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INTRODUCTION 

This collection of sector assessment working papers contain analysis and 
statistical profile dats with reference to the rural poor in Costa Rice. These 
papers were written as a prelude to the elaboration of an AID sector assessment 
documeat. These papers are essentially submissions to the writers of that final 
paper, and while portions of these papers ney find there way in adjusted form 
Into the final papa, the intent of the papers is only to provide a statistical 
rnd analytical backdrop for the assesrunt. ' 

These papers are not as broad in coverage as the final sector assessment. 
Sector overview, soclo-cultural profile, institutional constraints, and AID 
strategy are all topics which us not addressed in these papers but which mppear 
in the sector assessment. 

The ideas and statistics presented here are preliminary in the sense that it 
is expected that added discussion, improved statictics and analysis re expected 

to chage them. Raders with added interest in the date or analysis are 
referred to the AID Mission In Costa Rica where the larger census data base Is 
housed. 

Readers are reminded that these prpers are an input into the AID documentation 
p:ocess, and do not represent or imply a position on the part of the AID Mihssion 
to Costa Rica. The responsibility for the ideas and data rests solely with the 
authors. 
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Resource Endowment and Use on Target g roup Farms 

a. LAND RESOURCES 

i. Land Availability 

TOTAL FARM SIZE : LAND DISTRIBUTION 

In Costa Rica in 1973 ther;. were 76,998 farms of which 44,728 had less than 10
Hectares of land. Of these about 60 percent, or 26,660 , had percapita incomes 
of less than USSISO in 1969 prices. While poor farms as a percent of all farms 
is lower as farm size increases, it is interesting to note that in Costa Rica,
distinct from other Central American countries, never more than two thirds of 
any farm size are poor by the USISO percapita standard. Table I indicates that 
up to about 2.5 Hectares !he percentage poor is about two thirds, and that after 
that point up to 20 Hectares it is roughly half. This implies that there are 
significant numbers of very smll farmers who not poor byare this defih'tion. 
In addition, this finding is not highly sensitive to small changes in the 
poverty definition. There are large numbers of very small farmers who would 
still be in the non poor category even if a higher poverty line were used. A 27 
percent increase in the income definition reduces the non-poor group by only 17 
(2) 

What this implies is that for Costa Rica the rural poverty problem and the 
small farm problem are not the same. Farm size definitions of the target group 
are inadequate to capture the target group with which AID is interested. 

Table I presents the distribution of land by farm size and income class for 
Costa Rica as a whole. 

It is unfortunate from a land resource point of view that the largest group,
almost 40 percent, of the poor farmers are on holdings of less than I Hectare. 
As we shall see in the crop mix section, there is little hope of finding crop
combinations so intensive this of holding everthat size can produce incomes 
above the poverty line. 
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ARABLE LAND IN FARMS 

Table 1 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Land Distribution by Farm Site
 

Number of Farms by Farm Size and Income Class 
MNCOME Landless 0/1 Ha. I/2 Ha. 2/5 Ha. 5/10 Ha. 10/20 Ha. 

Poor 2,870 9,018 4,336 6,530 3,886 4,079
 
NonPoor 1,320 4,275 2,498 5,551 4,364 4,607
 
Total 4,190 13,293 6,834 12,101 8,250 8,6C6
 

Percent of
 
Farms Poor 68.5 67.8 63.5 53.9 47.1 47.0
 

Percent of
 
All Poor 9.4 29.3 14.1 21.3 12.6 13.3
 
Farms
 

SOURCE: Based on Kreicman, Rural Profiles, Table 1A
 

Table 2
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Arable land by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Arable Land in Ha. Percent of Land
 
per farm Arable
 

2-3 Ha. 1.65 Ha. 70.1 Percent
 
5-10 Ha. 3.54 49.8
 
10-20 Ha. 5.32 38.2
 
20-50 Ha. 8.33 27.1
 

SOURCE: Daires, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 1
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It is very difficult to estimate based on census information how much land is 
apt for crop production. The figures in Table 2 include all lands cultivated in 
the last five years, but probably excludes a large ammount of land which is in 
uncultivated pasture but which could used to produce crops. If it were possible 
to estimate the portion of these pastures which are apt for crop production it 
would tend to reduce further the proportion of crop production land which is 
held by small and poor farmers. Unfortunately, no direct measure of land quality 
on small farms is available. 

ii. Land Use 

Cultivation Intensity 

A critical question in a country with limited land resources and heavy rural 
population pressure is the efficiency with which land is used. Table 3 
quantifies the proportion of land dedicated to general use categories for poor 
and non-poor farms. 

Table 3
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Land Use by General Use Category

Percent of All Land in Each Use Category
 

Farm Size Percent Cultivated Percent in Percent Pasture 
Annual Crops or 
in Fallow 

Permanent 
Crops 

0-1 Ha. 
Poor 31.1 52.7 9.2 
NonPoor 20.4 61.9 10.0 

1-2 Ha. 
Poor 38.4 38.5 15.4 
NonPoor 24.4 56.0 12.8 

2-5 Ha. 
Poor 34.7 24.9 20.3 
NonPoor 20.3 48.8 25.0 

5-10 Ha. 
Poor 25.4 14.5 42.0 
NonPoor 17.7 36.2 36.5 

10-20 Ha. 
Poor 
NonPoor 

22.0 
17.6 

7.1 
20.9 

42.9 
44.5 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tables 2D and 2E
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SiM.le examination of the land use patterns in Table 3 reveals a consistent 

difference between the poor and NonPoor farms of all size groups. The poor 

farms consistently have a lower proportion of their land in permanent crops. 
This focuses the land use Issue as much on what the cropped land is used for as 
on the ammount of it which is cropped. Both of these factors are of apparent 
importance in distinguishing the poor from other farmers. Table 4 presents a 
comparison of the intensity of cultivation. 

Table 4
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Cultivation lntensicy for Poor and Non Poor Small Farms
 
Percent of Land Cropped by Farm Size and Income Class
 

Farm Size. Percent of Land Cropped
 

Poor Farms Non Poor Farms
 

0-I Ha. 83.8 82.3
 
1-2 Ha. 76.9 83.2
 
2-5 Ha. 59.6 69.1
 
5-10 Ha. 39.9 53.9
 
10-20 Ha. 29.i 38.5
 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tables 2D and 2E
 

Table 4 demonstrates two consistent trends, the first is that for both poor
and non poor farms the intensity of cultivation drops dramatically as farm size 
increases. The larger .mall farms (10-20 Ha.) crop well under half as much of 
their land as do the smallest farms. The second conclusion is that for farms of 
similar size, the poor farms are consistently less intensive in their use of 
land than non-poor farms of similar size. The declining intensity of land use 
by farm size is demonstrated by Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Land Use Intensity by Farm Size and Income Class
 

Percent of
 
land Cropped
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Farm 0-1 Ha. 1-2 Ha. 2-5 Ha. 5-10 Ha. 10-20 Ha.
 
Size
 

SOURCE: Table 4
 

It is important to note at this point that a large part of the differences in
income between the poor and non-poor farms appears to be due to both intensity
of cultivation and crop mix. 

Cultivation intensity varies not only by income class and farm size, but also
by region. Certain regions have a much higher crop intensity. Figure 2 divides

the country into seven agronomically defined regions which will be used in 
various parts of this paper. 
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Figure 2 
Agronomic Regions of Costa Rica 

(Utilized in the 1973 Agricultural Census) 
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By selecting a few representative farm sizes Table S presents a comparison of
the cultivation intensity of land use for these seven regions. 

Table 5 
COSTA RICA 1973


Cultivation Intensity by Farm Size and Region

(Percent of Land in Crops or Rotation) 

Region Farm Size 
2 to 
Ha. 

3 5 to 10 
Ha. 

10 to 
Ha. 

20 20 to 50 
Ha. 

