of males six months old and older;'

i
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F represents the number: of females six months old and older,
for reproduction.

P represents the number dfffemé1633éiX?montﬁéfbldvandkolder,
for meat.

The previous relationships imply the fbll&ﬁiﬁg:':that all animals
of less than six months of age increased their weight 75tkilos, on the-
avefage,'per year. Thaf thé maiés éldef th&h gix months and the femalés
 six months old and older, reéerved for meat, increased their weight 25
kilos on the average and, finally, that for eacii female reserved for
reproduction in the hérd, 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 0.032

Colones per kilo 0.420 0.44y

Daily wages 14 14
MATERIALS '

Colones per kilo 2,126 1.622
TOTAL COST PER KILO 2,546 2,066

140
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Selling price

A price of ¢ ' per kilo.at the farm level was considered.
Sources

Benavides S., Manuel. Anflisis de los Prgcios de los Productos
Bisicos de Costa Rica. Comentarios sobre Aéuntos-Bconémicos N° 12,
Banco Central de Costa Rica. San José. p. 161.

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago., Op. cit., p. 179.

Interview with Ing.AAIbértb Soley of the Ministerio de Agricultura

y Ganaderia.

TOBACCGC

Production technology

Techuology 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 fhose of the Sourthern Pacific region. Tobacco is

not produced in the other cantones of the country.

13!



B=55

Costs or production

Inputs Technology 1 Technology 2
ZONE 1
LABOR"
Working days per hectare 150 . 157
Colones per hectare 2,040 2;135
Daily wages L 14
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 181 888
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 2,221 3,023
ZONE 2
LABOR
Working days per hectare 184 o 194
Colones per hectare 2,502 2,638
Daily wages 1% 14
MATERIALS
Colones per hectare 1,783 2,725
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 4, 285 5,363
2066 3
LABOR
Working days per hectare 184 194
Colones per hectare 2,502 2,638
Daily wages 4 L
MATERIALS:
Colones per hectare 939 2, 067
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 3, u41 4, 705

S T 1y e S U I S R D AR .
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Selling price

The prices per ton received by the producer, according to the
canton where the farm is located, appear in Table B-7,
Suurces

Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio de Cu3tos de Produccibn de
Tabaco Sol, Cosecha 1972-1973, San Jos&, s.d. p. 2-3.

Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio de Cosi'os de Produccién de
Tabaco Estufado, Cosecha 1972-1973. San José, s.d. p. 2-8.

~ Junta de Defensa del Tabaco. Estudio de Costos de Produccibn de

Tabaco Burley, Cosecha 1972-1973. San Jos8, s.d. p. 2-8,

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., p. 138,

TOHMATOES

Production technology

Two technologies are considered. The difTerence between the two
lies in the use or non use of fertilizer.

Costs of production

Inputs i ) 4__7;;;;;;I;;;-ET_—_-;;;;;;I;;;—;——
LABOR
Working days per hectare 200 232
Colones per hectare 3.200 3.712
Daily wages 16 16
MATERIALS '
Colonea per hectare 4,655 6.954
TOTAL COST PER HECTARE 7.855 10,666
R L A S, WS =S T
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Selling price

A prise of ¢ 1,40 per kilo, minus transportation costs, was

considered.

Transportation costs

Transportation costs were ¢ 0,4782 per ton:kilometer.
Sources

Banco Crédito Agricola de Cartago. Op. cit., pp. 147-149,

Gonzédlez Vega, Claudio; Lizano F. Eduardo and Vogel, Robert

Cross. Op. cit. p. 100,
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APPENDIX C
OTHER DATA

Table (-1

EQUIVALENCES USED

One unit of is equivalent to

Bag of paddy rice of 160 pounds 73.60 kilos of polished rice

Bottle | 67 centilitres

Box of cacao - 17.63 kilos

Box of tomatoes - ié.eeﬁkiios

Bdnch'of bananas :23.0@1&11935

Bunch of plantain ,16;;0}*1168“

Coldn of 1969" | 1.139 colones of 1972

Coldn of 1972 ‘O.8§8Icoionés of 1969
Dollar of 1969 6.750 colones of 1969
Fanega of coffee 257.60 kilos or 20 cajuelas
Fanega of beans 29#.#6 kilos of 20 cajuelas
Fanega of corn 353.28 kilos or 24 cajuelas
Hectare .i.ual manzanas or 100 ares
Kilometer 0.621 miles

Load of potatoes 8?8 kilos -

Manzana : 69,89 ares or 0.699 hectares
Metric ton 1,000 kilos

Pound (Spanish) 460 grams



g3\

Table C-2

COSTA RICA: CANTONES INCLUDED IN EACH ONE OF THE
AGRICULTURAL REGIONS

Cantdn Aﬁ_z;de Cantén Code Céntbnlv é&he_
Region 1-EAST CENTRAL VALLEY E1 Guarco 308 . San Rafael | 4@5!
Tarrazt 105 Region 2-WEST CENTRAL VALLEY San Isidro '2265
Goicoechea 108 Alajuela. L 201 ~ Belén - 407.
Coronado m San Ramén 202 Flores 468;
“Tibés 13 Grecia 203 San Pablo 409
Moravia 118 San Mateo 201 Region 3 - NORTHERN
‘Montes de Oca 13 ' .Atena's': 205 SanCarlos , 210
Dota 117 Naranjo rédé.; ”Aif;réikyjz '211
Len Cortés 120 Paimargs_ 207 Upala 213
Cartago 301 Pois 208 Los Chiles 214
Paratso 302 Orotina 208 Guatuso 2s
La Unidn 303 vVallvh'rAerde:V.egap 212 Sarapiqui l&lo
Jiménez 304 Heredia 1301 Region 4 - DRY PACIFIC
Turrialba 305 Barva 402 Liberia 501
Alvarado 306 Santo Domingo 403 Nicoya _'Soéfj

Oreamuno 307 SépfaABérbana: yoy Santa Cruz © . . 503

&0,



Table C-2 Cont ...

Cantén Codé‘_

»Canféh ) : Code Cantén f¢66e~
Bagaces 504 Region 5 - CENTRAL PACIFIC Region 6 - SOUTHERN PACIFIC
Carrillo 505 San José 101 Pérez Zeleddn 119
Caiias 506 Escaz 102 Buenos Aires 603
Abéngares 507 Desamparados - 103 Osa : 605
Tilardn 508 Puriscal 104 Golfito 607
Nandayure 509 Aserri ‘105 'Cdtq.Brus; : 599}
La Cruz 510 Mora 106 R_e_@hﬁ - ‘Afrm-uéi'_;
Hojancha “511 Santa Ana 109 Limdn - -
Puntarenas 1;601 Alajuelita 110 Pocsqi
Esparta 602 Acﬁsta ‘ii2 Siquirres
Montes de Oro - 604 Turrubares ,»liB‘ Taiaménééf

Curridabat _1'1_53 Matina

Aguirre 606 Guscimo 706

Parrita 609

- - - — - - =~ = - A - . I

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 cantén . tance of the cantén tance of the cantén ‘ tance._
1.  SAN JOSE 115 Montes de Oca 3 209 Orotina 69
101 San José . 116 Turrubares 64 210 San Carlos -iOl*
102 - Escaz 8 117 Doté. 64 211 Alfaro Ruiz t731
103 Desamparados 5 118  Curridabat . : 6 212 'Valverdeevéga 48
104 Puriscal 43 119 Pérez_Zgledan 134 213 -VUVl.:aJ;a‘: 2.3-63,"
105 Tarrazt 71 . 120 Leén Cortés 75. 214 Los c_hilés 175
106 Aserri 11 2. ALAJUELA 215 Guatuso 1uo
107  Mora 22 201 Alajuela 20 3.  CARTAGO

108 Goicoechea o u 202 = San Ramén. 74 .3d1 : Cartago _'{g_,}_zﬁ;
109 Santa Ana 13 203  Grecia uo ; 3_02 pax-éiso' 29
110  Alajuelita .‘,5' 204  San Mateo 65 303 La Unién 12
11 Coronado ?11  205 Atenas "ﬁﬁi 304 Jiménez . 53
112  Acosta 29 206 Naranmjo 53 305 'ruzmalba su
113 Tibss 3 207 - Palmares 66 ksros;' Alvarado ‘,u_d:'
116 Moravia 6 208 Pods 3 3107'_',' Oreamuno | 26

1308 El Guarco 25

=0,
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Table C-3 Cont ...

Code and name

706

‘Guicimo

Source: " Ministerio de Obras‘P@blicas y Transportes. Departamento de
Planificacidn (Ministry of Public Works and Transportation).-

Code and name Dis- Code and name Dis- - Dis-
of the canton tance of the canton tance of the cantén tance -
4.  HEREDIA 502 Nicoya 312 603 Buenos Aires 201
-401  Heredia 11 503 Santa Cruz’ .28'9 604 Montes de Oro 125’
402 Barva ] U 504 Bagaces 207 ‘605 Osa | 265_
403 Santo Domingo 7 505 Carrillo 264 606 Aguirre 139
4O4  Santa Birbara 20 506 Cafas 185 607 -Gblfitp 34l
405  San Rafael 14 507 Abangares 165 608 Coto Brus . 366
‘406 San Isidro 19 508 . Tilarén 208 609 Parrita '
407 Belén 12 509 - Nandayure 39 7.  LIMON _
408 ° Flores 15 510 . La Cruz 291 701  Linén 157
403  San Pablo ‘3° 511 Hojancha azu 70'2 | Poéqqi,' 162
410  Sarapiqus 08 6. PUNTARENAS 03 Slqu:l.rres A 111
S.  GUANACASTE ~ 601  Puntarenas ji_'zs: 704 | Talamanca 231
| ‘SOI’ - Liberia 233 "‘602 Esparta 106 70 5' Matina 140

STh 0




Table C-4.0"

'GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATIONOF THE POOR

FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY

" PROVINCE

METHODOLOGIES.

I1

IIT ¢ III m

San José
Alajuela
‘Cartago
Heredia
Guanacaste
’ Pun_farénas

Limdn

0.28

d-. 21

0.12

0.06

0.17

0.11

0.06

0.29
0.20
0.12

0.06

0.17

0.10

0,06

0.28 0.29
0.20 0.19
0.1

o;os

_III 1
'0.30
;df»lg.,

0.11

0,05

Source: : “Academia de’Centro ‘América:

9-0"



Table C-4.1
\GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR

URBAN FAMILIES OF THE OOUNTRY

" PROVINCE ‘ METHODOLOGTIES

L IT III ¢ III m TTiT

San José 0.45 QQuS 0.47 0.48 _0749,
Alajuela . 0.14 0.14 0.14 iq:lé: 0.13.
' Cartago 05;; 5f6}1;' o;ii. :b;ii, tb;;l
Heredia - 005  6:65; 50,96; :O;OS ;qéﬁéf
| Guahacasge 0.09 | | oog 009 | °~." 08 0.0¢

Puntarenas 0.09. ' 0.09 0.08" ‘0.08

Limén 0.08. ~0.08" 0.06 0.06

Source: Academia de Centro América.

L0



Table C-4.2 -
GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR RURA]

- NON-FARMING FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY

PROVINCE , _ METHODOLOGIES o g
- I o IITe . IIIm _ IIT1

San José 0.22 0.22 0.20 0.20 10.20
Alajuela 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.21
Cartago 0.12 0;1é 0.12 o;ié,
Heredia 0.08 008 006 0.7
 Gusnacaste 0.2 o2 020 om0

Puntarenas’ 0.1 0.11 012 0.12

 Limén 0.06 0.06" 0.05 0.05

‘a‘fo B

Source: Acadéﬁ;id de Centro América.

o
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Table C-4.3
GEOGRAPHIC CONCENTRATION OF THE POOR FARHIﬁG

FAMILIES OF THE COUNTRY

PROVINGE - METHODOLOGIES. _
: I Ir III c III m I i
San José 0.24 0.27 0.25 0;25 »0,2_5-
Alajuela 0.2 0.25 0.21 0.21 50.22
Cartago 0.11 0.13 0.0 .
Heredia 0.04 oou
Guanacaste 0‘17, 0.1»51"
Puntarenas 0.14. ’o,‘ig’; 0.19
Limén 0.06 o. ou 006

Source: Academia de Centro América.

o
W
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Table C-5.0
DISTRIBUCION OF POVERTY: POOR FAMILIES AS A

PROPORTION OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES

PROVINCE . . HETHODOLOGI'VE'S _ }
I II III ¢ III m II1 1
COSTA RICA 0.24 0.23 - 0.36 0.44 0.51
San José 0.18 0.18 - 0.27 0.35 0.41 o
Alajuela 0.31 0.29 0.43 0.52 0.59 5
Cartago | 0.28 0.28 0.39 : X
Heredia 0.20 0.19 o'.‘2§» 3
Guanacaste 0.36 1 0.33 0.51 061
Puntarenas 0.23  0.20 6._.'1}0 ub._lig_
Limén 0.23 0.20 031 0.39:4

Source: Academia de Centro América.



Table C-5.1
DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: POOR URBAN FAMILIES AS

A PROPORTION OF THE URBAN FAMILIES

PROVINCE METHODOLOGIES

I 11 III ¢ III o _mr1
COSTA RICA 0.14 C.14 0.22 0.29  0.35
San José 0.11 0.11 0.18 0.24 0.30
Alajuela 0.18 0.18 0.29 . 0.37 0.43
Cartago 0.17 0.17 0.26 0.35 0.52
Heredia 0.11 0.11 0.21 0.27 0.3
Guanacaste 0.24 0.24 0.36 0.4% 0.51
Puntarenas 0.19 0.19 0.27 0.35 0.42
Limén 0.20 0.20 0.26 0.32 ' 0.39

11-0

Source: Academia de Centro América.
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Table C-5.2
'DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: POOR RURAL NON-FARMING FAMILIES AS

‘A PROPORTION OF THE RURAL NON-FARMING FAMILIES

PROVINCE — METHODOL Q GIES — -
I IT "III ¢ IIT m CIIXT 1 :

COSTA RICA 034 0.34 0.4l 0.54 o;éaf

San José 0.34 0.34 0.40 0.50 0.59

eT-0:

Alajuela 040 0.40 0.62, 0.70

Cartago [0.36 0.36 0.5 0.68

Heredia 0.26 0.26°

Guanacaste 0.4z

Puntarenas:

Source: - Academia.de Centro América.



Table C-5.3.

DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY: ‘POOR FARMING FAMILIES ‘AS A

PROPORTION OF .THE FARMING FAMILIES

PROVINCE .

"METHODOLOGIES.

ITI c

dqﬁfA‘RIcA
Sén»sté
Alajuela
Cartagd“

Heredia

_Guanaéasfe{

Puntarenas

‘..

Limén

‘028 0.

0.47

0.50

IITm

0.55

AQ:SQ

10.50

~ mri
0.62

0.57

Source: 'Academia .de Centro Amériea:’

€TI0



 STATISTICAL ANNEX



Table 1-A-O.

DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I),

COSTA RICA

. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, BY -

INDICATORS

HHHHHHHHHH'

DECILES OF NON-FARMING F%HILIES IN URBAN AREAS

DECILES

HHHHHHH

FIRST

- LOWER

HALF

HHHHH

UPPER

HALF SUBTOTAL

HHHQHHH

: SECOND

HHHHHHH

_THIRD:

HHHHﬁﬁH
. 1

J

' FOURTH

'th‘Hf*F*FfH}i

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 TO &4 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL?'

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOVER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY

INCOME

CCEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESFONDING
TO FACH DECILE

140:815

N s.z7f
1 :31,-}.
19.633;
»1.1ca.esef
e
1,1C4, 656
15,757

1.t

14:082:

3wf
o
1 .ssx?
3 ’ 72 0
10412
0.91

©0.01

141082:

-36'

015

0.03.

16-082

4.61f

“2;335

fq.oea{
-11' 676_’5‘.
21

“0.05

145082
 5.22

112,818,

'jé;Echf

 11o676E

;1s.zac;
75"

10.06

697

e
{f}n



Table 1-A=O., INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,

BY DECILES AND. ADMIJISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

COSTA RICA

INDICATORS

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

HHHHHHHHH

SIXTH .

HHHHHFMKH

I

I
I
I

I
I
I

I
I

I s
SEVENTH EIGHTH I NINTH L

I . ]
T

i

.‘ TH -

T TOWER

SUBTOTALI ‘HALF

o

HHHH

IHHHHHHH

 DECTLES

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF FERSONS

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME -
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL

FAMILY INCOME CORRESEONDING .

TO EACH DECILE

145081

. 5.48

312
RERIE
3,206
145280

€aCod

16,81
- 5.75.

L Bake
}iéieilﬂ
- 6'663T
1T
522.152;

: 1;335

- 0.CT

o0

14,031

5.%7

3.7

25,230,

6.635
‘22;152
:25!733

1,889
. 0.07

1 6e13

‘4'06}:
es22

" 4,07
’34.105;
12.372
‘za.aoo-
s1.172f
;53;499
. 0.10

16:081

.39f

5l4;325
:biiSé‘A
1-063152?2
41.1722
'1.104.6952
».;-.z,?ﬁiw"
Y W2

- 74040

;iolcéiééﬁ,

35,166

0420

163.815‘
5 2’5

3- C3 K
19.633i

;‘1.104.o96?

101045696

.01

| L.00°

Y’

S
o



Table 1-A=0. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARHING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION™ (PART II).

COSTA RICA

INDICATORS

HHHHHHHHH

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

SIXTH

HHHHHHH'

Hi-AHH

SEVENTH [ EIGHTH

-

I
I

I

T NINTH
I

TENTH

I
1 LOWER
SUBTOTALI HALF

I

HALF "¢ DECILES'

HHHH
HHHHHHHE

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL!

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME -
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

. COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESFONDING
TO EACH DECILE

]_.6.021

- 5,48

.CiCs.

~o.c8’

145C81 144081
S.15. . s.97

1,335

oeT

0.10” c.13

3.7
‘25,230

63638

145081
- 6.22
407
i".3'6_."1;:51
12,372 2
28,300
sz

ea0

© 0.17

.HHHHHHH

1.106.696:

145081 7,040 7,041 14C,815
5439 6.3l 647 Ps;2§;

%32 w2l 443 3, caf
63.596, f57;32;4 19,864 19.633}

“'1.104.095}

41.1722 55,608

101044696 191045696
;zsbﬁﬁﬁe 4,109 35,166 15,757
0447 © 0.09. Cobt 1.01

ez 0az 020100

5

/



Table ‘1=A-1. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAHII.IES IN URBAN AREAS, BI
T DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). . ‘ . '

'PROVINCE SAN JOSE

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

FIRST

-

INDICATORS I

UFPER’ 1 gyp_TOTAL
HALF I A
I
I

SECOND THIRD FIrLu

t

DECILES

HHHHHHHHHH
o

e

é
O H O H H
‘HHHHHHH

o]
A
IHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 8C, 727 4ee2 49040 8,079 8,079 ,s.o79,l 8,079 8.c79°
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE : | 's.’z:_” 340 S 3.72 - ~3';§6  :.".o‘& 4.61 ‘4i89 5.23
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS B SN : ' o e
15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3-“ - 163 178
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME =~ ‘22‘ ez’ 3% 3,528
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME ' L 2.4c0 244C0°
LOVER LIMIT ool '
UPPER LIMIT e o 554,148 '_;‘.":loCQi_: "4;!8_0”0'.:”‘
- STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAHII.Y S e o R SR el
INCOHE 121,046 e 121 10735 7182 783 e 83
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF S o o R
FAMILY INCOME = - : 0.56 1S5 0.20 10.88. . 0el12 0s09 ©0.0T C.C6 "
PERCENTAGE OF THE TO‘J.‘AI. o e S o o S :
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING '1.00 fc§co 0.01 0.01 1003 - 0.04 . 0.05 0.07

mA TACIT NROTT.R.

2008 C2esdl

f;;‘e».z?l;j 149453

32.844‘ 2,616 0 .39012°

"o 24400 4,800 “Tisae 10,356 12.972{

'77;644 '10.356 12,972 15,984

o

T’



Table 1-A=1, INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON~FARMING FAMILIES- IN :URBAN - AREAS,

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART IIX).

TC EACH DECILE

'PROVINCE SAN JOSE
% _DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS )
I I ' I+ = -1 I - I
I I I I I TENTH I
INDICATORS I T LI I : I
I I T T I I - I I
I SIXTH 7SEVENTH. I EIGHTE 1 NINTE 7 I IOWER 7 UPPER 1 ALL
I I I I 'ISUBTOTALI HALF I marr T DECILES
I I I I I I I B ¢
I S I I I I I
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES. 8,019 8:¢79 8,078 8,078 8,078 4,039 4,039 . 80,787
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.43 5.77 603 .2 612 .42 sa21
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS | . T o
15.TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY S 3.21 3.59 ©3.87 4415 4428 4.36 3.08
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 17.8¢7 22,193 28,255 38,226 70-"15? 87,495 22,012
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,636 . 5,316 74346 13,956 ,501.898'5' 491,846 584,148
LOWER LIMIT 15,996 15,632 24,950 32,306 46,260 62,304 )
UPPER LIMIT | 19,632 24,548 32,30¢ 463260 556,148 62304 554,148 554,142
STANDARD DEVIATION OF - - o S s | '
FAMILY INCOHME 1,030 1,492 2,183 73,941 27,420 49607 291986, 21,046
COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION o | » : N s ‘"
OF FAMILY INCOME | - 0.C6 C.C? 0.08 0.10 0439 0:09 0234 .96
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL R ' . : o ER
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 0.ce. - €.10 0.13 0.17 20432, 10412 ‘6.20 1.cC

So

\JJ



T%Ié;ble 1-A-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO.“THE  ANNUAL: FAMILY INCOME OF NON-PARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS, j
N 'BY DECILES AND ADI.INISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). R :

“PROVINCE =~ ALAJUELA

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

- T
FIRST T

T |
UPPER .- T SECOND
HALF ISU‘BTOTALI

INDICATORS

LOWER % » FOURTH FIF‘].‘H

DECILES.

HH M HHHH
HH HH

THHHHHHHHH

TR §
iHHHHHHH?
7HHHHHHH

I . I

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 144767 L35 ms
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE . 526 414 - 3.82
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS R S D
15 TO 64 YEARS CLD PER FAMILY 288 171 lie9

CLATL 15671
S0 536

' 2°95
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME B RUSSEE T ?f_if‘z-°62; ae92 10912
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME ‘zax.ac:. 1166 1!1,360; '
LOWER LIMIT o e .o 1elek
UPPER LIMIT . | 281,004 15186 3,024
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY w o o
COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION o | o
OF FAMILY INCOME L it 0a96 3.26 0.30
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL | S Loh T
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING - T le€d €eCO., Q.01 ~0s01,
TO EACH DECILE ‘ SR

20136, 2,220
7,656 | 9.792':
94792 12.0173;

.. 639 U 6ET .

0407 C.Co

0.0% .0.05. 0.07.

L)./
—



Table 1-A-2.

~PROVINCE . ALAJUELA

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,”
BY 'DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II). ol . TR -

INDICATORS

HHHHHHHHH

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS ~

 SIXTH.

I

I

I .

SEVENTH I exoars

B SR
T

HHRHHHH

I

TENTH

I

NIntE I _
o %S‘TBTOTA_L{I

I

LOWER I

I
HALF "1
T

S
UPPER

HALF

HHHHHHHL

fDEcxpssj

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE '
'AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS |

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAﬁILY_

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

- STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION
OF FAMILY INCOME :

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 15

TO EACH DECILE

19471
Jf3

3.05
xa.z‘z‘
2)664:

12,012.
14,676

s,

70406’

-0eC8-

A H R HHH

19012,

1;471

5.67

3,35
16,395
. 3,"5_2¢';»__
iié}57éi
18:2¢6

Ge10°

1,470,
.'_s,aaf

3. ez?
21'1755
64180
18,204
24.§§4

0.13.

 333§;§f

72,591

.:1'4?0'

5.99

“ 9,206
260380

¢ 0409

018

21542

£ 281,004

0.31

'5136{§0if

44.1001

14,707

1813
7231.cc«f

%
AOp)



Table 1-A-3.

BY DECILES AND ADHINISTRATIVE DEVISION (PART I).

“PROVINCE = - CARTAGO

INDICATORS RELATED. TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOHE OF NON-FARMING FRMILIES IN URBAN AREAS.

AHHHHHHHHHHL

- DECILES OF Nonfranntnc'FiuiLiES?iﬁ'ﬁﬁgkn‘Anngéii

DECILES "

ALL

HH

FIRST

 f#a£f;;

AHHHHRAL

THHHHHHH

TEIRD

5HHHHHHﬁ 

FOURTH

¥HHHHH€H'

L;Fiffﬁ:

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE .
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 T0 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT

UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF: FIHILYJZ

INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

1244€1

AHHHHHAHH]

$;¢31

3011

160522

1, 1C45656

1y 1C45 656

L 11,582 -

1.Cs

1.00

624

;il;gég

'1i;é%§7
s8]

;ﬂ2'186f

;'6.216;

?8:400;

ez

10.325;
12.216“

===

<}J

L
P



‘Table 1-A-3.

‘PROVINCE CARTAGO

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART. ir).

INDICATORS

HE A

DEGILES OF NON—FARMING FANILIES IN URBAN AREAS

SIXTH

HHHHHHH

HﬂHHHHH

HHHHHHH

vnxnﬁﬁ'

TENTH_

fralq E1}4»4fkihh

‘°§"LOWER
SUBTOTAI@E HALF

klktklkl

UPPER

THHHHHHH

'DECILES

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAKILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME -
LOWER LIMIT |
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

15248

554

3.19
13.eca‘
2,568
1;§zi§~

14,844

742

- 0.C8

14248

6.15
346
1‘9533;
.3,480%

'15;564#

118,324

- s12¢

1,248

S 6.4l

3.93

21,182
{55;?64

lj;ags'

244240

‘0.08

c.13

4,07

28,320
9,348
26,252

33,600

24615

19248

’fs.gz'

4 ssf
50.7971

1.071.09,3
33, soo?
14106,696

35;9&95
- 0469

o

.- 624

?§e71 

T &ET

-43-372-

f38.159j
;10.z7zf
f33.aco~

624
&.92

4.4

639636.

1,060, 824°

43,872

10104, 696
6»0%8
8,73

12,481
g Siééi

3.11f
16.522;

1.1c¢.ooe}

o
15 104069¢

17,592




Table 1=A=b, INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAHILIES IN- URBAN AREA..»,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). - . :

PROVINCE HEREDIA
I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES INURBAN-AREAS
I I - I I T I
I I FIRST . I I I I
INDICATORS I AL I - S I I I
I I I I T : s
I , < I I I
I DECILES IJE: LOWER I UPPER I SUBTOTALI SECOND  THIRD 7 FOURTH ; FIFTH.
I L I | - ‘
I I HALF 3 HALF % I I I I
I . | . _ T I I T
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES . 8,857 443 443 " - 886 ‘886 886 886 ) aae
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.52 3.84 3.66 375 kel 5.0 5.20 . 5.56
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS - L P ‘ . R
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 3.22 1.88 1.79 L1.83  (2u2e L 2.59 2.86 © 3,085
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 205 6€3 963, 3,715 24339 6y15T. ;;a.sao- 112497, 14,055
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 212,804 24832 15836 4,__4'_:,6:} ' : 23,’_61_‘6 ;;{.904' ' 20448 24856 -
LOYER LIMIT | 0 0 24832 0 44668 1256 10,200 12,648
UPPER LIMIT | 212,8C4 2,832 0668 40668, 7,286 10,200 12,648 15,5¢4.
STANDARD DEVIATION OF ' | - . A R
FAMILY INCCOME 17,732 1+C55 531 1,610 707 793 7146 . 345v
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION ,_ | o : R
OF FAMILY INCOME 0.€6 1.10 0.l% 0.69, Q.11 0.9 0.96 g.co
PERCENTAGE CF THE TOTAL : _ ‘ A
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING © 1.00 c.co 0.01 d.01 10.03 S 0ica 0.06 €.97
TO EACH DECILE 2
U :


http:FAMILIES.IN

Table 1-A=lL,

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,

PROVINCE HEREDIA

I DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

I - . - . N

I I I I I . TENTH I

1 1 I I I - — 3

INDICATORS I - % I I ; LOVER I UPPER %ALI.

I SIXTH I ’SEVENTH I EIGHTH I NINTH I SUBTO‘I‘ALI HALF I HALF -'I DECIL :.S

I I 1 I I I I I

I I I I - I I I T
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES - 8Es 886 - 885 88s 885 442 443" 84857
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.71 6405 6.32 6232 6.78 6.51 7.05 5.52
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS ' - A o f | |
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL} 3.34 3.¢9 3.‘9? '4-08’_ 4 o48 43522 ‘ - bel4 : 3-22?3
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 17,323 21.,625 274513 ?6'223 61'136 “'8' 2‘7:‘ . 73,996 2é.663‘
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3,656 5,006 . 6,720 12,024 170,820 iﬁxz.oco 158,702 213,804

LOWER LIMIT 15,5C4 15,2¢0 24,216 30,936 42,984 '42_.981. 55_.692 c
UPPER LIMIT 19,2€0 4+204 374936 42,960 213,804 544984 213.5'0:.' 213,804
STANDARD DEVIATION OF o o
FAMILY INCOME 1.124 1.483 14971 3,493 19,190 39425 - 19823 179732
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION - | ;
Sl b Y - ? .

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL 0.c3 C.10 0.13 0.18 0.30 0.12 0.18 1.cC

FAMILY INCCMZ CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

o

"



‘Pable 1-A-5. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING. FAHITJIES pa.s URBAN AREP.-.,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).

. PROVINCE GUANACASTE

| DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

H

, v FIRST
INDICATORS .

kryq_kira'

_LOVER I UPPER ISUBTOTAL 1  SECOND I THIRD - I FOURTH

HHHHHHHHH T

d , ‘:
E-H

HH HH O

o
HEHHH

-

04

i
I
I
I
I
I
T

H O HH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 7.4ca' 370, 31 741 241
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE | 5.7 4a26 Akl '
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS o
15 TO 6% YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 303
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME ’ 15.7e21
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME , Al,lc,.,m.}
LOWER LIMIT . Y e
UPPER LIMIT el sse o e
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAHILY L Co S
INCOME - 2c,422 382 398" 918 L?d1 s
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION _ Co o e DA A 2 A s
OF FAMILY INCOME , o 1430 1067 0.21 0.87 0.2l 0.10 c.cs Cact
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL - S R B
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING e c.co 0.01- 0.01' 0.02
TO EACH DECILE ‘ N ' o

2.92?
9.945*

z.xccf

a,aszj

ICo 992“




Table 1-A-5.

" BY DECILES AND' ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

~ PROVINCE GUANACASTE

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ‘ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS,

INDICATORS

HHHHHHHEHH

- DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

"SIXTH

HHHAHHHA]

'SEVENTH. .

AHHHHHHH

EIGHTH

gi

=3
SEDFEIAY @ R TR R,
.fifﬂég o
HH H -

' LOWER T UPPER A
{*HALEEI HmLF ‘PEQILES

iHHHHHHH:

I:
I

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS .-
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME .
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
" LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL '
FAMILY INCONE CORRESFONDING
TO EACH DECILE

10,952

Iisijgﬂi
1

0.06

0.cs

- T41:
&:zs~

3.43f
15.5‘6

¢‘7512
655
.195
20'093;
By 956[
117.4121
‘23.316_
L¢763'
€.09

0.13

iéi.ézzf
10.44a'
'23o6005
33,840

‘2;9121
0410

0.18

14070,268°

151064120

7.408T
5.76:
3;03f
1:.7ezj
;1.10«.1-6

450192 1,104,120 14104,120

449592 3,237 59,397 20,432

D.83 0.3 0.87 1.30

De34 ' G.22 ilece

Q>

o
.



BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).

PRCVINCE. PUNTARENAS

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN -AREAS;,

'~ DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS

'NDICATORS

'HaHHHHHHH_

FIRST

,LOWER_

HHHH

UPPER.
- HALF

SUB-TOTAL

A

I

I

T
I .
7 SECOND
I
I

HHHHHHH

 THIRD

FOURTH.

AHHHHHHA T

THHHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
15 TO 64 YEARS CLD PER FANILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME

LOWER LIMIT

UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATICN OF EnniLx;
INCONE

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL,.f ,
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

34C45€0.,

14,172
0.93

1.€0

€.co

c.co

3.49.

1.57

2,616

2,616

1,051
tics.

).01"

e o
.~./I.

hY

FIFTH.


http:VARIATION.OF

'2gble J=A=6.

"PROVINCE: PUNTARENAS

INDICATORS RELATED TC THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES:IN URBAN AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART. II).

INDICATORS

'DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAS -

HHEHHHERHHHH

SIXTH

] Fil* Fi'ﬂvklﬁ4

SEVENTH

H

YHHHHQ

EIGHTH

'HHHHHHH

?HHHHHHH

. PENTH - -

-

SUBTOTAL

LI
I
I

LOHER
HALF

.fF{kchHlé‘

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE '

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LCWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF .
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
0 EACH DECILE

- 88T
4455
‘2,70

12,12,
2,016

115184

13,2¢0

S71
" 0.C5.

_0.c8

897
5;29,
2.94

jxe.esai

929846;

i;s.ch
'1@,944'
861
 C.06.

€10

?837

5;54
3.37
918.351,

v49728
'161056

26,786

1,362

c.07

c.13.

24,265

‘84016

20,784

28,800

2,242

0.C9

886
6,01,
4209,
- 45'363;
311.7243

28'336
340,566

22,612

0.50

340,560

fﬂ?3'
€23

;:;z;

14.450?

*340.560

38,456 0

13464560

26,356 144172

0.58




Table 1=A=7. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARHING FAMILIES IN URBAN AREAb, BY
DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. (PART I)e

PROVINCE -~ - LIMON

‘DECTLES OF NON-FARMTNG FAMELIES IN URBAN AREAS

INDICATORS

ML Togoumr FOURTH qﬁ'm

HALF |

HHHHHHM,

'DECILES.

THHAHHHHHHA

HHHHHHH
ECTEYITN ey,
rHHHHHHw

LEg
é
E—’c

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES = ER TS 385 386 m
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE . . PR ) 3.33 3.42 ‘3.38
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS o S
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 268 1.33
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 14.95::1
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME x.oea.m_f—

LOWER LIMIT :jffgp:

UPPER LIMIT 1s083, 144
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY
INCOME 19,175,
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION or' S e o
‘FAMILY INCOME, - 1.29 €.co c.88 1.59.
PERCENTAJE OF THE TOTAL SR S
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING © 1.60 c.Co . €.00 .00
TO EACH DECILE | s

Rt B2
= 4:76

2.47
?10.3a=

1, acc

12.040 {4.932? 5,600

*4.932v 7.550? 1154CC

Ces s e

0.07, o.c5

c.08 c.07

>

N



- Table 1=A-7.

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FA

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

“PROVINCE LIMON

RMING FAMILIES IN:URBAN AREAS,

INDICATORS

HHEHHHHH -

DECILES OF NON-FA’QMING FAMILIES: IN URBAN AREAS

SIXTH

NIHTH

I

TENTH

I
I

I .
_ I SUBTOTAL

I

i

ALL
DECILES

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAKILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS.

15 To 64 YEARS OLD PER FhHILI‘

AVERAGE FAMTLY INCOME

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME

| LOYER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD IEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

171

4,63

12,428

2,364
1ece
12,764

- 623
G.C5

0.C8

170
5.27 "
2484
150044
_ z.aea
;13.764
164632

':facz;f

0.05

.10 -

770

3z,
18,917

121gaool

‘1}427

008"

.Cg 13 ;. .

«._6323

HHHHHHH

f,77Q;
5.84

3.3
25,220
B3z
21,600

T2+318
0.09

. ’.voA' 17

.j I .

“770

6552

6.32
48.667

;1'053'156

29,988

27 1,083,144
43,995

:'0a33-

“0i166.