Contra! Valley E. 67.8 46.7 34.7 24.5

Central Valley W. 79.9 6k.3 48.4 
 34.5

North Zone 58.4 41.1 31.5 20.5
Dry Pacific 70.0 37.8 25.4 
 18.1
Cent. Pacific 75.7 51.0 39.5 30.4

Pacific South 72.5 50.4 38.3 29.8

Atlantic Zone 66.1 57.8 49.7 32.0
 

All Regions 70.1 49.8 38.2 27.1
 

SOURCE: Daines, Representative Sma.l1 Farm Analysis, Table 1
 

The Dry Pacific zone, while consistently the lowest intensity area for the
larger sizes is surprisingly intense in the smaller units under 5 Ha.. Equally
surprising is the finding that larger units over 20 Ha. are uniformly
unintensive land users without large differences between regions. It appears
that as farm size increases there is a consistent decline in the intensity of
land use. This is an important conclusion for Costa Rica where land in the
major agricultural areas is scarce, and would lend support to lend
redistribution, or colonization efforts whether they are encouraged by marke 
mechanisms or by public action. 

LAND PRODUCTIVITY 

While land use inte.-nsity may give a reasonably good picture of land use
efficiency, it is at best a proxy for direct measures like land productivity and
land profitability. Land productivity may be thought of as a societal view of
land use efficiency since it attempts to estimate the value added per land unit.
Land productivity might be thouglht of as a rough measure of the contribution of a particular land unit to national objectives like nutrition or national income.
Land productivity should not be confused with measures of the private return of 
a hectare of the land tc the farmer, estimates of private returns are treated 
under the heading .Profitability of Land Use which follows. 
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Table 6 presents estimates of the productivity of land for various farm sizes
and for the poor aud non poor farm classes. 

Table 6 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Land Productivity by Farm Size and Income Class

Gross Value of Output per Arable Hectare in Colones/Ha.
 

Farm Size Poor Farms Non Poor Farms All Farms
 

0-I da. 5,483 14,641 8,428

1-2 Ha. 3,301 8,705 5,276
2-5 Ha. 2,747 6,827 4,617

5-10 Ha. 2.917 5,855 4,469

10-20 Ha. 3,017 4,997 4,067
 

SOURCE: Kreicman, Rural Profiles, Tables 1A, lB, and 1C
 

While the productivity of land in the non-poor group drops consistently, among
the poor farms it reaches a floor at about 2 Ha. and then seems to hover around
that same level as farm size increases. The land productivity of !he poor is
lower in all groups (except the farms less than 1 Ha.) than the lowest non-poor 
group.
 

PROFITABILITY OF LAND USE 

This concept is simiiar to land productivity except that the viewpoint is the
farmer, and hence the measure is not the gross value of output per hectare, butrather net income or profits per hectare. In accounting terminology the income 

concept used here is the net returns to land, capital and family labor. Table 6 
presents these profitability ratios. 
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Table 6 
0OSTA RICA 1973
 

Profitability of Land Use by Farm Size and Income Class
 
(Net Income Per Arable Ha. in Colones/Ha.)
 

Farm Size Poor Farms lion Poor Farms
 

0-1 Ha. 3,356 8,131
 
1-2 Ha. 1,693 5,283

2-5 Ha. 1,234 4,238

5-10 Ha. 928 3,506

10-20 Ha. 438 2,95

Over 20 Ha. 448
 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tables 1A, iB, and IC
 

The consistency with which private profitability of land use falls as farm
size increases argues strongly that land is most efficiently used on smaller
holdings. The fact that land on the smallest non-poor holdings is earning
almost twenty times as much net income per arable hectare as it is on the farms 
over 20 Ha. is evident in Table 6. Poor farms, while exhibiting the same trend,
begin at less than half the profitability level and drop more rapidly to the
floor of about 450 Colones per Ha,, -which is similiar to the largest non-poor

forms. The non-poor farms generally have land profitabilities four times as 
high as comparably sized poor farms. Arable land, rather than total land, was
used to compute these ratios in order to avoid underestimating the profit­

ability on larger farms simply because they may have larger ammounts of low 
quality or unusable land. Using arable land, as measured by land recently 
cultivated or cropped, overestimates the true productivity of larger holdings, 
since they undoubtedly have a larger proportion of land which is apt for 
cultivation but which has not been recently used, do smaller farms.than This 
implies that if more accurate measures of land quality were available the effect 
would be to accentuate the trend seen in Table 6. 
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b. LABOR RESGUR.CES AND EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS 

i. Labor Supply on Small Farms 

number of man days of labor available from inside theTable 7 in4icates the 

farm fimily per hectare of land cropped. This is intended to be an indicator of 

the supply of family labor, and an indicator of population pressure on the land. 

labor supply and population pressure because of
It is an underestimate of both 

rural labor pool. It is difficult to include
the existence of a large landless 

labor is
the landless population in these estimates, however, because their 


as well as on small ones.
available for work on large holdings 

Table 7 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Labor Supply on Small Farms
 

Fars Size Man Days of Economically
 
Active Family Labor Available
 

Per Cropped Hectare
 

0-1 Ha. 1,264
 
2-3 Ha. 
 483
 
3-4 Ha. 
 382
 
5-10 Ha. 
 245
 
10-20 da. 
 180
 
20-50 Ha. 
 128
 

SOURCES: For 0-i Ha. farms; Academia de Centro America,
 
active workers per family, and Kreicman,
Tables 3.u and 4.0 for 


Rural Poor Profiles, Table 2c for area cropped. For all other
 
farm sizes, Daines, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 4
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hence population pressure areTable 7 indicates that labor supply and 

the small farm %izes. It is difficult to sense theextremely high in all of 

employment implication of these numbers without establishing some magnitudes on 

the am ount of labor demanded by various agricultural activities. If the 

production patterns which ist, or Could potentially exist, require roughly as 

much labor as is supplied, then one would conclude that the population pressure 

and labor supply are not excessive. Interpreting labor supply figures is only 

enlightening when presented with some rough ideas of labor demand. Table 8, 

labor demand of different agricultural activities in Costawhich presents the 
mind that small farms (up to 10 Ha.) have aRica should be reviewed keeping in 

of from 245 to 1,264 man days per cropped hectare. The questionlabor supply 
is, are their feasible crop combinations which couldaddressed by Table 8 


provide reasonably full employment for small farms?
 

Table 8
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Labor Requirements of Agricultural Activities
 

Crop or Man days of Percent of Farm Family Labor
 
Activity Labor Supply (ave. for farms 0-10
 

Required per Ha. is 728 Man days per Ha.)
 
Which would be absorbed if all
Hectare 


Cultivated Arable land was in this -op
 

HIGH LABOR CROPS
 45-69 Percent
Oniono 331-502 Han Days 

41-69
Flowers 300-500 

21-43
153-314
Banana: 
 28-32
200-232
Tomatoes 
 21-27
150-194
Tobacco 
 15-28
Potatoes l10-20b 

9-29
Coffee 64-208 

19-20
14U-148
Beets 
 17-19
120-140
Carrots 
 17­125-
Lettuce 


MEDIUM LABOR CROPS
 12-13
Pineapple 85-93 
11-
Cabbage 78-82 


80-11
Plantain 70-79 
Sugar Cane 61-81 8-11
 
Avocado 68- 9-

Coco& I,-7C 2-10
 

Oranges o4- 9­
7-9
48-u3 


Dairy (intensive) 54-59 7-8
Cassava 


Camote 5.- S_
 

LOW LABOR CROPS
 6-7
45-50
Corn 
 5-6
Sorghum 40-k5 

5-
Elotes 38-43 

Beaa 25-38 3-5 
3-423-30Vainicas 5-
Papaya 33-
4-
Guineo 
 30-

1-6
Rice 8-42 

1-2
Coconuts 10-14 

5-1
Beef Livestock 4-b 


Cost of
SOURCE: Academia de Centro America pages 34-87 

Production Data NOTE: The two figures given in most cases
 
represent the range of labor intensity of different
 
technological levels in Costa Rica.
 

12 



.When we compare the labor demands of crop alternatives with the labor supply 
of the average small farm we can see that there are no feasible crop mixes which 
would provide for reasonable employment levels for farm family labor. When we 
realize that there are severe seasonal concentrations of labor demand ;a these 
crops which are not represented here, the problem of providing reasonable 
employment levels for farms under 10 Ha. on their own land becomes increasingly 
improbable. 

ii.' Employment. Patterns 

ON FARM BIPLOYMENT AND UNDER EMPLOYMENT 

There are a series of conceptual and data problems which make it difficult to 
obtain accurate employment information on small farms. It is difficult to 
estimate what might be considered full employment. Does eight hours a day or 
,en hours, or six (as is the case in much of Costa Rican agriculture) hours 
comprise a fully employed day ? How marny days a year of work comprise a fully 
employed year. If an average number for either hours per day or days per year 
is used, the statistical result will be that some farm familles may be more than; 
fully employed. The definition used in this document for full employment is 280 
days of work per economically active family member per year. The number of 
people in the family who can work is defined by the census as thise economically 
active, a complete description of this definition is given in the population 
census document. 'Using this definition there are an average of 1.61 
economically active workers per- farm family. This figure is drawn from the 
Academia study Table 4.0. rn order to convert employment outside the farm into 
man days, the average off-farm wage per day is divided Into the off farm salary. 
These averages drawn from Academia Table 24.0 are 18.023 colones per day for 
employment outside the farm in agricultural activities, and 18.7'colones per day 
for rural employment in non-agricultural activities. 

The second difficulty with estimating agricultural employment is that It is 
highly seasonal. Since the data base which is used for this document does not 
contain monthly labor use information the employment- rates - will all be 
overestimates, and correspondingly, the unemployment will be less than it would 
be if seasonal data were used. 

13 



A third difficulty which flows from a combination of the other two, is that 
the data do not contain direct information on the ammount of labor which is 
hired. It may be that eveni though the family labor lays idle much of the year, 
during the harvest of wheat, for example, they must hire additional outside 
labor to supplement their supply during the peak period. Hiring outside labor 
also may occur when family labor is not sufficient to supply even non peak labor 
demands, or when family labor has off farm alternatives at a higher wage than 
hired agricultural labor could be drawn onto the farm. In Table 9, where the 
agricultural employment account is presented a finding of over 100 percent 
employment probably means that the family is hiring outside labor to supplement 
its own labor supply. 

For all of the reasous given above, the figures in Table 9 represent maximum 
family employment on the farm, in all cases the figure will be less than the one 
seen in Table 9. 

Table 9
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

On Farm Employment Rates for Farm Families
 
by Farm Size and Income Class
 

Farm Size Percent of Active Family Labor Utilized in
 
Agricultu':al Activities on the Farm
 

Poor Farms Non Poor Farms
 

0-1 Ha. 8.5 Percent 9.5 Percent
 
1-2 Ha. 21.0 30.1 
2-5 Ha. 31.9 55.9 
5-10 Ha. 42.6 87.2
 
10-20 Ha. 51.3 102.8
 
Over 20 Ha. 221.0
 

SOURCE: Daines computation based on Kreitman, Rural Poor
 
Profiles, Tables 2A, 2B, and man day requirements for various
 
crops from Table 8
 

Table 9 denxrnsfrates the clear trend between farmsize and employment rates. 
Farms under I Ha. could not be expected to absorb more than 20-30 percent of 
available family labor even with the most intensive cops, which under the 
technological conditions and market distance of many small farms are 
economically infeasible. 

The agricultural employment rates for the larger farms is indicative of a 
sizeable rural under-employment. The poor are characterized by substantially 
lower on-farm employment rates for all farm sizes. 
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by major crop type of the origin of on farm labor
Table 10 contains an account 

demand. 

Table 10 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

On Farm Agricultural Employment by Crop Type
 

Labor supply
Farm Size Percent of total family active 

and Income Employed by Each crop Type
 
Class
 

Coffee Other Pasture Total
 
Potatoes Perm. based
 

Cereals Vegetables 


Livescock
Tobacco Crops 


0-. He. 
0.9 0.07 8.5Poor 1.1 0.8 5.6 


7.2 0.6 0.07 9.5
Mon poor 0.6 1.0 

1-2 He.
 

2.6 0.4 21.0
2.4 11.6
Poor 4.0 

Non Poor 2.7 3.2 21.5 2.4 0.3 30.1 

2-5 He. 
14.8 5.2 1.6 31.9
Poor 7.5 2.8 


6.6 1.5 55.9
4.0 39.1 

5-10 Hea.
 
Non Poor 4.8 


10.7 3.7 13.1 9.8 5.3 42.6
Poor 

54.6 14.9 4.7 .47.2
Non Poor 7.b 5.0 


10-20 Ha.
 
.L 11.2 10.7 11.0 51.3Poor 15.0 


5.8 52.4 19.4 11.4 102.6
N-n Poor 13.8 
20 Ha.
Over 

48_1 93.4 221.0No- Poor 34.0 3.6 41.6 

or. data from Kreitman, Rural
SOURCE: Daines computation based 

2B and labor requirements figurks
Poor Profiles, Tables 2A, 


from Academia de Centro Aearica
 

From Table 10 it is obvious that the most important contributor of employment 
non poor is Coffee. It is also interesting tofor smll farms, both poor and 


note that the difference in the amnount of coffee labor between the poor and the
 

non poor accounts for almost all of the difference in agricultural employment.
 

Table 11 presents this comparison.
 

15 



Table 11 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Coffee Employment f;i-ferences ana Total Agricultura'
 
Employm nt Differences Between Poor and Non poor Farms
 

Far% Size Coffee Employment !:eal Employment Percent of 
Differenct Between 
Poor and ;on Poor 

Difference ,e:weer Total Emp.
Poor and Non Poor Difference 

Exp.laintd by 
C:c:f ee 

0-1 ha. l.b Percei 1.0 Percent 160 Percent 
1-2 Ia. 9.9 9.1 109 
2-5 Ha. 24.3 24.0 101 
5-lU Ha. 41.7 44.6 94 
10-20 Ha. 41.2 51.5 80 

SOURCE: Danes computation based on Kreitman, Rural Poor
 
Profiles, Tables 2A, 28, and labor requireaenc estimates by
 
Academia do Contra America
 

A reasonable conclusion from Table 11 is that the principal difference between 
the employment of poor and non poor small farmers inside their farms is 
attributable to the difference in the ammount of coffee which they grow. 

The ineffectiveness of cereals as a source of employment is demonstrated by 
the fact that cereals, while the largest or second largest crop in area 
cultivated in all small farms, provide only a small proportion of the total 
agricultural employment as indicated in Table 10. 

OFF FARM EMPLOYMENT 

Table 12 indicates the off farm employment patterns for poor and non poor 
small farm families. Because of the timing of the censuses on which the data are 
based, inaccuracies in off farm employment estimates are inevitable, this is 
because the off farm employment in the coffee harvest is not accurately 
relected. 
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Table 12 
CO';TA RICA 1973
 

Off Farm EApLoyment Patterns by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Percent of Total Accive Family Labor ,mpl-,yed

Income Class Outside the Farm
 

In Agriculture Outside All Off-Farm
 
,,Atriculture Emaoyment


U-i. dla. 
Poor 2.1 Percent 11.7 Percnt 1.8 Percent
 
Non Poor 24.8 133.3 158.1
 

1-2 He.
 
Poor 1.0 5.6 6.6
 
Non Poor 15.7 89.4 105.1
 

2-5 a&.
 
Poor 1.0 4.4 5.4
 
Non Poor 12.4 56.9 69.3
 

5-10 da.
 
Poor 0.4 3.b 4.0
 
Non Poor 27.0 40.3 67.3
 

10-20 Ha. 
Poor L.0 3.2 4.2 
Mon Poor 8.6 33.0 41.6 

Over 20 Ha.
 