- 20937°

ifa:d@;

7 0a12

5f{§6ri5§

1{6&3}1@4

58,858
0454

Ta708
2'66
1‘ '95@‘

| 'fi.;ss.xsﬁi

)
1,083,144
19,175

1.28,

-

ﬂ../

-—

[V



;Tébiéiﬂ;B-O. INDICATORS - RELATED TO THE ANNUAL  FAMILY INCOME 'OF NON-FARMING' FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS,‘
“BY DECILES "AND: ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).

COSTA RICA -

INDICATORS

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AI;EAsf

HHHHHHHHHT

DECILES

FIRST

1
I

'HHHHHHH

 LOWER

fﬂﬁV

'HHHHH

UPPER

HALF

i

4

. [SUBTOTAL 1 SECOND -
- E:
I

O

- THIRD-

IHHHHHHHA

“FOURTH "

:HHHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS -
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAHILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT .
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION. OF FﬂMILY
INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OFJ
FAMILY INCOME '

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL = . -
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

(3:42C,504

125,533

8573

2479

?°!3§1

°
3,420,5¢6

18,481
1.78°

477

4%

1;49

585,
e
996

0.4

WQ!cﬁ

120954

w{

12.954‘ o 12.955

»'s.zr 5,33

L2226
Avs01

81544

356 260

‘gt s

~0.05 1 ga06

Q*}

‘/
—

D



Table  1=-B=0. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF 'NON=FARMING FAMILIES IN _RURAL-AREAS,
) ' BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II)..

COSTA RICA

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN URBAN “AREAS

I

I
-SEVENTH i“—-m:c;m_

, :

TENTH

i

I
IMME

ﬂﬂMﬂLIH&F

INDICATORS N
UPPEF
. HALF

stxr . Mz

_DECILES’

HHHHHHHHH |
HHHHHHH

IHHHHHHH
,HHHHHHH

“HHHHHHH
AP

I i .
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES - - 12'953 12'953 12'953 f:12.9b31 12.953 _ "6.41’6‘ . 5,::.71‘ 129,533}
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE B 2 551 6.35 6.90  7.82° ':7-_'51}, st s3
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS o o . | o
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY . Re28 286 . 3.20 - 3.80 497 448 5446 12479:
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME | b 16,169 12,428 1611 36,027 ;zz.3345 asim1e 10.38(
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME RALL 2,156° 2,628 5,568 3,401,004 ;456 | 34394,548 344204504
LOWER LIMIT 7,704 9.1C8 11,306 13,932 iéésqoi '1§;$Qd¢ 25,956 - fIlfﬁfféé
UPPER LIMIT ' 9:1c8 1143¢4 13,932 19,500 3,420,504 25,556 3,420,504 - 35420,5C4
STANDARD DEVIATION OF e o IR S
AMILY INCOME w438, - €32 733 1,622 51,092 714835 7¢,313 18,481
COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION - . I L
OF FAMILY INCOME - _ _
iiﬁggﬁnggogg THE TOTAL o.c8 | .o ﬁ'¢f§il Ol 0033 ‘_d}flf 022 1.00

eics <.C6  €aC6 0.10 1.50°  lg.cs lise 178

2
Y

P



Table 1-B-1.

PROVINCE

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN' RURAL AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). ' |

SAN JOSE

-

‘INDICATORS

,bﬁciLEs

OF NON-FARNING FAMTLIES IN RURAL AREAS

HHHHHHHHAH

. ALL
“DECILES

FIRST -

=

I

 LOWER

HHHHHKHH

HALF-

HHHH

- HALF

UPPER

o H H H

- SUBTOTAL -
St

. -1

I

I SECOND'.

A

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE ,
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 TO 64 YEAFS OLD PER FAMILY .

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

RANGE OF FAMILY
" LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY.

INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIAT

FAMILY INCOME

. INCOME

ION OF

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPOND

TO EACH DECILE

ING

5487

- .2.80,
“1Cs455

314,456

115069,
. 1.C6

- 1.C0

28,736

14437

' 3.86 -
1440
559

“1aC4é

19044

| 4e3

€79

0.00

3,75

123

.96 676

24874

SRS
14460

14440

‘0,52

2,876

4.81

2406

2,874

HHHHHHH

QHHHHHHH

g

)

la
-ﬁ}k{h{E;ELhi
1

o

3]

0.5

0.07

Q>
P

a)



‘Table 1=B=1.

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN-RURAL'AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

PROVINCE SAN JOSE
T DECII.ES OF NON-FARMING _FAMILIES- IN RURAL 'AREAS
I I R § o T < T
1 1 I 1 I TENTH I
I I I I I = m—————— e
INDICATORS I I ) I .. I JI I R
I SIXTH I SEVENTH 1 EIGHTH I NINTH. T I LOWEB I UPPER ‘T ALL:
I I 1 T I SUBToTAI‘ ‘T garF I EarF I DECILES
I I I I I I 4 "I
- e S-S S MR- SO - R
TOTAL NTGMBER OF FAMILIES 2,874 2,873 2,873 2,873 RS 1{436 nem rzs.73e"‘
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE  5.46 5,87 L 6425 ""._6.’796'; i;tst 7;_5"; ""l,;.os 5.671
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS , e . o
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.57 2.8 3.24 - 3.92° i 2080
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME €2525 10,268 12,833 17,372 0,45
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1.4C4 2,3¢6 73,060 6,204 - 3ayess
LOWER LIMIT R 9.1&0:{ 1186 16,544 20,748 0 74 27.5521-'_‘ Y
UPPER LIMIT - Sy18C u.:.a:. 14»»56‘-1‘ 20,748 3143496 ° zi‘.‘?élz 316.496': 51"«".-;"456
STANDARD DEVIATION OF o - | - N
FAMILY INCOME 447 71y 927 14749 f_’iq}@éé' 11904, 23,8564 114065
COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION n o ' S
OF FAMILY INCOME 6.c5 - 0.C6 0.07 .10 - 0.58 0.08- © 0.5  ‘1.06
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL - o o | | o
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING. c.ca €-13 €.12 0.17 0433 0.11 ooee2t o i.00

TO EACH DECILE

T
g



Table 1-B-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS,

'BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).

PROVINCE . ALAJUELA

INDICATORS

'HHHHHHHHH”

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILYES IN RURAL AREAS

»ALL'”
DECILES

”HHHHHHH

~ FIRST CT

~ LOVER
 HALF

R
UPPER . T .3:I>
SU3BTOTAL I. SECOND:

 7THIBb?;
HALF |

HH H H H
-HHHHHHHf

HAHHHHH

FOURTH

<HHHHQH&

_FLFTH,

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY -

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FFAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAHI Y
INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF -
FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL FAMILI”

INCOME CORRESPONDING TO EACH
DECILE" :

]24;598
8.7
L 2.17
83750

11405€,056

)

1,C5C4056

143828

735

1.CO

:'&jhikiklkl

1,230 15220 2,460 2,460 24480
‘alce 3.91 “4l00 ause 509
‘151 1.50 1.51 “1.88. L2423
590, 1,294 942 2.8781 ia.zeo

1,cc8. " 62e 1,632 2.112; 1;.0;0

S0 1,008 1.4,32‘f 3,744

1.2¢8 1,632 3.744‘ 4e 764
- 392 <218 413 LsTL 282
66 0.17 050 0420 10407

‘€. “0.01 0.0 10403 "0.05

20460

5.2&

2.28
51241

f?97?

4eTes
54736

269

;808

2'46q

-5.46{

'zn
»|201_
et
5.736
6.6'2?
e

C.Ca:

0.C7

%



Table 1=-B-2, INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NQN-FARMING FAHILIES IN. RURAL AREAS,

BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.(PART II).

TO EACH DECILE

‘PROVINCE ALAJUELA
i DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS - .
I I I T I | I
I I I I I TENTH I
: I I I N SR & I : I S S
INDICATORS I SIXTH I SEVENTH I EIGHTH I NINTH I I LOWER I UPPER I ALL.
I I I I ISUBTOTAL I _,in I ppee I
I I I I T |y BALF 7 EALF 'DECILES
I 1 I I I I I I
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 2,460 24460 20460 24459 2/459 1229 1,230 24,558
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.60° s.81 6538 . T.23 7.98- 7.0, 8i25  5.74
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS o | N i |
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.52 2.15 S 3.22. 4200 s 456" 5435 2m
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 7,114 8,510 105436° 13,892 28,014 ,-;19.262%_ | 35,758° 8,75C
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1164 10536 2,556 4,932 1,073,256° . 5.84 C14C67,388  14030.05€
LOWER LIMIT &,612 7,776 9:312. 11,868 16,800 J‘;_-u.aoo» 22,668 o
UPPER LIMIT 1,776 $+312 11,868° 16,800 1,050,056 22,644 - 1,650,055  1,05C,C5€
STANDARD DEVIATION OF o . |
FAMILY INCOME 352 %47 768 14441 49,729 1:664" 565230 . 14828
COEFFICIENT OF VARTATION | | | » . |
OF FAMILY INCOME g.c5 0.05 0.07 0-10 1a45. 0509 1.53 1.69.
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL o.co oo " - o SR | o
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 0. 0. i1z 9.6 .0432, 0.11 0-21 1.cc

%

h 2



Table 1-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 I T I T
I I FIRST I I I I
INDICATORS I I : I I I I
I I I 1 I I 1 I
1 AL 7 LOWER 3 UPPER y gyppopar, I SECOND I THIRD I FOURTH I FIFTH
I DECILES I HALF I  HALF I S T 1
I I I I ST I ST T
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 15,238 762 762 1,526 - 1.52 1,524
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.C7 4.70 4.45 ;,_.4.533 ‘4.88 ‘5,68
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS : e o o o
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2.51 1.50 .75 - 1.83 2.03 (2044
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME $9942 . oT22 1,980 '»"1".521» ?é'?.lﬁﬁi 5_-'97'6
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 3042,5C4 1,212 - 2,160 3,372 1529 912
LOWER LIMIT o ‘6 22 0 3,372 6145C
UPPER LIMIT 3,42C,5C4 1,212 3,372 03,372 40668 7,452
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY , L e o -
INCOME 3¢»330 “25 755 878 . 404 170 380 361
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF . - | . R
_FANILY INCOME 3.09. €59 0-38 0.65 - 910 0293 9-06. 6.4’
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL . ' o S e e
FAMILY INCONE CORRESPONDING 1-c0 €-€o 0-01 - 0:0% 9:0%. 9-05 -8.6 @s07

TO EACH DECILE

e
ke



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.
.% DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS
I I I T T T
I I I I I I
INDICATORS I I I I I TEN?H I
I I I I I I I I ALL
I
I stxmn I sevewrm I mrowrs I NINTH I SUBTOTAL I LOWER T UPPER I poorne
iy HALF > HALF
_ I I I I I I. I I
TOTAL NUMBE? OF FAMILIES 1,524 1,524 14524 1,523 1,523 781 762 15,238
AVERAGE NUNMBZR OF TERSONS v .
15 TO 64 YEARS CLD PER FAMILY 2.7 2.84 3.44 4.12 5.28 4.91 5.65 '2.91
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME E+CES 9:454 11,640 15,238 31,750 20,715 42,171 9';§4'é-
NGE OF FAMILY I CCME 1.32¢ 1,¢e20 2,580 5¢244 3,402,288 5,724 35,396,564 3,420,504
LOYER LIMIT 7,452 8,772 18,392 12,972 18,216 18,216 23, 940" c
UEPER LIMIT E+772 10,352 12,972 18,216 3,420,504 23,940 3,420,5C4  3,4205504
STALDARD DEVIATION OF
FANMILY INCOME 4co 485 724 1,528 92,394 1,611 125,720 30,330
CCEFFICIENT OF VARTATION v . ’
OF WAMILY INCOME 0.¢5 €.3s 0.06 0.10 2.91 0.c8 3.¢3 3.05
FERCTZIITAGE OF THE TOTAL 0.28 _
FAMILY INCCHE CCRRESPONDING -< ¢-10 6.12 0-15 0.32 0.10 0.22 1.c3

TO EACH DECILE




Table 1-B-k. INDICATOR. RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I).

PROVINCE  HEREDIA

 DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES _i’x{' RURAL- AREAS

FIRST
e
V"LOWER% UFPER I
HALF T BHALF 7T
I I

INDICATORS

" SECOND T THIRD' y FOURTH T FIFTH

DECILES

AHHHHHHHHH

HHHHHHH
1HHHHHHH
1§HHHHH€,

AHAHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES =~ 1€:8¢3 543 sk 1,067 1,087 1,087 1,087 1087
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE . 595 3.56 “4.51 aa24 493 ERY 5.21 5.44
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS =~ . o o o
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY . 3-¢7 1.35 1.9 .73 _2-13.
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME oz s 2,088 :"352% “st0
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME B TH LT ‘548 2,772 3,720 7'1-“0"

LOWER LIMIT e e 948 RO TR 1 - 4

UPPER LIMIT 214,062 048 3,720 3,720 ~s.17z" €4 55:
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY . . _ o ey S S i
INCOME ' 11,5C5 421 . 936 14034 369_' 3 406 ,,43 277

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF . -giee o o , » -
FANILY INCOME A 0.¢5 $8:45 10.76; 0.02 0407, - 0.06 0.63

2250 S 2.55;

7,368 ;a.eséi

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL  1.c0
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING. s
TO EACH DECILE

c.co oo 0.01° 0.04 0465 10.06 c.cr.

-
—
——



Table 1-B-4.  INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INC
S BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (

PROVINCE HEREDIA

NCOME .OF .NON-FARMING: FAMILIES IN:RURAL AREAS,
PART II). .

INDICATCRS

DECILES OF N

ON-FARMING

FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS

HHHHHHHH-H

SIXTH

S
T
T
. I '
SEVENTH I EIGHT

HHHHH

HHH

I
o
I

L

IHHHHHKHH

NINTH

H H

H H

HH H HH H

, I
“SUBTOTAL I
TR T
I

TENTH
.
I

LOWER
HALF

H i H

_UPPER
- HALF

A - H A

'ALL

- DECILES

 TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCCME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATICON OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING

TO EACH DECILE

1.CE7

5.87

2.8

1c.c52

19752
Se252

115004

488

0.cs

0.C8

1,067 1,087
612 e.sd
':3008‘ 3.71
12,053 15,023
2,392 3,804
AL6Ce 13,298
13,256 17,100
658 . .14079

- €a€S - €.07

“1.58

s

20,059
64720
17,100

723,820

1,877

’ 1,086

535"

37,93
190,272
237820
214,092
184192

0448

543

31,5846 214,062

24227 20,563

Cows oz

CU0WIl . 0.20

“8.C8°

'5.59°
.ﬁ?}i§§
182,508
nses

10,868
595

- 3.07:
‘124305
s

214,092

114505

1.cc

<
6



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

DECILES OF NON-FAREING 1*"AM:IZL:!L:..S IN RURAL APEASf

FIRST

INDICATORS =
' LOWER
HALF

ALL
DECILES

UPPER
HALF

SUBTOTAL I SECOND' I THIRD ‘Fomn -~ FIFTH

THH A HH -
HHHHHHH
HHH HH -
HHHHHH A
'HHHHHHH

H. - - H
H 1t i H

 HHHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES © 21,332 1,092 1,092 *z.1a:.""' O 2iee 2,183 . 2,183
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE | 6.23 “.28 4.8 " e 1 Ush s 5245
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS g B : o o o o
1S5 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMIL!'.' o z.ee 1.40 1455, S 1.47
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME ) __- 9.693; 815 ”1..sz o188
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 1.C51.616 Cse0  ses 1.456
LOYWER LIMIT e e 00 e
UPPER LIKIT | Lacstiels S60 L.ask  lides
- STAKDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY o e o L |
INCOME ziy3er 235 163 “ 316 " 543 . 538 it e {J&ib*
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION L S S o e Ce SRt
OF FAMILY INCOME ' ' 2.21
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL S - S S RSt
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING 1.c0 8.0 ~.0.01 . 0.01 #0403,
TO EACH DECILE ' o o

10.06 0.07

o

Y vy



Table 1-B-S5. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME - OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL-
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II).

PROVINCE . GUANACASTE

"AREAS,

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN BURAL AREAS

- INDICATORS STXTH

HHHFHRHRHHHHH

A O H

I

SEVENTH I EIGHTH

I

HH H H H - -

NINTH

HHHHHHH

]TENTHH

_ .ALL>.

I

SUBTOTAL I

I

I LOVER
HALF_,

‘HHHHg

HHHRHHH

DECILES

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 2,183
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE - s.e7-

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UFPER LIMIT
STANDARD DEVIATION OF

FAMILY INCOME ‘ jiﬁiqi

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION'
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
FAMILY INCOME CORRESFONDING
TO EACH DECILE . -

0.7

~g.c8.

6435
- 2.89
16;1;5;
1952
8 .3cafi
10.296; 

. 560

1 0.C6°

C.C9

B 2.183'
EXR cs

;‘3.31‘
114572
3 2,076
{10.296f
;12.31z§
562
10405

© Cel2

2483
4.14[
‘?xe.qzaa
5,472

124372
‘17,844
1,825
_}c.xz'

-0415

2,183,

8.52

5.18

32.394
110731772“
1,091,616
61,833

- 1.88

17,844

le89

0.23

21,832
e
z eé
9.693i

; .09‘ '616;

°

61,091,616

5;2¥;3§75
2,21

1.cc

¢~
m.}
o

-



Table 1-B-6.

PROVINCE

TINDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES -IN RURAL AREAS,

PUNTARENAS

‘BY DECILES AND -ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). »

‘INDICATORS

DECILES

OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS

ALL
DECILES

HHHHHHHHH

-- FIRST

L

HHHHHHH

"LOWER

HALF

M-

HHH

. I
UPPER I
HALF i I
I , 'f

,SUBTOTAL_'-_ I SECOND

HHHHHHAH

fHHHHHHH

FOURTH,‘

;:;4'k1}1041FfF(r1f

waIFTHt

TOTAL NUMBER: OF FAHII;IES' ’  ~18.371'

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 5.15

AVERAGE NGMBER OF PERSONS o
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY C2.m

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME il
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME 10223,486
LOWER LIMIT | S

UPPER LIMIT ey
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FﬁHILY o

INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARI uTION

OF FAMILY INCOME

16,923

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL
'FAMILY INCCHE CORRESPONDING 1.c0

TO EACH DECILE

1.52

s19

3.83

1.48

. 684

1,260

10260 -

‘21

€62

; 0-’160;‘; ;

919
4;22;

x.roﬂ

1.844 

14260"

3,000
516 Tt 488
"0.28 0.59 L 0-12

LS008 0,01 10.04¢

;lp837.’