Son Poor 6.5 30.1 36.6
 

SOURCE: Daires computation based on data from Kreitman, Rural
 
Poor Profiles, Tables LA, 13 and Academia de Centro Ameria
 
Table 24.U
 

While the agricultural employment estimates are consistently higher than true 
employment rates, the off farm employment figures in Table 12 are in almost all 
cases underestimates, due to inaccurate reflection of the coffee harvest. 

The sizeable differences between the poor and the non poor point to employment 
in non agricultural activities as the factor of most importance. Poor farmers 
would appear to be poor for two principal reasons, first they cultivate less 
coffee than non poor farmers of similiar size, and secondly, because they are 
unable to obtain non agricultural jobs. These two factors do not account for 
all of the differences in income but they do predominate. 

SUMMARY PROFILE OF EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS OF THE TARGET GROUP 

Table 13 combines the on farm and off farm employment of the poor farm 
families to give a summary profile. 
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Table 13
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Employmant Sunmary of Rural Poor Farm Families
 

Farm Size Percent of Total Active Labo' ad

(Poor Only)
 On the Farm 
 Off the Farm Total Employment
 

0-1 Ha. 8.5 Percent 13.8 Percent 22.3 Percent 
1-2 Ha. 21.0 6.6 27.6 
2-5 Ha. 31.9 5.3 37.2 
5-10 Ha. 42.6 4.0 4b.6 
10-20 Ha. 51.3 4.1 54.4
 

SOURCE: Tables 10 and 12
 

From three fourths to one half of the available economically active labor in 
PQor farm families is without productive employment. As the farm size increases 
the on farm labor demand increases substantially, while the off farm employment 
is stable. This leads us to conclude that off farm employment is not responding 
in any direct way to the gravity of farm surpluses, farms with larger surplus 
labor (except for the very smallest 0-1 Ha. farms) do not find significantly 
more off farm employment. 
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There are three basic policy or strategy alternatives for increasing the 

employment of poor stall farmers: 

1. Increasing the labor demand of the farm itself. This may be done by 

increasing cultivation, shifting the mix of crops to more labor intensive ones, 

or by technological changes which result in more labor use (one example is that 

labor, increasesincreased yields usually result in increased harvest and if the 

are based on fertilizer, improved seeds, and chemicals, and not offset by labor 

losses in mechanization the net result will be increased employment) 

demand for off farm labor on larger farm units. This2. Increasing the 

strategy would focus on changes similar to those noted in 1. except on larger 

farms. 

3. 	 Increasing the demand for off farm labor in non agricultural activities. 

promising of these non farming alternatives, butAgroindustry may be the most 
marketing, textiles manufacturing, wood and leather products also have 

significant potential. 

The potential of increasing on farm employment for the poor small farmer is 

probably limited mostly to 	 increasing the proportion of labor intensive crops 

which he grows crops. Unfortunately the poor farms are not likely to be able to 

increase their labor intensity in the same way that the non poor farms of 

comparable size have accomplished this because the added non poor labor 

intensity has come from coffee, and their is little potential for adding coffee. 

It is unlikely that significant employment increases could come from either 

increased cultivation or from technological change unless the increases and 

change were in non cereal 	 crops. The principal potential for large on-farm 

employment increases is likely to be from adding labor intensive crops. 

The potential of increasing small farmer employment by increasing labor demand 

on large farms is likewise related to the labor intensity of the crops they add. 

Even substantial increases in cereal production on large farms would result in 

relatively small increases in small farmer employment. 

Non agricultural employment possibilities are discussed in the agroindustrial 

profile, and appear to be at least as important as the direct, on-farm 

employment alternatives. 
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C. Capital Resources and Financial Profitability 

The availability of agricultural credit in Costa Rica is probably the highest 

in Latin America if measured by the amuount of credit per arable hectare or per 
agricultural worker. Table 14 presents a comparison of credit levels in various 
countries for years as close to 1970 as possible. 

Table 14
 
Agricultural Credit Availability per Arable Hectare
and per Agricultural Worker for Selected Countries
 

Country US$ of Agricultural US$ of Agricultural 
Credit per Worker Credit per Arable 
in Agriculture Hectare 

Costa Rica $488 $167
 
Argentina 369 17
 
Chile 270 42
 
Mexico 230 67
 
Venezuela lb6 86
 
Colombia 154 77
 

•'azil 112 48
 
Uruguay 100 9
 
Peru 98 61
 
Guatemala 61 35
 
Ecuador 58 19
 
Bolivia 3 1
 

SOURCES: Samuel Danes et al, Colombia Agriculture Sector
 
Analysis Doc. 2, AID 1972 Tables 64 and 66. Based on FAO
 
Production Yearbook 1970 and Dale Adams, Agricultural Credit
 
Latin America, Ohio State Univ. 1969.
 

Unfortunately the small farmers who comprise the target group have little 
access to this credit. The Tri-Partite credit volume focuses on the inadequate 

credit base of the poor farmer. 1More direct information on this credit gap and 
its income impact should be available from a possible AID supported small farm 
survey during 1977. 

The bankability. of small farm agriculture in Costa Rica is an issue of 

importance to this paper. If small farm credit is to be expanded on a paying 

basis the activities it finances must themselves be profitable. Table 15 

presents estimates of the financial profitability in banking terms of small farm 

operations by farm size and income class. I 

The concept in Table 15 is to present the net income return to the costs of 

production which a bank would normally finance as a part of agricultural credit. 
This provides an indicator of the bankability of agricultural activities on 
target group farms. The returns are not truly net because they do not include 
return to farmer owned assets and labor. 
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Table 15
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Estimates of Financial Profitability of Small and Poor
 
Farms by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Rate Lf Financial Return
 
Net Agricultural Income (Sales - Coscs)
 
as a percent of costs (Poor farms only)
 

0-1 Ha. 141.0 Percent
 
1-2 Ha. 70.0
 
2-S Ha. 73.5 
5-10 Ha. 43.3 
lu-20 Ha. 17.8
 

SOURCE: Dains comptration based on data from Kreitman, Rural
 
Poor Profiles, Table la
 

Poor target group farmers are reumrkably profitable in banking terms. This 
profitability drops off as farm size increases, and the rate of i:tturn on the 
larger poor farms (10 -20) is low enough to questionable from a bankers point of 
view. 

Agricultural credit if it were allocated on the basis of profitability should 
reach more of the poor small farmers in the target group. The average 
profitability (measured the same way as in Table 15) of all farms over 20 Ha. in 
Costa Rica is 25.5 'percent. This implies that all of the small poor farms under 
10 Ha. (86.7 percent of the target group farms) are significantly more 
profitable than the average medium or large farm in Costa Rica. 

Agricultural credit is seldom rationed on the basis of profitability. Factors 
such as size of loan, administrative costs related to accesssing a large number 
of small borrowers, risk involved in working with small enterprises with few 
assests to use as security, and many others are more important in lending 
decisions. 

While it is difficult to make estimates of capital productivity and financial 
profitability based on the Academia and Kreitman studies, the figures above 
would lead us to conclude that the target farmers under 10 Ha. are not poor 
because they are inefficient in their use of capital or financial resources. It 
would also appear that programs directed at changing their business operation 
with a view to increasing its profitability are not likely to be as useful 
(because profitubility is already very high) as are programs oriented at 
increasing ammotnt of financial resource at his disposal so that he can achieve 
a higher total raturn at a perhaps lower rate of return. The capacity to expand 
and absorb additional financial resources is probably very small for the 0-2 Ha. 
farm--rs, but may be significant for the 2-10 Ha. group. 
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Subsection 3 Income Patterns of the Rural Poor 

a. DEFINITIONS AND DIMENSIONS OF RURAL POVERTY 

i. All Rural Poor 

Defining a target group of rural poor for AID purposes is essentially an 
attempt to identify zrsub-group of the rural population who ought to be the 
focus of AID programs. The target group may be defined geographically, 
ethnically, economically, by farm or employment type, or farm size clasr. Each 
of these methods has a two fold intent, first to find a disadvantaged group, 
secondly to so define the group that they are distinguishable for program 
purposes from the non-target population. 

In Costa Rica the choice is to approach the identification of the target group
using income level as the principal preliminary characteristic. An income 
definition of tht target group unfortunately cannot serve for program purposes 
since it is not easy to estimate income levels as a pre-requisite to including a 
family in an AID program. To do so would require exhaustive survey work on each 
family to determine their income level before they could be included. The 
proceedure selected for target group definition has three stages. First an 
income profile of the total rural population by region, farm size, crop type,
disaggregated between the farming and landless populations. This step is to 
suggest meaningful proxies for income, that is characteristics which may be 
useful for program purposes. Three income proxies are explored: 

1. Farm Size 
2. geographic Concentrations of Poverty 
3. Cropping Patterns 

The farm size proxy appears to be inadequate to define target group farms for 
inclusion in programs for reasons already discussed. geographic concentrations 
of poverty at the cantonal level appear to be satisfactory for targeting program

I combined with the third proxy, cropping pattern. In the cropping pattern,
only the ammount of coffee cultivated need be known in order to distinguish a 
target group. 

The second step involves using these characteristics to narrow the field tor 
detailled survey work on selected sub-groups. The third step involves actual 
sample survey work in the selected geographic areas to establish feasible (that
is adequate for program implementation) guidlines for selection of families for 
inclusion in AID programs. 'The statistical basis for the target group
definition may be found in various parts of this document, the present section 
on income deals directly with the geographic proxy. 
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Table lo
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Dimensions of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Income Definition 
in Colones Per Farm 

Target Group 
Landless Total 

Non Poor 
Families 

Percent 
Poor 

Capita Families Families Fam. 

Low Exc. Race 
Below 1100 Col. 34,705 56,412 91,117 111,787 45% 
Mid Euc. Rate 
Below 1400 Col. 40,686 70,570 111,256 91,b48 55% 
ugh Exc. Rate 
Below 1700 Col. 45,480 82,020 127,500 75,404 63% 

SOURCE: Based on Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 3a 

Farm size definitions are inadequate since a large percent of the smallest 

farms are not por, and a large portion of medium sized farms are. Poor and non 

poor farms are found in significant numbers alongside each other in all of the 

provinces. 

Table 16 presents an outline of the dimensions of the income defined target 

group using three alternative income levels to divide the poor and non-poor. 
These definitions begin with a standard in 1969 USS of S150 per capita. The 

measurements are all based on data from 1973. Three different exchange rates 

are used in converting the data to USS, the lowest of these, 6.7,' was the rate 

used to tax coffee exporters in 1973, the highest one was the free market rate, 

and a third estimate between the two is used to give a poverty definition 
averaging the extremes. These three alternative definitions represent 

approximations of the target group size depending on which of these three rates 

is taken to uost accurately reflect the true value of the Colon in 1973. 

Alternative exchange rates move the total size of the target group from 45 

percent of the rural population to 63 percent. Using the mid exchange rate 

definition, Table 17 explores the regional distribution of the rural poor by 

Province. The objective of Table 17 is to see if the poor are geographically 

concentrated in a way which would allow programs to centralize in certain 
areas 
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Table 17 
COSTA RICA 1973


Geographic Distribution of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Provinca Poor Families Percent Percent of
 
Under 1400 Col. of Rural National poor


Capita) Pop. Poor in Province
 

San Jose 24,713 53.3 % 22.2 Z

Alajuela 23,908 57.1 21.5
 
Cartago 12 57.5
485 11.2

Heredia 6, 43.1175 5.6 
Guanacasce 21,179 o4.5 19.0
 
Puntarenas 16,488 52.8 14.8
 
Limon 6,308 42.8 5.7
 

Total 111,256 54.8% 100.0%
 

SOURCE: Samuel Daine. computation based on Kreitman, Rural Poor
 
Profiles, Table 3a
 

Provincial differences in the percentage of the rural population in the 
poverty group permit a rough classification ,f provinces into three groups: 

I. Average Poverty Provinces (those with poverty percentages close to the 
national average). 'In this group are San Jose, Alajuela, Cartago, and 
Puntarenas. 

2. High Poverty Provinces with poverty percentages significantly above the 
national average. Only one province, g uanacaste is in this class. 

3. Low poverty provinces, %ith poverty percentages significantly below the 
national average. This includes Limon and Heredia. 

Provincial level analysis of poverty incedence may miss important differences 
which appear at the cantonal or district level. The rural profile data base 
contains information at the canton and district level and will be used to 
examine in more detail geographic concentrations of poverty for progam design 
purposes. Once identified, these specific areas are to be the subject of a 
detailled rural sample survey as mentioned earlier. 

In addition to addressing the issue of the severity of poverty by province, 
Table 17 presents the propotion which each provice comprises of the total target 
group. Three of the seven provinces, San Jose, Alajuela, and guanacaste, 
contain almost two thirds of the total rural poor. 
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iL Farm Families 

There are between 35,000 and 45,000 farm families in the target group 

depending on the income definition used, comprising from 38 percent of the group 

at the lowest income definition and 36 percent at the highest. 

The geographical distribution of the farm families included in the target 

group is illustrated in Table 18. 

Table 18 
COSTA RICA 1973 

Distribution of Poor Farm Families by Province 

Province 	 Number of Poor Farm Families Percent of Poor
 
Under 
1100 Col Under 1700 Col. Farm Families by
 

Per Capita Per Capita Province (under
 
1100 Col.
 

San Jose 8.760 11,458 25.2 %
 
Alajuala 7,312 9,803 21.0
 
Cartago 3,038 3,902 8.8
 

1,54 	 3.4
Heredia 1,164 

Guanacaste 5,898 7,568 17.0
 

19.0
Puntarenas 6,o01 8,501 

Limon 1,932 
 2,684 	 5.b
 

100.0
Total 34,705 45,480 


SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 3a
 

poor farmers
Puntarenas and San Jose have a significantly larger share of the 


target group as a whole. This indicates that in these

than they do of the 	 two 

of the target group are farmers, and a 
provinces a larger proportion 


are landless laborers. 'This also
smaller relative proportionconsequently 

poverty concentration province of g uanacpste, the proportion


implies that 	in the 
is also high compared to other provinces.

of landless poor in the target group 

Four of the seven provinces (San Jose, Alajuela, Puntarenas, g uanacaste) 

comprise 82 	 percent of the farming target group. 

Table 19 presents the distribution of rural poor by Farm size using the 1100 

Table 20 are for farms not families,
Colon income definition. The figures in 

family per farm the number ofsince there are some cases of more than one 


families in Table 21 is slightly larger.
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Table 19
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Rural Target Group Farmi by Farm Size
 

Farm Size 'Io. of Poor Farms No. of Non Poor Percent of 
(under 1100 Col.) Farms Farms which 

are poor 

"Landless" 
Farms -
0-1 da. 
1-2 Ha. 
2-5 Ha. 
5-10 Ha. 
10-20 Ha. 
Over 20 Ha.-

2,870 
9,018 
4,336 
6,550 
3,896 
4,079 
0 

1,320 
4,27! 
2,496 
5,551 
4,364 
4,607 
20,045 

68.5 
67.6 
63.5 
54.1 
47.2 
47.0 
0.0 

Total 	 30,739 4-.,660 41.9
 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profileo, Tables 1A, 11, and ir
 

By this definition 42 percent of the farms (and SA of the farm onerating 
populaton) in Costa Rica have less than USSISO per capita income. 

While there is a decreasing trend in the percxut of farms which are poor as 
farms increase in size, the decline is not as :rapid as one might expect based on 
similiar information from other countries, in Costa Rica there are significant 
numbers of non poor farms in the smallest sizes, and significant numbers of poor 
farms in the 10-20 Ha. size. Poverty is not simply a question of gross farm 
size, a farm size definition of poverty would be largely inadequate as a way of 
defining the target group in Costa Rica. 

Farm families are shown in Table 20 with alternative definitions of poverty
This Table shows the sensitivity of the size of the target group to differing 
income level definitions. 