G 4.57?

6595

{igéli{
60 hbh
7,356
“sen

Tes

5:3_
T



.15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAHILY ,

‘Table 1-B-6..

'PROVINCE PUNTARENAS

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DI

FAMILY INCOME OF NON—FARNING FAHILIES IN RURAL ABEAS,
VISION (PART II).

TNDICATORS

,nEcILEs-or_NON-FARHINGﬂFAM;LiEs IN RURAL AREAS

SIXTE

TENTH

SUBTOTAL

LOWER
. HALF -

' UPPER
EmF I

IHHHHHHH

E

DECILES’

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES

AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOWER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATIOH
OF FAMILY INCCME

PERCENTAGE CF THE TOTAL

FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDINGf

TO EACH DECILE

AHHHHHHAHHA

1827
'5.C8°

2428

§iuec

14524

CSalcs

1Cs032
469

: 6595__'

. 0.CS.

'HHHHHWMI

1 2.55
"11.541-
"_1.836g

10.ees

12,480
. 5¢8
C.Ce’

. €10

1,837
... 5240

13379

c.05

1.as1f/‘
- 5.96

73418
:16.953}
4.9zoff
ils.eeo"
19.55055

iﬁi}ﬁkz

,ﬁHQQggg

1'837

.68

7418
133,844,

_f1;203I624§f
19.560?“
Lt.zzs.aaai

1.38

10030

y;kﬁ}ﬂ Plklki

918
6223

§v{3;61j;
*{zz.eoaf;_
: o.eeo
1?9'59°
‘26,220

1,879

o8

6a10

MHHHHH

8o T4

1.191.215l
f‘ ze.zea.v
15 223,484

S 1.39 -

40

';5.2#4:

62,525

18,371

5.15
2.51
1188

‘?1'223'485

e
1,223,484
16,953

1.2

>
Ty

P



‘Table 1-B~7. - INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS,
BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART I). |

‘PROVINCE ~ LIMON

" DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS

FIRST

H H

T
UPPER 75ypTOTAL
HALF T

i

HHHH

INDICATORS ALL

DECILES

. LOWER
HALF

SECOND 1 THIRD FIFTH

HHHHHHHHH
HOH HH
AHHH

AHHHHHHH
AHHHHHFH
AHHHHHHH

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 5,850 Case aes  ese
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE | . s.07 338 sz |
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS S S
15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY 2459 1416 “1.28 “i22
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 12.3C4 - 358 1,109 e
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME . 7kBes16” o 6S. 1248 Cons
LOWER LIMIT #ﬁ ,f0 _ Lf R L P
STANDARD DEVIATION OF FAMILY R o o
INCOME o - 21,059 252 - 326 48T .840 322 34 -3¢6
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION OF - - ' |
FAMILY INCCME .65 €.81 0.29 0.66 8.21 0.05 - 0.05 0.04
PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL " B , | o ' ’ - |
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDIN ; 11.€3 ~€e€O: " 0.00; 0.01 0203 0,05 8.G5 .CeCh.
TO EACH DECILE » , . ‘ B

989 " a9

3,40 4.61 4.31

192
8.23C°
"1'.‘C92 N

1,944 14964 7,656 8,76C




Table 1-B=7. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME. OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS,
: BY DECILES AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION (PART II)

PROVINCE LIMON

INDICATORS

H O HH

DECILES OF NON-FARMING FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS

SIXTH

HHHHHHH

SEVENTH

A

“EXGHTH

H O

NINTH

HHHHHHH

'TENTH

-

SUBTOTAL

BHHH

‘_LOwER‘
L HALE

HHH H

THHHHHH HI

i ALL

DECILES

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES
AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS

15 TO 64 YEARS OLD PER FAMILY

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
RANGE OF FAMILY INCOME
LOYER LIMIT
UPPER LIMIT

STANDARD DEVIATION OF
FAMILY INCOME

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION
OF FAMILY INCOME

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL .
FAMILY INCOME CORRESPONDING
TO EACH DECILE

A:2;3C

5168
2,004
€,760
16, 7¢4
- €c3

- Qe€6

0.c8

- 589
5.22
z;ss
11'955

21364;

10.776

13.140"

6E6

0.C6

€.c9.

14;503
34060
13,140
16,200

849

‘€4 Ch

‘Cell

16;5#@

6;252
16,200
22,452

15750

989 494

7.88 -6.87

5.75°
47,531

725,964

22,452 22,452

748,416 31,080
53,550 2,363
“1e13 0:09.

0.37 0.10.

BE
1,33
31,080

748,416

89,227

T4B441¢E

21,059

1.65




Table 2-A=0. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES-AND
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. Ry ‘

COSTA RICA
i e
§ " URBAN AREA ¥ RURAL AREA
I I I S o :
, : LUARTILE QUARTILE
INDICATORS %sua-mmx.% : T — TSUB-TOTAL 3= T -y e
I Y FIRST 7 SECOND 1 THIRD 1 FOURTH % I FIRST . § SECOND 1 THIRD I FOURTE.
TOTLL WUMbIR OF FAMILIES 121,364 2C.3461 20s3a1 3C,2a1 3Ce a1 ES.cey 21,418 21,417 210417 . z1.617
AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY "SelS 3.46 S.C9 .78 &e2E .18 3.02 4.40 c.E5 " Tew3
AVELACE TAMILY INCOEE 22,194 7.0158 13.156 z1.235 a7.351  13.a11 SL2E7 . E.F0S 124469 27,413
STANS.TD DIVIATICK CF THE , L R o
FAYILY ILCCIR 20,57e 2.1u2 1.732 34265 2E£.476 . 22,095 1362 - . az2s 1e¢15 40,555
ERCINTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES » : TSR L R '
CORIESTONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 -Qe08 c._ls 0e24 C.S:_ 100 .Gel0O .16 ' 0a23
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1200 1.30 1.00. . 1.00" 1.00 1.000  .1.%3
I20N 1 10 4 UEBERS 0.47 0.7a CL.a6 .2E c.25 Cetd ‘0.85 W23 “Ce28
- , s 036 " Ce24 “00-’,7 Ce2G ,'0044‘ Ce 2l GelS ’ O.4%1 CeZ7
J-g-RS LB VR 0.17 0.92 €17 Tza . Ce2€ €.20 0400 : G035 8.2t
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF o : I : S T :
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1400 1.00 1400 100" 1.00.
LESS THANX 25 YEARS OLD 0.07 0.12 0,08 'CeCS CeCa - Cel3’ 0.20 0.12
BETWEEN 25 AND Z;: YEARS OLD 0.24 0.4 0.27 Ce27 0.22 Ce2% Qe32° Ced5
BETWEER 5 AND TEARS OLD 0.24 0.18 g.27 - Ce2t ‘0428 G021 . Celd" 0.22
45 YZARS OLD ANT OLDZR 0.4a 0.86 Ce3h T Cené ‘Ceaa 0e:7 0.34. G.l9
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF L . -
FCENAL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE , - v . _ _ o .
FAVILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0C 1.C0 1.00, 1.00 1:c0 1.00
NOUFE, 0.0S 0.08 " 005 c.0a" s TR ‘g.22] C.18 C.zC 0.14
FRIFARY 0.60 0.7} . 0+69 Ce51. Cel7 _ CeTl. 0.74" 0.7¢ c. 72 O.nil
BEYCND PRIMARY 0.36 -Ce21 0a2E €.2s 0.£2 G.ll 0.08 " 0.37 C.ch 0.23
FERCENTAGE OF FALTLIES, BY_SECTOR
OF ECONOLIC ACTIVITY Of THE HEAD OF o . A
THE rANILY 1.00 100 1.00 ‘1.CO “leCC 1.06 -1200 . 100 x.ao 100
PRIMARY SECTOR 0.0% 0.07 0.05. © CeGS 002 " Gelb ‘0.61 G+3G Cea7 0437
SECONDARY SECTOR 0.23 0.25 "0e27° CCe23 0.20 . CelB 0,12 0.20 0.21 " 0al18’
TERCIARY SECTOR 056 0.81 %6 - CefO Ge67 . 0425 013 0420 Ceza: Qa3
KO SECTOR 0.16 0.27 0e13 Cell 0.10.  Cell. 06187 0+10 0.CS 0e11"
>
A Y
o
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Table 2-A-1., INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY IRCOKE OF KON-POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES:AND .
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISICH.

PROVINCE SAN JOSE
I I-', . . _.7,
I URBAN AREA I RURAL AREA -
I 1 f I b4 AT -
INDICATORS 1 1 QUARZILE T e I QUARIILE
7SUB-TOTAL I ™ r - 1 SUB-TOZAL 1 T T T —
I I FIRST I SECOND I THIRD I TOURPH I I__FIEST I SECOND - I THIBD [ - FCURTS
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 72,096 18,024 12,024 184C24 1€.c24 19,0354 4,764 4,764 4.7€3 4,763
AVIDUACE SIZT CF THE FAMILY Sel4 2,53 S5.C8 .76 €.1¢ c.23 - 3.03 4483 E.50 C7.38
AVEIUGT TATLY INCCMS 24,251 7.540 144200 22,254 S1,510 12,653 ...2..o 2,738 12053 27,772
STAIZARD DEVIATICH OF THE : S Co TR
ARILY INCCME 21.156 24247 1+3€4 3.E522 . 24,595 12.189 1 .__551 940 1.€24 ‘174105
PERCINTAGE CF TEE FAMILY INCOMES . - L IR L
CORRISECHDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.08 0.15 -1 0.54 - 1.20 0.10 0.16 Ceza T 0eS1
PERCENTAGE CF FAMILILS, BY SIZE 1.00 1.60 1eL0- 1.60° 1.00 . 1.90 ‘1e00 " 1200 {-Ax'.’bcza; 1.03
Tney 1 kErRERS 0.47 0.74 0.87 0.27 C.25 Cedt . ‘0485 0.52 .33 0.21
BhCn Z :2S 0437 Ce26 Ce 27 Ce40 Cean 0,23 - 0+15; N.43 - FCeu0 Bs 34
FZr3zis AND OVER 0.17 0.03 ‘0416 G.22 C.2% 0419 000" 005 0.z8 a.us_
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF » R R i E :
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.C0 1.CC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 »;1-00:
LESS 3N 2 OLD 0.07 Ce12 0.98 C.CS 0.03 C.12 0e21" Gel14 L0 CS, “9e0s
‘EL g "*D ﬁ §£_—ARS 8% 0.2a- 0425 0.2% Cef2 0.z2 €20 - 0e32- 8.38 f‘_g'.z,o;“ ‘0e23°
2 EARS 0.25 0.19 0.28 Ge23 0e27 €e23 . OeY% .24 (CeZE 0.26
§5"TiiEs- ofB AiD CroiX 0.45 0.4a 0.40 C.a6 0.45 ce35 0.33" 0.24. .38 “0e89.
PEICENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF
BAL, 1 £ HEAD THE . . o S—
FORy{y EDUCATION OF THE H OF 1.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00: 1.€0 1.400: 1.00 1.00 1.00°
HOHE 0.04 0.06 C.04 €G3 . Ce01. Cell 0.20 0.08 Ce1GC’ 0.C7"
P«IFARY 056 0.68 0.67 CeS7 0.21 Ca74 074 . 0.81 Ve 75 005
BZYCND PRIMARY 0.41 0e25 Q.29 Ce41 0e6a: 0.15 O.06 O»11 C.1% K ISTH
PEICENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR ' v ' ; '
CRCHCHIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF ) - - : y : - P o
THE ...IlL 1.00 «00 1400 1.00 “leCC 100 1.00 1400 . 11400 100
PRIMARY SECTOR 0.02 003 0.02 C.02 6.0z 020 ' 0ece Fe10 .Ce 18 0013
SECCHDARY SECTOR 0.2a 0.27 0.26 Ce28 0ez1 cezo 0-19 0633 T0.24 0.28
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.57 0.43 0457 0.61 0.6d Q.41 0.22 .0e49 Cea2 0.8
NO SECTOR 0.16 0.27 O.14 C.13 CeCS 0.11 0.07 . - G.10

- Oeld

-
¥,
A <



Table 2-A-2,

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE AKNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NOR-FARMING FAHILIEJ’ BY URBAH-RURAL AREA, QUAR!‘II.ES AND

PROVINCE ALAJUELA
I UNBAN AREA i ‘ RURAL AREA
1 I QUARTILE I I QUARTILE
INDICATORS ISUB-"TOTAL I~ -—— . ISUB-TOTAL I T T -
I I ries® I gpcomp I mmzmpe I povmem I I rrasr T szcowD . I THIED I FOIAT
TOZAL HUMBER OF FAMILIZS 1Z2.022 2,221 2,902 JeGTC :-CACC 13,271 1602 e R Se€C2 €2
AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY ~ S.06 2.28 ‘Sell Se71 €12 €403 2.76 4.0% S.tE 7.51
AVIRAGE FAMILY IiiCCH 18.926 €+193 11,741 1€ +456 36,272 11,623 40552 74012 1C.20 27,651
STAUDAKD DIVIATION OF THE - ‘ TR : o
FAUILY LUCONE 15.735 2,034 14437 Z.773 16,532 18,426 1425¢ ‘730 1.278 32,795
PEXCENTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES R B BN - o
COPRESIONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.08 0.16 - Ce24 Ces2 . 1.00 0s10 0.16 0.23 0.51
PERCENTAGE CF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 100 1400 1.00 1.00 . 1400 1200 1.00 " 1400 1409
I-""Ol" 1 'ro L MENDERS 0.48. ,Ao;'ra 0,04 - Ce2q9 . 0435 Ce52 0683 0.€0 . Ce35: - Ce21.°
iy 7. LLEIERS 0.36 ‘0.1 0440 - c.3% 0.6€  'Ce30- T -6e07" Cedl "’ Seal 0432
I .mD CVER 0.16 0.01 c.16 . Ce23 - 0.25 “Cell. 000 - 0.01 - CeZd 0.47-
PEASrNTAGE OF FAVILIES, BY AGE OF . T o s R o v . e
THS HEAD OF THE FANILY 1200 1400 1200 ‘1400 .1.00 " 1.00 100 1'.oo f'x.co : 1.00
LESS_THAN Zg 0.06 0:09 0.07 c.cs 0.02 C.12 L Be21 ta14 0+CE Q.07
BrwuwEDM 3 *lD Ls Y‘jARs OLD 0.24 0.24 0e27 Ce22 C.24 <20 0e32 O.38 ~Ge3C 0.1Y -
E‘I‘-ELj 39 AlD 44 YEARS OLD 0.24 016 Ce27. CezS €.27 C.19 Qe - Qeld8 Ce28 - Q.23
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 0.a6 051 0.39 C.48 0.48 - 0639 . 0e36 0.20 Celk CeSI
IERCIITAGES OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL O
T M Gc TN o SR BEAD OF TRE : , . . : e . » , S
FAILY 100 l.oo . l.oo l-vo_c L0 1.00 l.VOO l.°°j . I-CO _l.CO 100
HE 0.05 0409’ 0+06 - C.05 G.c2 c.18 0e23 T 0e17 Ce1 017
;RIPAQ! 055 Qe78 Qe 73 Ce66 0e4S " 'Ce?8. T 078 - Qe?7. Qa7 0e67 .
BEYOND PRIMARY 0.30 Cel7. Ce21 Ce2S. Ce=2 €06 0.032 . 0.C5 0.07 .13
PERCCNTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR
OF ECCHGLIC ACTIVITY OF THE HZAD OF v e ,
THE FARILY 1.00" " 100 1.C0 1.00 1.cC 1.C0 1.00- 1200, 1.c0 1.00
AT 0.26 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.06 Ces5 0.62 . -g.ae. Ce3d Ce35
g‘éé’éﬁg{;&r‘gﬁg?on : 0.8 0:22 . 0e30 023 0.20 0.70 0209 0.21 0.26 0.22
TERCIARY SECTOR 0452 0435 Ce51 €.59 O.EE Co2d 0.11 “0e22 C.3C Cedd -
KO SECTOR “Oel8 ‘0635 013 Ce15 0+CS Cell. .. 0el7. - 0«0S Ce.1C 0.09
QS
e



Table 2-A-3.