Table 20
 
COSTA RICA 1973 

Target Group Farm Families
 
by Alternative Definitions of Poverty
 

Poverty Definition 	 No. of Families Population

in Target Group in Target Group
 

Less than 1100 Colones 34,705 241,875

Less than 1400 Colones 40,686 283,244

Less :han 17UO Colones 45,480 315,801
 

SOURCE: Kreitnan, aural Poor Profiles, Table 3A
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The three different definitions change the percent of the farm operating 
population which is poor from half (51 percent) to two thirds (67 percent). 

The distribution of the farming poor may be seen in Table 21 where the 
population is given by income segment. 

Table 21 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Income Distribution of the Farmin$ Population
 

Income Strata Population Percent of Population
 
(per capita) by Income Strata
 

Leass than 100 Colones- 42,943 9 Percent
 
100-300 Colones 4b,1*4 10
 
300-500 Colones &2,531 9
 
500-800 Colones 59,431 13
 
800-1100 Colones 50,756 11
 
1100-1400 Colones 41,369 9
 
1400-1700 Colones 32,557 7
 
1700-2000 Colones 26,374 6
 
Over 2000 Colones - 129,501 27
 

Total - 471,67b 100
 

SOURCE: KreItman, aural Poor Profiles, Tables 3A, and 3B
 

.ii. LANDLESS RURAL POOR 

The number of poor farming families is less in Costa Rica than the number of 

rural landless poor. Table 22 presents the number of landless poor using the 
three alternative poverty definitions explained above. 

Table 22
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Landless Rural Poor
 

Poverty Definition No. Poor No. Non Poor
 
in Colones per capita
 

Lass :han 1100 364,837 377,160
 
Lass than 14UU 454,864 287,133
 
Less than 1700 322,798 219,199
 

SOURCE: Kreiman, Rural Poor irofile.-, Table 3A
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It is often suggested that the landless population is poorer than the farming 
population. Since the absolute size of the landless group in Costa Rica is 
significantly larger than the farming group, the landless group would be 
expected to predominate in the target group. But is a larger proportion of the 
landless population poor? Table 23 tests this hypothesis and finds that at the 
lower income definition the opposite is true, a slightly higher proportion of 
the farming population is classed as poor than is classed poor for the 
landless population. As the poverty line is moved up this changes, and the 
landless group show a higher incedence of poverty. 

Table 23 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Comparison of the Proportion of the Landless and
 
Farming Populations Classed as "Poor"
 

Income Definition Percent of Farmin Percent of Landless
 
(Per Capita) Population Classed Population Classed
 

as "Poor" as "Poor"
 

Under 1100 Col. 51.3 % 49.2 %
 
Under 14UU Col. 60.1 61.3
 
Under 1700 Col. 67.0 70.5
 

SOURCE: Samuel Daies computation based on Kreitman, Rural Poor
 
Profiles, Table 3A
 

The differences in any definition are not large, it would appear that landless 
and farming families are almost equally poor. 

Table 24 presents the geographical distribution of the rural landless poor. 

Table 24
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Distribution of the Rural Landless Poor by Province
 

Province Landless Poor Families Percent of
 
Under 1100 Col. Under 1700 Col. Nat. Landless
 

Under 1100 Col.
 

San Jose 11,431 17,046 20.3 % 
Alajuela 12,47b 17,336 22.1
 
Cartago b,984 10,351 12.4

Heredia 3,572 5,864 6.3
 
Guanacaste 11,914 16,232 21.1
 
Puntarenas 7,U22 10,337 12.5 
Limon 3,013 4,854 5.3 

Total 56,412 82,020 100.0
 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 3A
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As was mentioned above, guanacaste has a disproportionately large landless 

poor group, the share of poor farmers In g uanacaste is only 17 percent compared 

with 21 percent of the national landless poor. This is a result of the large 

in recent years in both the tenure and productionchanges which have occurred 
farmers becamepatterns in this region as large numbers of earlier poor small 

landless poor. 

One of the principal concerns of any progr,.m aimed at the rural poor must be 

share of landless and farm families inemployment of the la"ess families. The 
the target group is indicated in Table 25. 

Table 25 
COSTA RICA 1973 

Summary of Landless and Farm Populations in the Target 
Group Using Alternative Poverty Definitions 

Total Poor
Landless Poor 
Poverty Definition in Farm Poor 

Colones per Capita
 

POPULATION	 606,712
 
Less 	than 1100 241,875 364,837 


738,108
283,244 454,S64

Less thau 1400 	 838,599
315,801 522,798

Les than 1700 


91,].17
34,705 56,412
Less FAMILIES

70,570 111,256
 

No. than 1100 


40,686
Less than 1400 

82,020 127,500
45,480
Less 	than 17U 


Kreitmtn, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 
3A
 

SOURCE: 


The predominance of landless poor in the income defined target group may be 

in Taje 26 where the percentage shares of the target group 
seen 	 more clearly 

total rural population are presented.and 

Table 26
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Rural Poor Target Group
 
Percentage Share of Farm and Son Farm Poor
 

of the Target Group and o! the Total Rural Population 

Poverty Definition 
in Colones Per capita 

Farm Poor Non Farm 
Poor 

Target 
Group 

Total 
Rural 

PERCENT OF TARGET GROUP 

Less than 1100 
Less than 1400 
Less than 1700 

39.9 
38.4 
37.7 

. 60.1 Z 
0l.6 
62.3 

100 % 
100 
1UO 

PERCEIT OF TOTAL RURAL
 
100
Less than 1100 19.9 30.1 50.0 


37.5 bO.8 100Less than 1400 23.3 
Less than 1700 26.0 43.1 69.1 100 

SOURCE: Samuel Dames computacion based on Kreitman, Rural 
Poor 

Profiles, Table 3A 
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From one half to two thirds of the rural population are in the poverty target 

group depending on the exchange rate chosen to define poverty. The composition 
of the target group varies only slightly as the poverty line is moved upward, 
the landless proportion rises from 60 to 62 percent. 

The income profile of the landless poor is given in Table 27. 

Table 27 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Income Profile o the Landless Rural Population
 

Income Strata Population Percent of Population
 
in Colones
 
per capita
 

Less than lUo Colones 49 400 7 Percent
 
100 to 300 Colones 25:750 3
 
300 to 500 Colones 59,240 8
 
500 to 800 Colones 119,926 16
 
800 to llUU Colones 110, 12 15
 
1100 to 1400 Colones 90,827 12
 
1400 to 1700 Colones C7,934 9
 
1700 to 2000 Colones 52,640 8
 
Over 200U Colones 166,559 22
 

Total 741,997 100
 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Tables 3A, 3B
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b. INCOME LEVEL AND SOURCES FOR FARM FAMILIES 

i. Income Level by Farm Size 

non poor farms by farm size.Table 28 presents the income level of poor and 

The income definition used is the lowest, 1100 Colones per capita. 

Table 28 
COSTA RICA 1973
 
of Farm Famil.ies by Farm size 

farm size No. Poor Average lacme Averase Tncome Poor 

Income Level 

pe, capia of Income
pe capit& of 
Farms as a I
Pocr Farms Hon Poor Of Son 

,. agdoi l io, 

3,258 14.4 %
 
Farms 2,870 470 


3,627 3.6
 
0 to I Ha. 9,018 494 


362 3,417 1..6
 
1 to 2 Ha. 4,3i6 

4.(117 1.6

2 to 3 Ha. 6,550 636 


,634 L3.9

5 co lu a. .,d9o 643 


4,722 I2.3
 
1i to 20 da. 4,079 582 


na 4,771Over 20 &a. a na 

562 4,449 12.6
All Farms 30,739 

Lrei:zan, Rural Poor Profil.s, Tables 1A, and 13
SOUKCE: 


group appears to identify a particularly disadvantagedThe poor farm target 
mentioned earlier, the disadvantaged are not

portion of the population. As was 

farm sizes. The differential between the poor and non
restricted to very small 

appear to vary consistently with farm poor incomes is dramatic and does not 
of farms, havesize. Farms classed poor (accounting for about 42 percent 

of only 12 to 15 percent of the average incomes of non-poor farms.incomes 

Table 29 presents the geographic distribution of poor farms and compares the 

farms by province.average income per capita on poor 
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Table 29
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Distribution of Poor Farms by Province
 

Province No. of Percent of Average ver 
 Income as a
Poor at. Poor 
 capita income 2 of Nat. Ave.

Farms Farms 
 for Poo Farms
 

San Jose 8,593 28.2 558 
 99.3 z
Alajuela 6,767 22.2 587 
 1U4.4
Carcago 3,314 10.9 521 
 93.9
Heredia 1,146 3.8 426 
 75.8

Guanacasta 4,422 14.5 588 
 104.6

Puncarenas 4,o26 15.2 566 
 100.7

Limon la53 5.4 
 na ma 

Total 30,521 100.0 562 
 100.0
 

SOURCE: Kreicman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 1A
 

Except for Heredia, there appears to be less than seven percent variation in 
the average income level of the poor farraers. Heredia appears to have 
significantly lower average income among poor farmers, this finding will be 
disaggregated to the Canton and District level to search for geographic 
concentrations of poverty in this province during the development of a sample 
frame for targeted surveys. 

Table 29 addresses only the issue of the number of poor farms and their income 
level. To address the issue of the incedence of poverty by province Table 30 
presents the percent of farms which are classed as poor, using the 1100 Colon. 
income definition. 

Table 30
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Geographic Incedence of Farm Poverty
 

Province percent of Farms 
 Farm Poverty Index
 
4i:h Under 1100 (Province as a
Colones Der ca~i:a of National ! -


High Farm Poverty Provinces
 
Cartago 51.3 Z 122

San Jose 49.0 117
 

Average Farm Poverty Provinces
 
Guanacaste 40.2 
 96

Alajuela 39.3 
 94

Limon 39.2 
 94
 

Low Farm Pbver:y Provinces
 
Puntarenas 36.0 
 86

Haredia 33.2 
 79
 

.ocal 41.9 
 100
 

SOURCE: Samuel Danes computation based on data in Kreitman
 
Rural Poor Profiles, Tables 1A, and i
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It is interesting to note that Heredia, the province with the lowest average 

income among poor farmers, is the province with the least incedence of poverty 

when measured by the percent of farms which are poor. This indicates that while 

the proportion of farms which are poor may be small, the severity of the poverty 

level of this small number is acute. 

San Jose, surprisingly is classed by the standard in Table 30 as a high farm 

poverty incedence province. Disaggregating these province wide findings to the 

canton and district level should provide considerabie program guidance on the 

location of potential geographic targets. 

ii. On-Farm and Off-Farm Income Sources for Farm Families 

Table 31 presents the percent share of income originating from on-farm and 

sources to farm families. This table understates the off-farmfrom off-farm 
income component because of the exclusion of a large part of the off-farm coffee 

harvest income, and an overstating of the value of on-farm family labor inputs. 

Table 31 
COSTA RZCA 1973
 

Income Sources for Farm Families by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Percent of Income Percent of Income
 
from ON FARM sources from OFF FARM sources
 
,Poor Farms Only) Poor Farms Non Poor
"Landless"
 

Farms 50.7 % 49.3 % 74.4 %
 
0 to 1 Ha. 62.3 37.7 74.3
 
1 to 2 Ha. 85.0 15.0 50.7
 
2 to 5 Ha. 90.0 10.0 31.1
 
5 to 10 Ha. 92.4 7.6 19.4
 
10 to 20 Ha. 93.1 6.9 15.4
 

All Poor Farms 81.0 19.0 26.5 

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table ID 

The importance of off-farm income sources decreases consistently as*farm size
 
increases.. This is siiliar to the conclusion from the employment section in
 
which the larger farms are able to absorb an increasing share of the available
 

family labor. It is surprising that in no case do off-farm sources account for
 

more income than on-farm sources.
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The difference in dependance on off-farm income sources between the poor and 
non-poor farms is substantial. In most cases the percentage contribution of 
off-farm ineime is more than twice as high on non-pc or farms as on poor 
farm s 

Table 32 presents the source of off-farm income by sector, that is divided 
between off-farm employment on other farms, and off-farm employment in 
non-agricultural activities. 

Table 32
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Off Farm income Source by Sector
 

Farm Size 	 Percent of Income Percent of Income
 
From Off Farm From Off Farm
 
Azriculture Non Agriculture
 

Poor Non Poor Poor 
 Non Poor
 

"Landless"

Farms 8.3 Z 14.4 Z 41.0 2 59.9 %
0 to 1 Ha. 5.4 11.3 32.2 63.01 to 2 Ha. 	 2.1 
 7.3 12.8 43.3
 
2 to 5 Ha. 	 1.5 5.3 
 8.3 25.6
5 to 10 Ha. 	 1.6 4.1 5.9 15.2

10 to 20 1&a. 	 1.5 3.1 5.4 
 12.3
 
over 20 Ha. 	 na 
 2.6 na 12.8
All Farms 	 3.0 
 4.5 15.9 21.9
 

SOURCE: 7rtitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Tables IA, and 1B
 

Based on Table 32, Tab!a 33 summarizes the proportion of the off farm income 
which is non-agricultural in origin. From Table 33 we can see that while the 
level of off farm income varies significantly by farm size, and between the poor
and non-poor, ,here is little difference in the proportion of off-farm income by 
sector. What this implies is that the non poor do not have improved incomes 
because they are able to depend more on non-agricultural employment. 
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Table 33
 
COSTA &ICA 1973
 
Off-Farm tncome Originating in
proportion of 


,on Agricultural EmPloy=enc
 

"
 
Income OrgiinatingL2
Parcent of off-FarmFarm Size ,Ior_%'ri. r1_ Off..-r EmpLovmenc
 

Non-Poor Farms
Poor arms 


"Landless"
 
Z8.3 84.
Farms 85.3
85.6
0 to 1.Ha. 
 85.6
I to 2 Ha. 85.9 


723

2 to 5 Ha. 34.7 


73.8

5 to 10 Ha. 78.7 


79.9
10 ro 20 Ha. 78.3 

83.1


Over 20 aa. Ma 


83.0
34.1
.11 Farms 

daca from rei:maa
 
SOURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on 


aural Poor Profl-las, Tables IA, and 13
 

on Target group Farms 
Section 3. Market Orientation and Subsistence 

applied to farms outside, or 
a usuallySubsistence agriculture is term 

of their own inputs
the market economy, who rroduce most 

principally outside, 
for very limited exceptions, there 

most of their output. Exceptand consume 
by this definition in Costa Rica. 

be subsistence farmsappear to no 

their producers in significant 
Certain crops, however, are consumed by 

in certain regions areof whichare examples crops
quantities. Corn and beans 

It proper therefore to speak of 
consumed in significant quantities. is 

since in only rare cases do these 
crops but not subsistence farmssubsistence 

of the total value of production on 
crops make up a large sharesubsisten.e per 

or poor farms. Since the subsistence crops are grains, and low value 
small 

to them will be a higher proportiondedicatedhectare crops, the share of land 
output. The share of product value and not the 

than their share of value of 
must be used to measure subsistence. Table 34 presents

share of area cultivated 
product sold as an 

the value of product consumed is a percent of the value of 

non poor farms.
of the level of subsistence for poor andindicator 
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Table 34 
COSTA RIZCA 1973 

Subsistence IndexValue of Product Consumad as a Percent of Product
 
Value Sold
 

Farm Size Poor Farms Non Poor
 
Farms
Puriscal Turrubares 	National Nat. Ave. 