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANWUAL FAKILY INCOKE OF NON-FOOR KON-FARNING FAKILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES AKD

. PROVINCE CARTAGO
I URBAN AREA I RURA™. AREA -
I hd ST :
QUARTILE T  QUARTILE
INDICATORS isug.m-ru.i : T  —— T : }su'a.mju.é - : - _
I 7 FIRST g SSCOND  THIRD T FOURTH -  § FIRST SECCND  THID - FOURTH
'j:c‘::.I. IWJEBER OF FANILIES 10.410 2+€C2 Z.£C3 Z.ec2 z.écé C 94235 z.A5§ 2,656 204G - 4=".A~;-.‘
AVLRAGE SIZE OF THZ FAMILY S.40 Je53 S.2% Eal7 €.55 €.39 3.01 PP e.'-cc. 3-.31.1‘7‘
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 128,920 €482 114296 134273 36,523 12,638 5,082 3,031 Llecas  FEis
STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE - - : g e S S
FANILY INCOKE 18,276 2,129 1388 2,691 244850 37,416 10115 e0s “1a611 72.114;
ESRCEWTAGE OF THE FABILY INCOMES ‘ : R R A E R PR
CORRES1O/DING TO EACYH QUARTILE 1.00 . 0409 G.1n C.2s T:0eS1 100 2.10 0416 C.z2 9.51
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1e95 100 1.00 .06 1.00 iidp
FROM 1 TO &4 NENBERS 0.a8 0.72 0.53 i . St g 1e0% 1499
FROM 5 TO.7 MEMBERS 0.36 Ge26 0:40 €33 €36 83y 936 9%aa €ii0 533
8 MENRERS AND OVER 0.20 0.02- 017 c-29 Qa2 c.z2 0200 .0.07 €.20 0.32
PEGCELTAGE OF FANTLIES, BY AGE OF : R I L S REE
THE HzaD OF THE FALILY 1.0 1.00 100 10C S Y1 " 1eC0 1900 100 1.0V 100
LIS5 THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.0 0.12 .07 c.ca ST he St 1o 1e09
BLiLzEl 22 AHD b4 IEARS OLD L0425 0.26 G.28 Ce23 2:2% 25 oxis e osgs oev7
-k '_‘L n 4. . Y - . Qe28 - 23 : ,.; E . Ve . oz .
{5 ¥8ks of8 I8 oot gEosmoeE o g fmrooEd oup ey md
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF o ' ‘ SR
FORIAL FDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE _ . ) : .
FANILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 © 16O : ‘100 1.60 1.90
NONE 0.0€ .. 0.10 0e0S C.Ca . @.C2. el1s Colpe S 2 ys
PilIARY 0.58° 0.7 0.76 .69 R ez . oo 6275 ot
BEYOND PRIKARY - 0026 0215 0.19 cez6 giac - 0.08 0405 0.¢7 a7
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR : S B
OF ECOHOMIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF . : . , o , -
THE FAMILY . _ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1«00 1<CC ‘100 100 ‘1400 1+00 1.00
. PRIMARY SECTOR c.10 0elS 0.10 c.oe .07 q ~osaa i ee Tt
SECCXDARY SECTOR 0.25 0.28 ‘0420 c.24 ¢ .20 o2z 988 0% o is 6 34
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.50 - 0«35 [ 0e49 0.5S 0.62 0426 - 0a12 T 0e28 . Cez7 3.3s
NO SECTOR  G.l16 Ge27 Q.12 Celo Gell Cell. . 015 0608 CeCS 0.19
Q>

O



" gable 2-A=3. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANWUAL FAMILY INCOKE OF XON-FOOR NON-FARNING FAKILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA,

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

QUARTILES AND-

PROVINCE CARTAGO
I URBAN AREA : | RURAL AREA -
: I QUARTSLE r I QUARTILE
INDICATCRS 7 SUB=TOTAL 7 T T 7 SUB-TOTAL y T T —y
) . b . -
I y  FIRST- I SICOND ; THIRD FOURTH - } g FIRST 7 SECCND p THIRD .1 FOURTH

TCT.AL THBER CF FANILIES 10.410 2.€C2 Z2+6C3 Z.602 ZscC2 9,825 ‘3,459 2.659 2449 Zsosc

AVLRAGE SIZE OF THZ FAMILY Ses0 3-543 S.28 €.17 €.L6 €39 3.01 -4.a1 6eCE 8.30

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 18,520 €.€82  11.86 134273 3£.523 124634 5,052 a.c31 11.c45  2S.216

TANDARD DEVIATION OF THE ' . A ' ‘ S SRR

FANTLY INCONE 18,276 2.129 1+388 24691 Z5.ES0 37,416 “1s115 g0s 15611 72.11%

FESRCENTAGE OF THE FANILY INCOMES . IR ‘ o o S

CORRE31 GHIDING TO EACH. QUARTILE 1.00 099 0.1 C.24 C.S1 '1.00 - 9+10 0416 Cez2 0.51

PERCEINTAGE OF FAMILIZS, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 l’cQ°~ 1.030 1;00 ’ 1,00 1;0'0 1970:0’ 1300
FROM 1 TO 4 KENBERS . ap - S : PR L
TRON 5 70.7 MENBERS 0238 o2 oca0 e:33 225 . Gea8 9.9¢. 9-%2 €20 0.17
8 NEKDERS AND NVER 0.20 0.02 0.17 .29 0.23 cez2 0:00 .0%03 i3 0:32

PERCELTAGE OF FAKILIES, BY AGE OF . , LR o Co ; :

THEZ KZAD OF THE FALILY 120 1400 100 1«93C 1.CC . 1eCO 100 100 1«00 100

IS5 THAN EARS OLD ‘ Lo it Ty o , .
%g%j::‘ gg XND l} YEARS oLD gogg g.ég 2'2: Cel4d 0-0_? L 0012 : @ .23 Cela CeC? C«0C
SiSTE 2 AUD 44 YEARS oDd 0-23 0:17 0.28 ci3a 0233 SiE otz os21 ca%7 0s24
4 3 . 4 - - o el 3 . . | P -
5 YEARS OLD AND CLDER 0.45 0.46 0.27 C.a6 0.52 C.38° ‘0431 0.27 il g.g:

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF B _

FORIAL FDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE . . L L .

FALILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 " 160 ‘1400 ‘100 1.G0 1.290
NCNE ‘0406 C.10 0.0% C.Co 0.c2 0.15 0.19 “0.15 .1S o112
PIATARY 9.2 0.75 076 c.69 0:< e . alas §:15 it
BEYCND PRIMARY A - of 26 0.185 Oe19 Ce?S Qe8E . 008 . '0-'0". ;0..05_ .C«C?7 . 0Qel1?

PERCENUTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR '

OF FCCHONIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF :

THE FAMILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.CC 1<00 . 1.00 11200 1.00 1.00°

B e Ron SO Y SNE 03 C SN 34 T S 01O Lo -+ UG =+ S ¢ S 414
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.50 0.35 0.49 0.55 0.62 0e26. - 0a12. “0:28 CCez7 - 9:5¢
NO SECTOR Oel6é 0627 Qel? Cell Oel1 0.10

,001_‘1

0el1S

CeCS
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Tnble 2«A-h. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMKILY INCOMZ OF ROR-PCOR NOR-FARMING FAHILIES. 3Y URBAN-RUBAI. AREA, QUARTII.ES AND
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

PROVINCE HEREDIA
I AN o I -
I CR3 AREA 1 RUEAI. ARZERA
: : ) QUARTILE I T QUARTILE
A .
INDICATORS Isim- I 2 I I
ISUB TOTAL : T T T I SUB-TOTAL I - T - T =Y e
T 1 FIRST T SSCOND f THIRD g FOURTH 1 1 FIR3T 3 SECOGD 3 THIRD Y FOURTE

TOT.L NUITER OF .FAMILIZES 7+85E 1.5¢5 1.9€S 1.5&4 1.5¢4 2,9 2.c25 Zsnct ZeCZS ZeCZ

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY £.41 2.67 .28 €.02 €.S4 S.€2 3.48 %37 €e3S 730

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 22,759 7+ 286 18,008 2Z.200 QELBEE 14,ESS €112 S.583 14,.,C8Z Z5.822

STANDARD DEZVIATICN OF THE L . o

ANILY INCOME 17717 20332 1825 3,416 1E.481 12,138 1+251 1% 1.839 154959 .
TITENTASE CF THE FAMILY INCOMES - ’

COn..7SiCLDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0408 CelS C.28 C.E1 1.C0O 0.10 Oel4 Ce26 -J.S\?

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, 8Y SIZE 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 ‘100 1.C0 _1e00.
FRCM 1 TO 4 MENBERS 0.44 0.71 Ce81 Ce 25 Ce27 Cea3 Q.78 0.4€ GeZS O.19
FRC! S5 TO 7 MEIBERS 036 0.20 0.37 Ce.40 _ Oeha C.24 0.22 0+44 C.28 0432
5 V2:BLRS ALRD GVER 0.20 0.03 Ce20 Ce26€ Qe2C Ce23 0.00 _c.lo . 0.22 Q.49

PEACEITAGE OF FAMNILIZS, BY AGE OF : ) .

THZ HIAD CF THE FALILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100  1.00 .. 1.€9 _1.20
LFSS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.006 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.C2Z Ce12. 0s1E - Cel2 0.C2 Q.U9
BETWUEEN 25 ARD 34 YEARS OLD A28 0.23 0.24 Qe24 0.22 Ce29 0.23 024 C.ZE Oel8
EL?‘JE'-;’I 2 AlD G4 YEARS OLD 0.23 0.17 0.26 €Ce25 0.29 0.23 0.18 0+24 Ce 26 024

S TEARS OLD AllD OLDLR 0.48 0.St Cea3 0.47 Q.50 0.37 0.31 027 C.4C 049

PERCSUTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF ' '

A ! .

;ﬁ*i{‘ LPUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.€0 14C0 1.C0 1.00 1.CC 1eCC 1.00°
NCHE 0.0 " 005 0«04 CeC? 0401 0.11 012 0-.11 Ce11 G.us
PRIIARY 0e%H2 0«75 Oe 76 Ce%50 O0e38 Ce 76 0.80 040 Ge78 Celst®
BEYCND PRIMARY 035 C.20 023 Ce27 Ce€l 013 0.08 ‘009 Oetl 0«24

gERCE‘EN‘rgEE Och ;‘:.MI%IE%* SE:TOROP

" LeChon EAD :

rfI}: Fir:n}c ACTIVITY 1.00 100 100 109 1-9C 1.00 1.00 -1.00 1.00 1.90
PRINARY SECTOR 0.0€ 0.10 205 0.0S 0.02 Cs22 0e3% Qe 0e32 0.2t
SECCHDARY SECTOR g.sg g.gg g.g-; g.iz g.ég 8.33 o.gg g.;g E.EZ g.g_";

= . L] f 3—1 [} - Oe *0e .o -
NG Sectom o 0.17 c.29 0.1s Ce15 0e11 c.12 0.15 0.05 c.1c d.14
\~
™~
\!"

-



Table 2-A-5. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANHUAL FAMILY INCOME GF NON-POOR HON-FARMING FAMTLIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, GQUARTILES AND
ADMINISTRITIVE DIVISION. ' '

FROVINCE GUANACASTE
§ URBAN AREA :{ RURAL AREA
1 1 N
INDICATORS TsUB-TOTAL T pIUSNIILE T ISUB-TOZAL T Lo
: P » 3 - - o
T I FIRST I SECCHD I THIRD I FOURTE I 1 FIRST I SIXoND I THIRD

TGTAL NUNBER OF FAMILIES S.612 1+4Ca 1+4032 1.4C2 1.4C2 . 12.€58 3.;75 . :3.17‘5 2.174

AVFRAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY £.a5 3.31 S.29 €.2a €.72  S.62 3.11 a.57 6.47

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 19,485 €.C66  11+¢42 18.532 @1.655 | 13,363 £,285 8125 12,127

STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE ) : ' AR R T

FARILY INCCHE 22,147 z.008 - 1eu?3 24769 34,626 27,382 1.350 1.013 10159

PERCFITAGE OF THRE FAMILY INCG.IES : ‘ . S L ‘ A

CC2RESPONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.90 c.08 c.15 0.24 0.52 1200 0s10 10418 .23

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00° 1.00 ‘1400 1.00° ‘1460
FRCH 1 TO 4 MIMBLRS 0.43 0476 0.40 0e32 ‘0e2¢ " Ce83. ‘0.82 0.43 GaZ5
FRCM S TO 7 MEKZZIRS  Qe3& 6-23 .. 029 . co3a Cedl. 0433 0.18 0.46 Ce39
8 k::BLRS AKD OVER 0.22 0.01 0.21 - Ce2a Ce32 Ce25 0400 0.05 0.327 "

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF ' R S S - SRR

THE HEAD CF THE FAMILY . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.6C 1.00 1.00 1000 ‘tec0. 1,00
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.08 0.12 0.07 c.cs 0407 " 0409 0e15 - 0.C9 GecE 0.67
BETWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD 0.24 0.23 0e25 - Ce22 0o2¢" g.23 0029 c<30 co1a - 0a13.
BETWEEN 35 AND 4 YEARS QLD ‘0e23 0.16 0e25 C.25 0.27: Q.21 ‘Oe18 0.22 “CoZS . 0422
45 YLARS ofD AND OLDER 0.a5 0.50 0.82 C.a8 0.4C - C.q8 0.82 0.38 {CaEZ . 052

'PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF ’ - ) o _ - ‘

E{,‘n’f EDUCATIOR OF THE HEAD OF THE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.C0 . 1.c0 1.00 - 1.00: 1200 1200
NONE . 0.09 Cel? 0.10 c.0e 0.07 0.26 0.2€ 0.24 Ce2S. . 0425
PHRINARY Oebd 0469 Q.73 Ge65. Qouf Ce68 0e72 Ce72 Go 48 ‘Je62
EEYCND PRIMARY . 0e27 O.14 0417 0.28" Ceag C.06 10402 0.C6 . C.c2: 0413

FERCINTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR ' S o ' : ’ S

OF FCCilOlIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF , ; IR L . L :

THE FANILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.CC 1.0 1400 1.00 1.00 1.90
PRIIARY SECTOR : ; e . o ) : o~ : ' e

0.12 Gel9 . 0.1a Ce10 0.0« 0.67 0.70 0.€¢: Ce7C. ‘Oek?

SECOLDARY SECTOR 0.13 0s19 0.25 = Cel?7 O0e12 ‘CeC8 0.0S 0.C9 " Ge0S. . 0400
TERCIARY SECTOR 0:52°  0.31 C.49 0.51 8:?5 012 0.c7 0a1s ce1G 9-18-
- L] R

NO SECTOR _ Oel? 0.32 O.11 _Cel2 Cel3 019 . Oell L Oell




Table 2-A-6. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NON~FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-EURAL ARZA, QUARTILES AND

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

'PROVINCE ZUNTARENAS

§ URBAN ARZA % ' ‘ RURAL AREA
- 1 QUARTILT - I QUARTILE
INDICATORS 7SUB=TOTAL 3 T : T — =1 SUB-TOTAL 7= - T
I : I  FIRST I SECOND I’ THIRD - I FOURTH I ) I FIRST I SECCND I  THIRD FOURTH

PCTAL ITUNSER OF FAMILIES 7.211 1,8C: 1ecl2 17832 1e¥C2 1_3,720 3,30 3aete 1,630 Faued

AVERAGT oIZT OF TIT TANILY 4e72 .33 “eSh £.3¢ S.€7 a.85 2.92 a.ze tiz? ne22

AVEDAGE FAMILY INCCKE le.578 t.C?72 16.547 1€¢317 z6.82a4 13,833 £,712 %elaeg’ 125812 26,139

STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE ' : : ‘ : _ C

FAKILY INCONE 14,510 2,036 T 14185 24175, 15:144 1€4551 14459 ag2 1.110 34,645

PZR%: WTAGT COF THE FANILY INCCMES « - ] o ‘ . : e

CCaiTiorONDING TO EACH QUARIZLE 1.00 " 0.09 0.1¢ Ce24 0.£1 1.C0 0«11 017 0.43

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 . 1.00 1200: 1.00 1.0¢ . 1s00 1.00 1.00° 1eC0
FRCK 1 TO 4 MEKBERS 0.53 04930 [ 0e58° €42 C.27  GeSE- 0.E4 G-56 03k
g‘aon 5 TO 7 MEMBERS 0.32 0.20 T 0e38 0.36 G325 Q028 0.16 0.26 €.23

NEMBERS AND OVER 0.14 0.00 CQel2. c.21 0.z4 Celt 0.00 0.02 c.za

PEPCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF : L N e . o )

TAE IZAD CF THE FAKILY 1400 1.00 "1.00" t.cc 1.06 71460 1.6¢C 1.ccC 1,90
LSS THAN 25 YEARS CLD 0.10 0.13 0.11 c.03 “05 618 23 L Cel? C<1a ee13
BETWEEN 25 and 34 YEARS OLD 0.24 Ce23 0.29. €23 0ez2 Cedl. 29 03 Ce3Z 0.26
PETYESN_ 53 end G4 YEARS OLD 0.25 0.20 L 0a27 C.27 26 - GeZl 1  QeR2 c.26 va23

5 YEARS OLD ALD OLDER - 0.40 0.a8 - 0e23; c.42 .4z £ Ce30: 0.3a. 0.24" CeZt 0032

PERCENTAGE CF FANILIES, BY LEVEL OF o _

ROl EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE . 1.00 1.00 S 1e9C: 1.60 Cllcc 1:c0 1.00 1.50 1.cC 1.00
NCHE a1l 0.16 col2 ce19 {GeC " Ce25 0.30 G.25 Ce21 Co17
SEEE oy 0.55 0.70 3.71 Ce57. S 0.EC C.b6 0.67 0.68 g.ce 0ot
bgi‘c:‘“n ERIFARY :Q.?.S 001“ Qe l‘, Ce22 . 0eQ  Qel2 Ow 04’ 00‘97 C4. C.C: 0"2?

PEKCENTAGE OF t'AﬁuEg}._ g!nsm'rgnor ‘ i

OF ECONCIIC ACTIVITY HEA - 1400 t.00 1.00 1.00. 1406 1.c0 1.00 1.90 1400 .00

THE FAMILY : » S T e 3 ' R RN i _lg

. 0.148 G.12 9415 0.14 G.l4 Q€2 0.€3- os€l co71 CeE3
ggéginizggggoa 019 0.21 Oe22 CelS Oelc © Cal%’ [+ P 1 0410 CelS: 0«03
ECC Soron 0.54 0445 0+5a 0.58 O, Ge20 0,13 0.23 Gel1S Cald
'{{gﬁg‘é&\ggas 0.123 0.22 0.c9 o.10 Gel0 0+G9 0el6 0.Ce c.cCs 0.10

N
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Table 2-A-7. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL:FAMILY INCOME OF NON-POOR NON-FARKING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL ARZA, QUARTILES AKD
' ATMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. ‘ C

ERCTINCS LINON
1 , ' I - N
1 URBAN ARTA T RUBAL AREA
7T . ~1 "1
: _' QUARTILE : - QUARTILE
INDICATORS Isup-rorar I —y . g -=~JSUB-TOTAL J-— r S
I ;T - FIRST 1 SECOND 7 TEISD : I FOUSTH Y. . . .7 FIaS® 1 SECOND § THIRD Y FOUXTE

TOTAL KUMBER OF FAMILIES 6.174 1.544 1:586  1.562 10543 . 2:852- . 14872 - .1ec?3 . lem?2 Jeu73

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY a.82 3.11 4.58 . S.81 6ol 04T 2.82 4.01 £.16 7.10

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 17,886 6.383 11,319 16.548 - 2€,5C4 15,648 - 5:811 9,125 13890 38,087,

STAUDARD DEVIATION OF THE . : ' S : U S e AR

FANILY IUCCHE 204332 2.099': .1¢202 2.257 o 33.,78¢€ 1 .3_93_ - 983 -3 051_6 QI.QSQ )

PERCENTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES : . L L . AR S I L

CORRESPONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0409 - 0,16 ~c.20 " 0e82 1400 0409 10215 ‘ci22- 0.54

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1400 1,00 100 _‘.1“.Ao‘o‘¢, “1.0C. ' }l.oo 1500 1.0 1.99
FROM 1 TO 4 MEMBIRS 0452 0.78. " Ga53 Ceo1 Qe2s" : 045 S CabE Ge3Z
FROM S TO 7 MENBZRS 033 Ce2l 2 Qo357 FCe3n’ S CalB- CCelY 0e29
8 nrnEERS AND CVER : 0el5: ‘001 " 0ell 0e21~ 1 Ge2? 1 CeZ23. -7 0e3H

PERCSHTAGE OF FAKILIES, BY AGE OF el L S S o

THE HEAD OF TIIE FAHILY N l.oo .l.boo . ‘.oo‘ S .oo“ fi'vlv-.coi' l.oo
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD PR o1y : : ~ : : 0 18  ‘0eas
BETWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD ‘027 I Y T+ 1L gar ome o
BETVEEN 35 AlD YEARS OLD ~Qe23; " Qe2E.- . Ce25. 0.26 : T Qe22 Cez7: - 021
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER B 0_.32‘_ ;.TFO'oJ_J‘A VCvo.‘.Q_ ‘_c.‘:!e, T 0e33: 1 '0e27 Qa3 T 0e 31

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF

FOULAL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE e o T C S R

FALILY l-OOv ) ,';l':.OO Vl-‘OO ) ‘,I-QQ. _;I-OC 1-0_Q : »lgOO_' 3_!-’070'_ "I-CO;' : 'I-OO
ERIEane R S R+ Y - SRS+~ £ S+ T -

g . B . . : . (-} % ‘0 2 . C-"’:b De 3.2
BEYOND PRIMARY . 0e24 ca11 0419 . €e23 0-aa 0:11 0.03’ 0408 6.C8 o.':o

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR '

OF ECONCEIC ACYIVITY OF THE HEAD OF o , _

TOE FAMILY : 10_00 ) 1-00 100 1-0C I-CO i I-CO‘ 1’600_, _»A'I.CO-_'- loOU
PRIKARY SECTOR "Qall” 0409 Ce07 - 0.CS Ce€9 080" 0466 . Ge?2 Ces7.
Sl Srcnon B R O 1 B £ B S L A 1

’ - - - . «0& - . - i " 0e 17T : 1% " Qel T
Egﬂglz:ggnsscrox S 0321 . .0e10 - €eCB . 0eCS cel0 . 0.06 0ell. - 0eC6 “.0e20-

3O
~.
O
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.Tﬁble,sz-O. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FARMING FAHII.IES. BY URBAN-RURAL AREA. QUARTIIES ARD
’ ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

COSTA RICA
I URBAN ARZA T RURAL AREA
. :i ' I QUARTILE A | ;_ i i ' QUARTILE
INDICATORS I SUB"TM -1 "= =—=p————~—1 SUB-TOTAL ;- T SRS A
1 . I FIReT I_secowp I TEIRD I FOVRTE I I__FIRST T SESCOND I TEIRD I.

TCTAL WUMDIR CF TAMNILIES ' 19.”'&(31 4 E63 44882 - & .RG3 a.ecz. 93;,£e§:_' 10.%&' . 1655 1c SeE L1
AVITAGT SIZE OF THE FAYILI . &e23 3.57 . %50 T E.02  s.e% 51 4 17" £.86 7045
AVERAGE FAMILY IHCCHE v3"’v'5,.‘ e 1e772 a,ac EIITH ‘a.466 “f:s.éé’ro 3.209 ¢ Se376.
s"-mn,-.ma DEVIATION OF THE g - _ . : RO
FAXILI INCOKE 3,776 <0 954 SRl 2.821 3,147 T ee3 1 7TLS
LELIIOTAGE OF THT FAMILY INCOVES . R ' Coa i L N e
CCXZESFONDING TC EACH QUARTILE 1 .ao A 0.00 _€elIp. C.S7 L rico 005 041s"
PERCENTAGE OF FANILIES, BY SIZE ,,o.,' 100 - ’ . £y
FROM 1 TO 4 MEMBERS § 0.37 Pe :
FRCM 5§ TO 7 MEMBE : . O34 ’_8.3? , : o
8 KEINBERS AND GVER ’ 9030', . . 0-06 B c.cs:" :_, e
PERCENTAGS OF FANILIES, BY AGE or ST Tl e
THZ 3ZAD OF THE FARILY ' gn.oo 1460 “i.00 e
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD . - 10408 °  0s1a"  0.09  0.06 0. ke
BETWZIE 25 AND 34 YEARS OI.D <0619 “Qel@" Qe 1B Ce24- o
Bzu-'m: 35 AND LL YEARS OLD 026 . Oel4, Qe 20" " Ce20, : Y
45 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ‘ De47:" 0.54. " 0ebk: " Ced0 " ! - .
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF el R S L o . .
FORMAL EDYCATION OF THE HEZAD OF THE o RS SRR R SR Y L o S
FANILY R 100, 1.00. “1e€0 1eCC © 100 . 1eCO ‘100 ‘1,0‘3_0. 14€C" 21420
KCNE . 0.13 10.05" T Ce17 Ge13 S 0e12 G427 Q.27 o35 T G.26&
PRIEARY A 0e71" 0461, - 0e€9 " Co73 "~ Ce73 €e69 0.65" 3 : &35 6173
BEYO!!D PRIMARY . 0.16 ‘ 0030 . 0011:‘0. ’ 0- 12 CeCS '40004 ! 0.08 ] CeC2 " Qe 2
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR - , L S L
QEEESONCLC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF. 1400 1.00 1100 ‘1.00 1.cC 1400 12207 1.0
PRINARY SECTOR v - 0.68 0.02 0.07 Cell Ca12 Ce€2’  -pe20 Co<E Gasy
SECCLDARY SECTOR Cel6 OeUS O« 08 Cel9 0.30 Qa9 T Q0603 0.1} .0 >
TERCIARY SECTOR . 0430 Cel8 0.28 C.24 C.acC “iCel3 ' .0a12: - el Ul
fio SECPOR C.46 0.73 Qes7 €25 Ne1? "0e20 " T 0e65.- C.Cy 0.Co

Qo
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Table 2-B-1. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY mccus OF poon rxorv-rm;mc F.mn.ms. BI mm—m AREA, QUABTILES AND
o ADXINISTRATIVE DIVISION. ,

- PROVINCE SAN JOSE
3 _ URBAN AREA T . RURAL. AREA
I 1 QUARTILE - I ' QUARTIL
IHDICKTORS- ":stm-'roru.l T T sva-tonss. I- . RO U2
e r I “FIRST. I SECCMD I THIED — I FOURTE. - I B 3 'FIRST 1. SECOND ‘I -THIRD _ I

TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES . . 8691 2,173 20173 24173 2.};12_; 9.6&2-;‘ : 2.921 T 2ee21 2_.426‘ ‘ ¢.4?c,
_ ERAGE SIZE OF THE FAKILY 5.77 3.41 .92 €.10 S.E7 e.sa ’ 3.97 . Sen7 L 7.15 CRT)
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME = - 2.83€. o 1.147 . 8,247 Es3E53 4s181 . 830 - 2.722.  @.512 ...x_o;::.
STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE e T N R S . o R
FAMILY INCOXE 4.231 0 . 1.109 ga} T Ee278 3.398 - 476 " 718 . | 764, 3.uE1-
PERCENTAGE OF THE FAMILY INCOMES - R L T 0 A e
CORRESI'CNDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.00 0.08 Ge31. - 0e€l 1200 0.05. 0516, C.a9

PERCENTAGE OF: FAUILIES, BY SIZE 1.00°" 1.00. " l.00 1.00 - 1.cC “1.00. 7 100 S 1:‘.’002' 1.co:

EROY é Py li HENEERS : 8-% - ’g-_"{g : c.38 g’;ég_, j.,g.gg‘ : c;gg;n S o‘.o’g - . 0.38 Cec7

. . 232D - . Ce s 0e36 0.26 " Qed? . CeS6 -

“FngeRS Rub VL 0.28 0.05 0437 LRI €e36 " 0.05 . ~0.20" €o37

PERCENTAGE OF FAIILIES, BY AGE OF . e R

THE YEaD OF THE FAMILY » 1.00 . 1.00 o 1 -0’0_ 1.00 .Ye00 - Cleco 1-00 L -_21;;00' l.co

g_sssggﬁm 25 XEARS OLD 0.09 0.14 C.10 “0.07. “Ceca’ Ce€7° '  -04C3 “.0%1C CaCE "

Eg ~.~', 25 r*n Eh V..ARs OLD g.;g g.i;r‘ g.:a *‘2'32 . '8'},3" ; g.g?p ‘8912. - 0e 22 Ca2¢;

e ' o2 . . ojy B 26 - N < Y . 3 Qe Ce25 " CelZE

5 ¥zi8s € Ar.D OLDER : 0486 055 ‘0eSS : c:.ag,,-_ TCe27. . €e23 ¥ ‘0456 - 0432 CoZE:

 PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF L - D o o o o

FofuaL EDUC CATION OF THE HEAD OF THE | 100 1.00 1.00- 00 . 1.00 -'-1.003;_ ve00, 1.00 Taco

. 0.09 0.07" c.10° Ce10" Cecs | CazS: 04257 T c.22. ciis
LY ‘Qe68 0.59 Ge61- 074" [0.78: 7070 0066 [neeS Ca?2 :
{ID  PRIMARY | 0.23 C.3a . . Ge29" €y 20e12 | Q.S 70e107 70403 c.C3 002"
PERCENTACE OF FANILIES, BY SICTOR - ‘ ' Lo S A co BEEE Lt
OF ECCHOLIC ACTIVITY OF THE EEAD OF . : e / - o . ] . S e
THE FANILZ - 100 1.00 1.00 100 “1e0C ‘100 1.00 - t.oo‘_ 1.C0. 11.00
PRIMARY SECTOR . @e02 0.01 " 0.03 c.ca 0.CE Ceal 013 0.€l. C.s2 Qa7
SECONDARY SECTOR Q.18 0.07 . 0.09 0423 Ge32 Celd - 008 . Qe Call" “Ce25
TERCIARY SECTOR 032 0.20 Ue30 . €«36 Oea2 CelS . 0el ’ _o.Ngz_;‘ CeZ0 CelS:
NO SECTOR 7 0.36 0.73 C.£9 C.2s CelE.  Ce2B . - 0465 Ge22 Ce10 C 003
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Table 2-B-2. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAHILY IhCO}lE OF XXX NO‘!-FARHING FAHILI;.S, BYUR!!AN-BURAL AREA, QUMEILF.S AND:
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

PROVINCE ~ ALAJUELA
: UREAX ARTA LR RURAL AREA
' g STITTTTTTTTTTIL . »
INDICATORS I I ‘QUARTILE - ©© QUARTILE =
ISUB‘MM'I » T Cicoap T THIRD. T FOURTH "pSUB-TOTAL 1 TiRst T SEcoWD © THI®D & FCURTH
I g FIRST 1 SRCU 4 o I D S I -~ I S
TCTAL NUNBER OF -FAMILIES ' © z.70% 677 Loate €7¢€ €€ S.EZ7 . Z:4S7 2,687 2-[“5._7. . 2.4%6
AVERAGE SIZE OF TEE FANILY 616 4,15 GoTa €419 " G.E7 . £.80 - 8420 - Ses3 | Pa38 972
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 3.€31 6 2.073 . as2Zg Ev122 . 4.422 S6C - 2.2 £.21C 2,215
STAEDARD DEVIATION OF THE e ’ EEREEE : T e : N
FAFILY INCOME 3.374 64 . ‘720 662 . . 2.e8? 24996 494 - 665 . .SET- 2.521.°
PERCEWTAGE OF THE FANILY INCOMES - s o ' o A S S S
CORRESFONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.00 Qela 0430 -0 «S€E “1e00: 0.05
PORCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1400 i"i,‘go.,. 1400 1200 1400 "1.00
FRCH 1 TO & MEWBERS 0.34 0.61 Ces?e “Ce1?7 - 0GeCC- Cea 0.€3:
FRCE 5 TO 7 1iEi3ERS 0.36 0.28 “Codv '_~c.61 . Qe27- {Ge26 0526
8 NEKBERS AND CVER 0430 011" iCel@l Ce2l: 073 . -0e39 0.11
FERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF '_ Lo R VR DR R T L
THE UEAD O THE FAKILY : 1.00 1400 “1.00° 1400 "1.00. ~ 1460 "1.00
LESS THAN 2 n.\as oLD 0.0¢ 0.13" 0ecE " ‘€408 . €.021  0.05 04CG
SLTEESN 29 AnD 34 YEARS OLD 0e19 _0.21 0.22 018 C.25 0.17
DEIWED H LD &4 YEARS OLD 027 Cel8 0.20 - Q.41 . 0e21 [ 0elE
4S YEARS OLD AND OLDER © 0e48 048, Ceda- 042 0429 T 058
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF s : RS ' ]
FORI.AL EDUCATION OF THE HEAD OF THE - : R SRR L S
FANILY . 1.00 “1400 1.00 veos. “TeCC ‘1400 1.00 v 1 _
?9211'5 ’ g.’l':' _g,}g g._x,? vg'.;s';* 9.12 c.26 9.2 0.3¢& ‘CeZ€. Ce2y
o - - . ; el L - - - Ge70 . Ce?73 3673
BsYcr:D PRI}ARY ©0el12 0.19" “0ell 0.12 c.c8 G.03 Q.06 0.02" - CaC1 0.02
FERCEJTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR . T R j ' ’ s :
OF ECCHOKIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF RS . DR e -
THE FAMILY . l-CO : 100 - lo\‘lc ) 1000 ] noo 100 1.00_ 1.001,' 1 .00 loOQ_
PRIMARY SECTOR " Cel€ - 0403 d.CH 0.12° 0417 . 0.5a 0e1S 0.€3 ‘Ce73 C.62
SECCNDARY SECTOR - 0el4 " 0e08 0.V% Cel7 ' Qec® C.C3 0.03 0.0%, lr:.{o Qeln
TERCIARY SECTOR S 0626 0.12 0.23 €a25° 0.39 Call. 0410 0.3G Cell 0.15;
NO SE(;TOR . ) 0«50 OeEO. 0et2 Ced2 O-.lﬁ . - Ceib . 0.06_7 0.23." .'C'.Cé' Ce0 LA
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Toble 2-B=-3. INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FAMILY INOME OF POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES AND
R . ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION. . » ARER, QUARTLLES AND

PROVINCE CARTAGO
. e z —
I URBAN AREA I RURAL ARZA
1 i CQUARTILE - e o X : QUARTILE
' INDICATORS Isug-torat QI It e i stm-'ro'.m. I T == T '
g i - FISST 1 SECOND 1 THTRD 1 FOURTH' I FIRST 7 SECOND T TEIRD 7 FCURTH
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILTES ' . zom1 s13 s12 slef' a7 s,ac3 1.201 23Er 1,381 1,209
AVERAGE STZT OF THEE FAMILY | 677 .10 5.4 7437 1C.IS 7,32 e.7S £.59 o 7.58 0 10.28
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 4,467 207, 245880  S33C - S,1&4 S.C32 . 1.218 8,235 €.73% 8,924
STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE o ’ : : S T L e
FAXILY INCCME : 39449 %38 - 737 7B€. . EeCEE 201467 . 782 . -4B6 2 S56 24398
PENCUITAGE OF THE FAFILY INCOMES _ ‘ _ IR BT T S
CCRREIFONDING TO EACH JUARTILE 1.00 c.o02 0.17 . €.30 “Cef1 - S 1€0: 006 "0e21 S.28- 084
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1400 1.00 1400 1600 “1.00  J1.00. 100 1.oo,-j 0!
FROM 1 TO &4 MEMBERS 0.28 L 0ed4 0.43 (0.00" L ei17 ls7" - el
FROM 5 TO 7 MENBERS 0138 0:33 0s42: sgigen gtz om. gl S:fe gr9s:
8 MEMBERS AND OVER Oe 37v . 0.08 0.16 5 CeSL (045 10e1S . ;_o :sc‘ Ced2. TCe%l:
PERCSHTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF _ ' R L N e O T S
mHE LLAD OF THE FANILY : 190 1.00 1.00 3G 1.00 1400 E 1.00 1e50 - 1.00"
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD .06 Ce11" 0405 : 0.C1 0.8 040681 - 0.CH 0.c2 “01-
BETWEEN 25 AND 34 YEARS OLD _0a19 0.20 0.22. ~ 0e26 . Qall- 0.27 0e20 0428 c-.g: : '8.‘1’;;
BEIWEEN 35 AND % YEARS OLD 0e31 0.17 0e2% - ',;C'. 23S - Celqy- 'C¢;°~ T 0el9 . Qe3S CedZ." Qa6
45 YEARS OLD AI'D OLDER 0.44 0.51 <0049 Ce23:. C.eaa c-33 0.52. 0 .0.21 Cezz. 0.38
PERCELTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF o : S SR S s ' Wi :
FORAL ZDUCATION O TEE HEAD OF THE 1.00 1.90 1400 “14¢¢ 1.6¢ 1.co' 1.00 1.00" 1.co 1.00
NOnE T UelS 0416 ‘0a16" ca12 Cel3. g.z1- 0e27 . 0.zl Cezz T Gelu
FRITARY 0.76 C.70 . 0.72. €e80 0.81 Ce75 0270 - 0.77 eusE. assa
BEYCND PRIMARY 0.10 c.1a “Cw12 €eC7 . ‘CeC6 0.03" 04077 0602 0.02° 0.02
PERCEXTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SECTOR S TR R R L " ' o :
OF ECONONIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF R R : S i SRR
THE FANILY . 100 . 1_009 E ,l"’.~00 100 " 106 1«00 - 1«00 1.00.: . 1e90. . 100:
PRINARY SECTOR 0.15 0.07 0.15 L Cel9 0.18 1Y e26 - . Ca7é.  i0aE4 U.Sn
SECC::DARY SECTOR . ) ) 0.18 0.99 . 0409 Q0«24 ‘0e30 Q.11 -Ce05 .0eC7. .. Cel€ ©0a17°
TERCIARY SECTOR Q.28 0«13 0«23 Ce34 - Cel€ vrc.lh Q0.1 : 0’.0Q-,‘_f L Cell 020
NO SECTOR 9.40 0.c6 0:54 . Ce2a 0al€ S Cel9. -0e53.. .10.10° G.C7. . 0.07"
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Table 2-B-h.

INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANHUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURBAL AREA, QUARTILES AND -
ADKINISTRATIVE DIVISION. o o o

‘PROVINCE HEREDIA
%_ URSAN AREA ]I: _ HURAL AREA-
INDICATORS ]I: e % QUARTILE ]I: i QUARTILE
1 SUB-TOTAL — T — - SUB-TOTAL I — T . . _
I 1 FIRST I SECOND T TEIRD I FOURTH I I FIRST -T SECOID T THIRD FOURTRH
TOTAL NUM3ER OF FAMILIES 999 © %0 280  zsc zas z.769 es2 192 es2 092
AVERAGE SIZE OP THE FAMILY 643 8.01 8453 T7<C6 Se7E €e54 368 5«04 753 lo."lb ;
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 4,178 10a [ 2e581 Se134 E+S12 3,719 7 - ‘3.a39ﬁ £,558 Se129.
STANDARD DIVIATICN OF THE : N ‘ o .
FANILY INCOME 3,s08 - 220 706 8¢c0 2+3C6 3,375 426 1,102 . 621
PERCENTAGE OF THT FAMILY INCOHES ' X L - :
CONRRESIONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 AO'.OI -~ 0el5 .21 Ce53 1.00 0.04 Q1P 0. 3¢
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1,00 1.00. 1.00 ;;oo 1400 ‘i.ob . i;6§;, i.do'
FRCM 1 TO 4 MEINBERS 0.32 Cat6 - <:0aS5S.; c.cCC CeZt - 0e€5" 0.2&. csCC
FRCM 5 TO 7 KENBERS 0.38 . - Ce27 029 0.19 G.33 - 0.22 045 7 C.57
8 NIBERS AND OVLR 0e38 . 0.07- ~Gs16 C.%1 Cesx ° O.ell (027 G.a3
PLICLNTAGE OF FANILIES, BY AGE OF S S B U e
mic HEAD OF THE FANILY 1,00 - 1.00 1.00 - - 0c ‘1ecC - 1.00  ".1.00 1.90° 1.00
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.06 0.12 0,06 CeCa 0,03 oC6 . 0e1 eler s
BETWEEN 25 AND 24 YEARS OLD . 017 o.1a 0.14a Ce22 9294 34 9c1e 955" 6255
BETWEEN 35 AND Ll YEARS OLD 029 0.16 “0e22 c.38 .0440 10323 1 . 0a16  Qez8. CeaC
L5 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 0.a8 0.54 - ~0e58. c.26 el C.a0 8450 0.3% €29
PERCERTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY LEVEL OF . R ' s : S
. . - - R Ll o L. R R . .
FORAL EDUCATION OF THE NEAD OF THE 1:00 1.00 100 1.90 1.00 100 r.0C Cledc 1.¢0
" 0e06 0.08° o.uE €0 - Ce17 . O ‘
R ARy 0.76 0.65 0,77 81 0sa1 gl 0s7> 3178 R
BEYOHD PRI,AR, 0.16& 0.27 0e18 Gel2 c.ce 0.C5 Bell {003 C.Ca
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BI_ sm'roaor , ’ L ' . ' i
N AC TY O HEAD ' i : : ’ : '
e oanonC TIVITY OF T 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00" 1.cC 1ico 1.90 1.90 1.c0
Ce12 0.06 0.10 CelE 0417 Ceal 017 .S4 .
§§§3§§ER§E§§3¥03 g.éz . g.?g g.gg g:g? gziz ‘8.13 ‘o.és vg.oq; g.:g
L] - 38 el9 B * e
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.34 0.75 o.se : 37 0s6a 0:25 cais

NO SECTOR

€e25. . O

0.27 - 0.523 0.22

o

% Best Available Decument



. fable 2-B=5. INDICATCRS RELATED 7O THE ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOR
' ADKINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

" . 'PROVINCE

NON-FARMING ~FAMILIES, BY UEBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES AND -

GUANACASTZ _
i URBAN AREA i © RURAL AREA
I QUARTILE . I I QUARTILE | R
INDICATORS 7SUB-TOTAL T T T ——; SUB=TOTAL ¥ T o G ,
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTL I . ' FIRST SZCOND THIRD- FOURTH:
I I b S * I I 1 7 I . o

TCTAL WTU3ER CF FAITLIES ‘1e79E 845 46 asg age S.122 é;zsg 2,24 Ze2E2 z.2u2

AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY 675 4,32 €,40 7.32 QeSGE '.7.‘;5 - 444G €eZ0 7.'{2 Y.02

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 4,121 aza 24578 4,556 84524 4,582 %52 2,300 £.,e€2 gsal

§TAITAND DIVIATION OF THE _ . : S . : SR

FALZTY INCCHE 3.222 €632 -+ 661 566 1 E 2,087 340 o1z 00 23323

FESCEINTAGE OF THZ FANILY IRCOMES ' _ T S o L

CCRRESPCNDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.03 0.1€ Ce20 CeS2 1.c0 0.0S 0.18 0.21 0.45

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1200 1.00
FROM 1 TO 4 MEMRERS 0.2¢ CeS59 Qa8 C.C3 0.C0 ~ Qe20 " 0eST 0.25 CeCC v.oo
FROM 5 TO 7 MENBERS 0.3€ 0:27 = ..0.4% 059, ce17? Ce3a 0.30 Coih ooz 0.36
8 MEBERS AND OVER 0.38 0.14 “0el9 Ce2B CeE2 0.«3 0.13 de26 Ced? Oenné

PERCEETAGE CF FAMILIES, BY AGE oF R S ) . o L P

THE HEAD OF THE FAKILY 1.00 100 100 1.00 ‘100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.90°

- LESS THAN 25 YEARS_OLD 0.07 0.12 0408 0.0S {0eCZ " GeCa 0.07 0.€7 0sC2 0-01
EETWEEN 25 AND 3W YEARS OLD 0.17 0.20 0.20 Cel9 0410 0.22 - '0e15 0.21 CoZ? 0e 14
PETWEEN 35 AlD YEARS OLD 026 0.19 "~ 0e20 c.28 ‘Ce26§ Ce20 015 0.2R Cal€ o811
4,5 YEARS OLD AlD OLDER 0.49 049 “Qe32. Ceag -0ebY ‘Cekb 063 Ve32 Ce35 G.aa

PERCENTAGE OF FANILIES, BY LEVEL OF _ ‘

FO2'AL, EDUCATION OF TEE HEAD OF THE : L , _ _

FALILY . 100 ‘o-co ) 100 o ‘_.co 100 1C0 1,00 1-00:‘ loco l:'go‘o
NCNE 0.21 Ce25 0.23 Cel? G e2C 029 0.29 gez€ c.3¢ c.31
TRIIARY 0470 0.62 0.68 . Ce73 0a76 “0e5Y 0.65 n,72 C.€S )
BEYOND FRIMARY 0.09 0.13 0.c2 C.1¢ CeC8 CeC3 0.06 Oe.C2 C.C2 0.92

PERCENTAGE OF mﬁun‘sﬁ_ BY sncronor T O o

T ¥ * THE HEAD . : -
gﬁz-'%g;;?ﬁc ACTIVITY 1.00 1.00 1.60° 100 1.3 1.00 ‘1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
. o.1e 0.07 0.17 . 0e23 0.z4 Cet3 0.27 C.EC g.72 0.76
ggggg{&%ﬁgen 0.12 0.03 0.07 . 0.13 025 0.03 0.02 0.02 GaCt 0.07
SECTARY SECTOR 0.23 016 G268 Ce23 0.25 Ce07 0.C9 0.04 C.C? 0.08
R A OR Caa? 0.73 0452 Cea0 0.22 Cei5 0.65 0.14 C.10

€

< Best Available Document



Table 2-B-6. INDICATORS RELATED TO TRE AKRUAL FAMILY INCOME OF POOB HC-!-F&WG FAHII.IBS, BY URBAN RURAL AREA, QUARE[LES m

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

PROVIKCE PUNTARZNAS
I I RURAL' AREA
I URBAN AREA I
INDICATORS I = QUARTTLE - E: QUARTILE
ISUE-TOTAL 1 r - . I sus-roras T -  a———
rd ) N T m . ~ O - v =
I 1 FIRST 7 SECOND [ THIRD [ FOURTH 7 FIRST < - SECOND THIRD UATH
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 1.658 a1s ‘a1s a1a a1a 4,651 1.163 1e163 1el2 10152
AVERAGE SIZE OF THZ FAMILY Se«31 J.44 Qo432 €eld Gel? CeSO “e0C DeB? 7«16 Q05
AVERAGE FANILY INCOME 2,457 o 1.888 a.c31 7.572 443063 ‘829 2,041 £.z55. Be232
TANDARD DEVIATICH CF THE s . o N -
ANILY INCCLE 2.169 o 830 636 ZeCB1 . 2.5E9 71 331 7¢0 1.868
PERCFITAGE OF THE_FAMILY INCOMES : ’ ' B S ' o
CORRESIONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0.00 O.14 C.29 0eS7 1.CO 0.05 Be17 . 020 0.48
PERCEGTAGE CF FANILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 " 1.00 1.c¢ 1.00 1.00 1.90° 1eCC 1,50
FrOK 1 TO 4 MiN3TRs 0.9 €.73 P . ' ®. SR s
2 e «2 - 97 Ce 2% CsC 2 3 Ce Je S
ITCH 5 70 7 KINDIRS 0.322 c.20 0.33 €.50 cioe ¢33 0ssa otas ot onis
& FXMBERS AND OVER 0.29 c.o7 0.10 Ce25 Ce7E Ce37 0«11 020  Ce3? 0.82
FERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES, BY AGE OF . ‘ L ST : )
THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.6C ‘1.00
LESS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.09 0«15 0.10 CeCE C.048 . .13 0.10 - : ) 0.
BEC.ERN % AND 2t YEARS OLD 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.23 0.16 3:53 " ec1s 58+ ,2:523 &%
BET ;rﬁ AND YEARS OLD - 0.25 Cel16 0.19 Ce28 0.28 Ge29 Oe16 Qa2 ‘Ge3a Ced3
45 YZARS OLD AND CLDER 0.46 0.a8 0e£3 - Ced3 Ce41 Ca26 . QeS2 0e31 - Ce2€7 0e34
PERCIITAGE OF FAMILIEZS, BY LEVEL OF ‘ ' , AT Lor
FORI'AL EZDUCATICK OF THE HEAD OF THE . R » - .- e S
FAI'TLY : 1.00 1.G0 1.00 1200 1.0G 1.00 . 1.00 1e00" " leCC - 1.00
NONE 0.19 0.1 0.22 €.22 C.ls Ce28 .2 a0’ Geze 219"
PRIFARY 0.69 0.70 Cece co68 C.73 CeSs osie. 5os7 1 3ee4 ocan
BEYOHD ERIIARY 0.11 0<16 0.10 C.10 0.ce C.0a G.10 2.03 G.C2 ‘0.02°
PEECIITAGE OF FAKILIES, BY SECTOR ' PR [
OF FCCNOMIC ACTIVITY OF THE HEAD OF ' ‘ ST o B
O ranrs 1.00. 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.C0O- 1.0C 1400 1e€C 1.00
PRIHARY SECTOR O.11 0.03 0.10 Cel13 0.1¢ 0.55 0.13 0.51 Ceza’ e
SECOIDARY SECTOR g:%g g:gg 8.;2 2.}‘2 gof: : CeCS Gs02 004 CeCO 000931
TERCIARY SECTOR - 9-32 .25 Q.24 €36 Q.41 0.13 0.13 0e12 0.12 0«lB

NO SECTOR

0667

0sC7

'0.19

2 Best Availcble Decum

S



Table 2-B-7., INDICATORS RELATED TO THE ANNUAL FANILY INCOME OF POOR NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA, QUARTILES AND
ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION.

PROVINCE LIMOR.
I I ) B
I URBAN AREA I RURAL AREA
1 I : | QUARTILE
I QUARTILE I I R
INDICATGRS x SUB-TOTAL; £ ) G T 7 SUB-TOTAL ; T 1 S Qs
I FIRST T SZCOND T THIRD 7 FOURTH I FIRST T SECOND Y TEIRD ¥ FOURTH -
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILIES 1.532 231 303 2F2 g2 é.:se ECC €00 €SS soof
AVERAGE SIZE OF THE FAMILY S.59 3.3e 4.0s .56 TBe97 €eCl 3.3s 4.59 7eCS ‘9.16,
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 3,150 0 1+063 2.e19 7.72C 2,831 a2¢e 2.016 ‘€42ZS 2,064
STANDARD DEVIATICN OF THE : R : . ' T
FANILY IiCOME 3.228 o 950 704 2.121 2,105 305 1,37€ 722 1.742
SQCENTAGE CF THE FAMILY INCOMES S ‘ ' ’ - o
CORRCSTONDING TO EACH QUARTILE 1.00 0400 0.0R c.3a 0.cC1 1ac0 - 0.03° 0.12 C.22 T 0eS1..
t PRI . . :
PERCENTAGE OF. FANILIES, BY SIZE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ° 1.00 1.€0 .00’
FROM 1 TO 4 MENBERS 0.42 0.75 0.63 €e26 €.cC Qo34 0.72. 0.56 . CesE 2.00
FRCM 5 TO 7 MEMBIRS d.11 017 - 0627 Cets C.30 Q.32 : 21 04320 ,c.§7 Ce .t
8 “EYBERS ARD CV:iR 0.27 0.08 0.09 Ce22 Ca?0 C.2a 0.97 . O.1a "Ce3 c.73
PERCENTAGE OF FAUILIES, BY AGE OF : : o o : '
THE HiAb CF TAE FAKLLY 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.c0 1.0C 1.00 1600 - 1400 1.c0 1.0c
LSS THAN 25 YEARS OLD 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.Ca 0.08 . a1z - 0.11 CeCE Ce04
EE"HEHI 25 AND YEARS OLD C.20 0.12 0.19 C.2% 0.21 0.23 - .0.13 - 0.23 - CezS Ge2l
BETLEEN 35 AND “ YEARS OLD Q.26 0.16 0.19 0.74 0627 Ce28 0613 . 0022 - U.2a Oeud
LS YEARS OLD AND OLDER 0.48 0«01 052 °* Ceal s 1 Cebl - 062 . - OekS CeZ€E Qe 31
PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIZS, BY LEVEL OF ' e o '
FOINAL EDUCATICH OF THE HEAD OF THE : : T e .

ILY 100 1.0C 1.0C 1.00 lncc “ 100 1.00 l__-OO 1«CC 100
NCHE 0e17 0.1€ Qe.1P Cal% D.lE - 0,25 " . 0. a0 - 21 1 c.1%
EPINARY 073 _0e70 071 Co78 C.75 0.61 . 055 - 0.€3 C.€a N.va
BEYOND PRIMARY Cell 0.13 0.11 0-11 0.C7 0.04 04086 I 0.0€¢ .C1 0.02

FERCENTAGE OF FAUILIES, BY SECTOROr o : 7 ; L
o v THE HEAD . : . . B :
¥§E°i?;§L§C ACTIVITY OF 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.C0 1.6C 1.co 100 - 1.00 ~1eC 1.00
PRINARY SECTCR 0.08 0.02 C.CH 0409 0.1¢ 0.58 Q.28 - 0.%1 Cekl C.74
SECOJPARY SECTOR Cel0 Q.08 0.048 Sl O0.1E 0«03 v 0e€2 0.02 0eC2 0+03
TERCIARY SECTOR 0.13S 021 0+30 Cel7 0.1 Cell " . 0el3 " . . 0Del2 QeCz= cs14
NO SECTOR 0.47 0.73 0460 015 058 . .

Cea2

" 0e27

Ce.CE

N

4

= Best Available Dccument



‘Table 3-0 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION

COSTA RICA
FAMILIES - Dependency

Nuclei Members - Index
1) POOR 19,451 117,598 1.36
Less than 100 colonés - 5,691 21,020 1.17
From 100 to 299 cblongé’ 788 65,3526 1.73?
From 300 to 499 colones 1,807 12,853 1.53
From 500 to 699 colones 2,899 20,201 1.43
From 700 to 899 colones 3,722 25,885 1.80
From 900 to 1099 colones A#,éSS' 31;303: ,1_29;
2) NON POOR 124,524 642,984 0.65
3) TOTAL 1/ 144,523 764,135 0.74

1/ Includes urban farmers whichfcould_not‘be classified”ascpbor qr4as}nonfpd¢f5
namely 546 families.



Table 3-1 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION
PROVINCE OF SAN JOSE

FAMILIES Dependency
Nuclei Members " Index
1) POOR 8,691 ' 50,168 1.30
Less than 100 colones 3,146 10,869 1.02-
From 100 to 299 colones . 212 1,87 1.62
From 300 to 499 colones 627 4,531 1.52
From 500 to 699 colones 1,171 8,292 1.43
From 700 to 899 colones 1,594 ,10;885, L3¢
From 900 to 1099 colones 1,941 13,720
2) NON POOR 72,999 375,891
.3) Total 1/ 81, 809 426,827

1/ 1Includes urban farmers which coﬂld”hbf7beﬂdlassified'as'pOOr or as non poor,
namely 117 families.



Table 3-2 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR: URBAN 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 1089 colones

2) NON POOR

3) TOTAL 1/

1/ 1Includes urban farmers which could not be classified as poor or as non poor,

namely 65 families.

FAMILIES

Nuclei Members
2,705 16,664
673 2,859
155 1,305
264 1,808
446 2,9U6
551 3,707
616 4,039
12,557 63,826
15,327 80,866

Dependency

Index
1.33
1.45
1.46
1;46
1.3
1.28
1.19
0.67
0.78




Table 3-3 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION

PROVINCE OF CARTAGO

1) POOR

Less than 100 colones

"From 100 to
From 300 to
From 500 to
From 700 to
From 900 to

2) NON POOR
3) TOTAL 1/

299 colones
499 cblones,
699 colones
899 colones
1099 colones

FAMILIES
Nuclei Members
2,071 14,027
366 1,709
8u 650
216 1,538
319 2,483
ug2 3,573
564 4, 074
10,77" 58,456
12.914 72, 942

Dependency
Index

1.45
1.39
1.89
1.63
- 1.49
1.u47
1.32
0.69
0.86

1/ ~nacludes urban farmers which could not. be élaééifiéﬁfééipodr~ofwas_n§n;p¢pr,'v

namely 66 families. .
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Table 3-4 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION
PROVINCE OF HEREDIA

FAMILIES ‘

‘Nuclei Members

1) POOR 999 ' 6,428
Less than 100 colones 227 939
From 100 to 299 colomes 35 281
From 300 to 499 colones f&S >’;812
From 500 to 699 colones 17 1,179
From 700 to 899 colones 191 1,380
From 900 to 1999 colones 289 2,037

2) NON POOR 8,194 44,293
'3) TOTAL 1/ 9,220 50,858

) y " Includes urban farmers which could notbe classified as poor or as non poor,
namely 27 famiiies.
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“Table 3-5 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN POPULATION
PROVINCE OF GUANACASTE

- FAMILIES Dependerncy

- Nuclei. Members Index-

1) 'POOR 1,795 12,117 1.8
Less than 100 colones 282 1,247 1.u48
From 100 to 299 colomes 147 1,120 2.02
From 300 to 499 colones 266 1,017 1.57-
From 500 to.699 colones 322 25362 1.53
From 700 to 899 colones 362 2671 1.4

" From 900 to 1099 colones 416 2,800 1.28
2) NON POOR | 6,208 34,376 0.75
©'3) TOTAL - 1/ 8,187 47,765 0.90°

1/ - Includes urban farmers ‘which ‘could ‘not be’ cla"‘s'sj.fiédi_ais;._ppgr' or’ as’'non poor,
 namely 187 families.



PROVINCE OF PUNTARENAS

1) - POOR .

Less than- 100 colones n

From 100 to
From 300 to
From 500 to
From 700 to
From'QOO‘fe

~2) NON POOR

'3) TOTAL 1/

pamely 52 famllles.

299" colones;

499Acolonesi

}699i¢elohes

'8$§,eolenes

10991eolbnes

Table 3-6 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR URBAN PGPULATION

‘'FAMILIES = )ependency

TFuciei Members . Index
1,658 19,633 1. 39-

ust 1,571 1.21
69 . 552, 1.86
207 15427, 1.50
247 1,667 ‘
289 1,956
392 2,460
9,173 45,597,

’l/ Includes urban farmers whlch ‘could not:be clas51f1ed 'dSpoor. or.as non:poor ,



‘Table 3.7 - NUMBER OF FAMILIES.AND- DEPENDENCY INDEX OF THE POOR: URBAN POPULATION:

FAMILIES . Dependency
Nuclei - Hembers_ “Index’

1) POOR. 1,632 8,561 1.5%
Less than 100 colones .. ‘54in 1,826 1. su”
From 100 to 299 colones. S © 557 25 os
Prom 300 to 499 colones 4 1,020 1.70
From 500 to 699 colones 190" 1,272 ;,gzl
From 700 to 899 éoior'lesv- 243 1,713
From 900 to 1099 colones 3ug 2,173

'2) NON POOR 6,329 30,514

3). TOTAL 1/ 7,893 39,240

1/ Includes urban farmers which: could not be'classified -as porr or:as non poor,.
-namely -32° families."



" Table 4 - ACTIVITY OF ‘THE POOR URBAN‘POPULATION-BETWEEN”ISQAKQHGH*YEARS?OPQAGﬁ?
COSTA RICA

1)

- 2)

Lo?

-3)

POOR - S
‘Less than 100 colones

From 100 to
From 300 to
From 500 to
From 700 to
From 900 to
NON POOR

TOTAL 1/

299 colones

499 colones

699 colones-
899 colonesi"
1099 cplqnesy

‘Total
49,782
9,665

2,321
5,072

8,310

lO 771

A3 643 ,
388,544
439,983

A C T I VI V.E

Sub-

Total'

17 235
1,195
1,8

- 397

iy
“5 969
225 317

243,247

jWorked

i12 42

28

215 680
229 045

Includes 2, 613 members of urban farmlng families whlch could

‘not be .classified as poor or as non. poor.

- work"
3,117"
987
180
’ﬁél
534
7y
6,04¢
‘9;251

D1d not —

Was 1obk1ng

Inactlve

for a job~
1,376
180
108
174
258
a1
1,981

132,547

8,470
| 12505
3,327
. 5,113
6,357
7,674
163,227
196,736



-Table 5= COHPOSITION OF THE - ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION BY AGE GROUP AND BY SEX.

POPULATION (POOR AND. NON POOR) AND POOR NON-FARMING RURAL POPULATION.
COSTA RICA:

TOTAL
From 15 to

Frdm 20 to‘

From 30 to
From—uo‘fo
From'SO to”

19 years old
29 years old
39 years 0ld

ug years .0ld”

"6l years - old

_URBAN._

NON POOR — _

THen Women. Hen ot
153,016 72,301 12,498 4,737
18,364 12,695 2,654 1,272
49,514 28,804 2,848 1, 371=
34,763 15,775 , 99 1,161
26,853 9,516 2,530 605
23,522 5,511 1,470 328"

CURBAN -

POOR NON-FARMING .

Men

42, 681

8,375
8,620
12,483
8,567
4,636

HWomen

4,697
1,779

1,184
1,039

496
199



'Table 6 - RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE ECONOM"CALLY ACTIVE POPULATION BY LEVEL OF FORHAL EDUCATION AND BY.

FSE-XZ. - URBAN POPULATION (POOR AND NON POOR) AND POOR NON-PARMING RURAL POPULATION.

COSTA mca-

Lével :of -education

ALL LEVELS

Beyond ‘primary-

. RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT'

URBAN.

~NON POOR Ja— POOR

Men - Women Men " Women .

1 0.05 0.02 0.33 0:09
bm em o oo

0.03. 0,02 0.43 0.16

POOR NON-FARMING
" RURAL
: Men; }_»I_o_m_m-x_

0.16 0.12

°13 E 012

° 11
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Table 7-0 - INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION . YEARS OLD AND OLDER ILLITERACY RATE OF THE

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD- AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEHPLOYMENT 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
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 +o 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 0.11 0.52 0.06
From 500 to 699 colones .0.54 0,49 0.08' o. 11' ?o 33? 0.07
From 700 to 899 colones 0.54 10.50 0.07 0.0 0.22 o. osz
From 900 to 1099 colones 0.54 }o 52 .07 0.08 ; 0.17 lo 06
2) NON POOR 0.65° 0.62 0,03 o. ou fo .05 0.02
3) TOTAL 1/ '0.64 0,60 0:04 0.05 10,07 0.03

1/ 1Includes 546’ urban fammg fam.hes which. could

not be class:.f:n.ed as poor or as non poor.
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Table 7-1 INDEX OF 'SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION a YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OP THE

.URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOHICALLY
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 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ACTIVE POPULATION

Wen Women_ Hen Woren Wen ~ 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 ._OS: 0. 085.j 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 1/ 0.67 0.62 0.03 0; oul 0.07 0.03

1/ Includes 117 urban fammg fanu.hes which could
' not be class:.f:.ed as poor or as non poor.
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Table 7-2 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF ‘THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE .OF- THE

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYHENT OF THE URBAN' BCONOHICALLY
ACTIVE POPULATION.

PROVINCE OF ALAJUELA

INDEX OF SCHOOLING ILLITERACY RATE . RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT
OF THE PUPULATION OF THE POPULATION OF THE ECONOMICALLY
7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER - ACTIVE POPULATION
1) POOR 0.53 0.50 0.10 0.10 0.32 0.07
Less than 100 colones 0.55 0.50 0.10 0.11 0.99 0.92
From 100 to 299 colones 0.51 0.49 0.28 0.15 0.73. 0.06
From 300 to 493 colones 0.53 0.47 0.09 011 047 0.08
From 500 to 699 colones 0.52. 0.49 0.10 0.11 0.33 0.04
From 700 to 839 colones -0.53 0.51 0.07 0.08" 0.21 0.03
From 900 to 1099 colones 0.54 0.51 0.08 0.08 0,16 © 0.06
2) NON POOR 0.62 0.61 0.03 0.8 0.06 0.01
3) TOTAL L/ 0.61 0.59 0.05 0.05: 0.08 0,02

1/ Includes 65 urban farming families which could
" not be classified as poor or as non poqﬂ.



Ta.bl= 7-3 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF" THE

1)

2)
3)

Ig

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE oF UNEMPLOYMENT or THE URBAN ECONOMICALLY
ACTIVE POPULATION.
PROVINCE OF CARTAGO

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.
POOR 0.53 0.49 0.09 0.13 0.28 0.07
Less than 100 colones 0.u8 0.143 0.18 0.22 0.98 0.35
From 100 to 299 colones 0.50 0.45 70'14’ 10.17 0.77 o.ooE
From 300 to 439 colones 0.55 0.u8 0.08 0,12 0.53 0.0t
From 500 to 699 colones 0.53 0.8 0.09. 0.14 0.31
From 700 to 899 colones 0.53 0.50 0.08 o 0.20
From 900 to 1099 colones 10.55 0.52 0.06 0.08 0.13 0
NON POOR 0.61 0.60 0.08 0. .05 0.05 0.02
TOTAL 1/ 0.60 0.58 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.02
Includes 66 urban farming faniil__ies which c:ould'

not be classified as poor or as non poor.



Table 7-4 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OF THE
‘ URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECGNOMICALLY
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

Hen Women Hen Women Hen Women_
1) POOR 0.54 0.52 0.07 0.07 0.34 0.11
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 0.54. 0.05
From 500 to 699 colones 0.50. 0.47 0,09 0.10 043 0.12
From 700 to 899 colones 0.55 0.53 ‘b.',O,'#“ 0.04. 0.16 0.09
From 900 to 1033 colones 0.53 0.53 10.08 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 0.63 0.03 0.03 0.08 0:08

1/ Includes 27 urban farming families which could
not be classified as poor or as non poor.
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Table 7-5 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER ILLITERACY RATE OF THE:

S"DAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE: URBAN ECONOMICALLY
ACTIVE POPULATION.

PROVINCE OF GUANACASTE

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
1) POOR 0.50 0.46 0.11 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.u44 0;12 0.15 b.62 0.05
From 300 to 499 colones 0.47 0.4k 0.14 0.14 0.4y 9.081
From 500 to 699 ~olones 0.52 0.47 0.10 0.13 0.9 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 0.05 0.05 0.01
3) TOTAL 1/ 0.58 0.55 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.02

1/ 1Includes 187 urban farming families which could

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
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Table 7-6 IMDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEARS OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE OP THE

1)

2)
3)

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND RATE OF UNEMPLOYM'™:T OF THE URBAN ECDNOHICALEY
ACTIVE POPULATION.
PROVINCE OF PUNTARENAS

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
Hen Women Hen Faman Hen Women

POCR 0.u7 0.u4 0.11 0.13 0.41 0.11

Less than 100 colones 0.47 0.41 0.10 0.15 0.99 1.00

From 100 to 299 colones 0.52 0.47 0.07 0.07 0.58

From 300 to 499 colones - 0.u48 0.4 0.13. 0.13 0.68

From 500 to 639 colones 046 0.4 0.10 014 0.42

From 700 to 899 colones 0.45 0,43 0.12 0.13. 0.24

From 900 to 1099 colones 0.48 0.45 010 0.13 0.20

NON POOR 0.54 0.52 0.06 »o .09 10.06

TOTAL 1/ 0.53 0.50 0.07 0.10 '0.10

Includes 52 urban farming families which could
not be classified as poor or as non poor.



Table 7-7 INDEX OF SCHOOLING OF THE URBAN POPULATION 7 YEA !S OLD AND OLDER, ILLITERACY RATE - OF- THE

1)

2)
3)

URBAN POPULATION 10 YEARS OLD AND OLDER AND 'RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF THE URBAN ECONOHICALLY
ACTIVE POPULATION

PROVINCE OF LIMON

INDEX OF SCHOOLING TLLITERACY 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
Hen Women Hen Women | Men Women
POOR 0.51 0.48 0.08 0.10 0.35 0.08
Less than 100 colones 0.54 0.47 0.09 10.09 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° d-oéj 0.47 0.04
From 500 to 699 colones 0.54 0.51 0,07 0.10 0.38 0.1
From 700 to 899 colones 0.53 0.9 0.06 0-09 0.22 0.07;
From 900 to 1098 colones 0.9 0.47 ;6 66; 0.12 0.22 .05
NON POOR _0.57 0.56 ‘0.0 0. o7j 0.05 0.02
TOTAL 1/ 0.56 0.54 0.05 .08 0.08 0.03

" Includes 32 urban fémingi families which could

not be classified as poor or as non poor.
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1)

2)
3)

COSTA RICA
GO00D

. Over-

» - crowding .-
Percentage ~__index
POOR 0.36 2.29
Less than 100 colones 0.42 1.4
' From 100 to 295 colones 0.16 3.25
From 300 to 499 colones 0.29 2.69
From 500 to 699 colones 0.32 2.60
" From 700 to 899 colones 0.36 2.64
From 900 to 1099 colones 0.39 2.58
NON POOR 'o 68 1:82
TOTAL ;! | ~.64 1.85

OVERCROWDING OF ,'I'HE' URBAN POPULATION

8 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO THE CONDITION OF THE:HOUSE AND THE COEFFICIENT OF

CONDITION

. HOUSING

' Includes 546 urban farm:.ng fam:l.l:l.es wluch could -

not be class:n.f:.ed as poor or as non poor.

. Percentage

0.38
0.35
0.35
0.39
0.41
0. 39
0.39
0.24
0.26

Over-
crowding

index Percentag_
3.13 0.25
2.03 0.23
5.94 Q;#Q
3.9 0.31
3.38 0.27
3.43 0.25
3.42 0.22
246 0.08
2.58 0.10

— Over—
_crowding
. mdex

. oa f

3.09
4,21




Table 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO.THE- 'FORMS:OF ‘TENURE' OF : THE. HOUSE AND THE COEFFICIENT
OF OVERCROWDING OF THE URBAN POPULATION.

COSTA .RICA'
L H 0 U S E
OWNED __~___  RENTED __ ~ _____OTHER. ;
Over- - "Ovepr-. L Over-w'
crowding crowding - crowd:mg
Percentage _index Percent age -index Percentag_. - mdex
1) POOR 0.30 2.72 0.63 3.27 0.06 4.06
~ Less than 100 colones 0.00 7.07 1 oo 2.31 0.00 8.00.
From 100 to 299 colones 0.u4 3.47 0.45 5.20 ¥.76
From 300 to 499 colones 0.45 2.88 0.5 4,03 :10
From 500 to 699 coloncs 0.54 2.62 4,05
From 700 to 899 colones 0 43,’ 2 63
From 900 to 1099 colones 0 l&l 2. 67_
2) NON POOR 9.57 1.85
3) TOTAL 1/ 0.55 1.01

1/ Includes 546 ‘urhan farm:mg families. wluch could
not be class1f1ed as poor ‘or as non’ poor
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Table 10 - FERTILITY (AVERAGE NUMBER-OF CHILDREN BORN ALIVE), BY AGE GROUP .OF THE URBAN FOPULATION.

COSTA RICA -
AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHTLDREN BORN ALIVE PER WOMAN |
From 15 From 20 From T i Trom 50 TR 0 d
_to 19 to 29 to 39 to 49 Yo 59 ~over.
1) POOR 0.13 2,13 5,52 6.6l 5.61 'u 83
Less than 100 colones 0.18 1.82 4,03 3.80 3.84 3.57
From 100 to 299 colones 0.17 2.64 6.37 7.6 5¢ 'u 49
From 300 to 499 colbnési Qﬁiﬁ: 2,18' 7
From 500 to 699 colones 0.12 2.19
From 700 to 899 colones 0.12 2.29 .48
From 900 to 1099 colones 0.11 3.15 .68
2) NON POOR - 0.10 111 4.99
3) TOTAL 1/ 0.10 1.22 4.97

-1/ TIr~ludes 546 urban farm;ng fam111es whlch ‘could
not be class;fzed as poor or as non poor.



Table 11 - FERTILITY (AVERAGE NUMBER OF 'LIVING CHILDREN), BY AGE GROUP OF THE:URBAN POPULATION:

COSTA RICA
AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN PER WOMAN
TS e T 30 ?,E Trom 40 From 50 60 and
to 19 t0-.29. '. to 39 . to:49 to 59 . over
1) POOR 0.12 1,96 4.93  5.63 4,42 - 13“3Hf
Less than 100 colones 0.16 1.67 3.54 3.36 3.10 2.59
From 100 to 299 colones 0.16 2.40 sVsov 6.34 5.07 3. 17f
From 300 to 439 colcnes 0.13 2.01 5.30 5.99 5.25 4.25
From 500 to 699 colones 0.11 2.02 5.14 5.05° 3.82
From 700 to 899 colones ¢ 11 2.12 5.36 472 3.71
From 900 to 1099 colones 0.10 1.08 5.16 6.2 5.13 3.89
2) NON POOR 0.09 1.05 3.05 4,25 4.19 3.76
3) TOTAL 1/ | 10.10 1.15 3.3 4.4l 4,22 3.69

1/ Includes 546 urban farming fam:.l:.es wluch .could
‘not be classified as poor or as non poor.



Table 12 - AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGES OF THE MEMBERS OF THE ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION: WITH
A JOB. NON-FARMING FAMILIES, BY URBAN-RURAL AREA.

COSTA RICA
AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGES OF THE ECONOMICALLY
» . ACTIVE POPULATION
URBAN _ . _ RORAL
Wages Imputed - Wages - Imputed
earned wages = earned - wages
POOR 3,790 6,334 3,u4l- 5,740
Less than 100 colones 2,089 : eee el
From 100 to 299 colones 1.701 - cve 5,5’-}"4’
From 300 to 499 colones 2,417 5,450, 5,340
From 500 to. 639 colones 3,234 5,755 5,520
From 700 to 899 colones 35530 61269 5,748
From 900 to 1099 colones 45510 65564 5,835
NON POOR 11,211 10,560 65257
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