Average 

0 to 1 Ha. 9.6: 7.5: 4.0: 0.gz1 to 2 Ha. 8.3 14.9 5.3 1.32 to 5 Ia. 8.5 8.8 6.4 1.55 to 10 Ha. 7.3 7.0 5.8 1.5
10 to 20 Ha. 6.2 7.4 5.6 2.1Over 20 Ea. na na Us 1.3
 

All Farm Sizes 7.6: 7.91. 5.2: 1.3
 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines conputation based on Kreitman, Rural poor
Profiles, Tablas IA and 13 

In addition to presenting national averages for both poor and non-poor farms,
Table 34 includes two extremely poor Cantons where subsistence levels are 
considerably higher. Three obvious trends are Lvident In Table 34, first, poor
farms are three to four times more subsistence oriented than non poor farms,
second, that inside the poor group poverty deepens sn does the level ofas 
subsistence, third, in the non poor subsistence increases as farm size 
increases, and the incidence of home c=zumption on farms over 20 Ha. is as 
strong as the average. 

Table 34 underestimates the level of smbsistence because two important sources 
of home produced consumption are not captured in tne basic data used for tht 
table. The data do not include home consumption of livestock products. given
the importance of livestock in the total product mix on small farms as is 
discussed in the production patterns section, the consumption of livestock 
products may be almost as important as crop consumption. The second omission is 
of small vegetable crops or permanent crops which are grown exclusively for home 
consumption and for which the volume of each item (for example one or two 
plartain trees) is small enough that the interveiwer likely ommited it from the 
quc tionaire. These omissions may likewise be important. 

Even if we allow for a 100 underestimation, the level of subsistence on the 
average for poor target group farms would be about 10 on the average, and even 
in the poorest Canton. less than 30 . 
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It appears, therefore that the target group are basically market oriented in 

terms of the sale of their produce. Whether they are also integrated into the 

mrket for agricultural inputs is an issue addressed in the technological 
indicators section of this study, which indicates that while the level of input 

purchases is lower on poor farms, almost all of them are involved in the 

purchase of some inputs and in that sense are involved in the market econom 

Subsection f. PRODUCTION PATTERNS 

The Ji.tent of this section is to provide a profile of the production patterns 

and technological characteristics of farms which nay be included in AID program 

activities. The group of farms which may recieve direct assistance must be 

broader than just the poor and very small farms since a principal program focus 

should be to generate employment for landless workers, and expand off farm 

employment opportunities for the smallest farms. Four potential program focus 
farm sizes have been selected as representative sizes, and the country has been 

divided into seven agronomically defined regions for the analysis of production 
and technological patterns. One extra farm size (20 to 50 Ha.) is added in the 

tables for comparison purposes to ilustrate patterns on larger farms. 

a. CROP MIX AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION PATTERNS 

The total value of production on small farms in Costa Rica comes from a 

surprisingly diverse set of agricultural activities. Though annual crops are 

important in terms of area cultivated they only contribute 11-13 percent of 

total value of production. Table 35 separates agricultural activities on small 

farms into three categories, annuals, permanent crops, and livestock products. 

TabLe 35
 
The Contribucion of General Crop iad Livesrock
 

Activities to Total Value of Produc ion on small Farms
 
(:acludiag L7 Principal Crop and Lives:ock Produc:s)
 

Farm Size Percanc of loca. .arm Value or ?roducr"lonM 
.nnual Parmanent Livestock "o0tal
 

2 to 3 .a. L3.4 38.0 48.6 Z 100
 

3 to 4 Ha. 
 11.8 45.1 43.1 100
 
5 to 10 Ha. 11.4 
 43.3 45.4 101
 

lu to 20 Ha. 13.2 46.7 40.1 100
 

20 to 50 a. U..2 36.3 32.6 100 

total value of 
The price used :o value home zonsuatd production

*Production consumed on :he far= is included in 
product:on.

is the avera;e producer price "rom :he Academia study. 

Farm Analysis : le 22
SOURCE: Daises Raprasa:acve .­
37 



The importance of permanent crops, especially coffee, is not surprising, but 
the importance of animal products on even the smallest farms distinguishes Costa 
Rican small farmers from most other Latin American situations. The general lack 
of importance of basic grains and other annual crops, even when home consumption 
is included, emphasizes th: point made elsewhere that subsistence agriculture is 
clearly not the rule for smaii Cnsis Rican farmers. 

Regional differences in crop mix on small farms are significant. Table 36 
indicates the percent of total value of production originating in annual crops, 
permanent crops, and livestock products. 

Table 36 
Crop and Livestock Contribution to Farm Value of
 

Production by Agronomic Region
 

Percent Contribution to Total Value o!
 
Farm Production
 

Agronomic Region Annual Permanent Livestock Total
 
and Farm Size Crops Crops Products Value
 

Cent. Valley East 
Z to 3 Ha. .'3 48 Z 39 Z 100 Z 
5 tolO a. 9 50 41 100 
0 to 20 Ha. 

Cent. Valley West 
2 to 3 Ha. 

9 

8 

46 

53 

45 

39 

100 

100 
5 to 10 a. 5 69 26 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 3 73 24 100 

North Zone 
2 to 3 Ha. 13 42 45 100 
5 to 10 He. 13 44 43 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 

Dr Pactfic 
23 70 7 100 

- to 3 Ha. 20 5 75 100 
5 to 10 Ha. 15 7 78 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 13 6 81 100 

Central Pacific 
2 to 3 He. 10 38 52 100 

o 10 Ha. 7 34 59 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 14 40 46 100 

Pacific South 
2 to 3 Ha. 21 50 29 100 
5 to 10 Ha. 19 52 29 100 
10 to 20 Ha. 18 47 35 100 

Atlantic Zone 
2 to 3 Ha. 8 31 61 100 
5 to 10 Ha. 10 47 43 100 
10 to 20 He. 12 45 43 100 

SOURCE: Damnes, Rapresencativt Small Farm Analysis, Table 22
 

Annual crops are least important in the two central valley regions, and most 
important in the Pacific regions. Permanent crops are important, as would be 
expected, in all regions except the dry Pacific area where irrigation 'ould be 
required to support them. In the dry Pacific area livestock predominates 
combined with annual crops. In both of the central valley regions small farms 
depend on annual crops to a larger extent than large farms, but there is no 
obvious crop mix trend according to farm size elsewhere. 
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i.Annual Crops 

they
While annual crops occupy a significant .share of the land in small farms, 

37 indicates the contribution are relatively unimportant in value terms. Table 
farm value of production.of major annual crops to total 

TabLe 37
 
Percnnais Couribution of Principal Annual Crops
 
to the &L Value of Produccion on Small Farms
 

Crop Percent of 

4p :o2 3 H1a. 


Corn 

Rice 
Beans 

Basic Grains 

Potatoes 
Cassava 

Tomatoes 
Tobacco 


Other Annuals 

3.8 % 

2.0 

1.7 

7.5 

1.7 

L.1. 

1.4 
L.7 


5.9 


All An uals 13.4 

cropping patterns in each 

Representative Small Farm 

small farms in the central 

zone. In those two regions 
on the smallest (2-3 Ha.) 

predominate among annual 
lesser degree in the Pacific 

Zocal Value oi ?arm Produccion
 
5 to 10 Ha. 


2.9 2 

Z.2 

1.4 

6.6 

1.2 

1.3 

0.9 
1.3 


4.7 


11.3 

1.0:o !0 aa. 


3.3 

3.2 

1.9 

8.9 

1.2 

-. 

0.3 

1.0 


4.3 


1.3.2 

Aaalysis,
SOURCE: 	Daiacs, Represenative Small Farm 

23 

!0 Lo 5 .a.
 

..7 2
3 

0.5
 
1.8
 

3.9
 

0.9 
0.9
 
0.2 
0.2
 

2.3
 

11.2 

Tables 22, 

basis corn is the most important annual cop for small farms.
On a national 

These
Tomatoes and tobacco, are surprisingly important for the smallest farms. 

cropping patterns vary considerably by region. A detailed description of the 
is given in Daines,regions for each 	 farm size 

Potatoes are only important onAnalysis Table 22. 
in the Northvalley East, and to a lesser degree 

potatoes are approximately four times as important 

farms as all basic grains together. Basic grains 

crops in the all of the Pacific zones, though to a 

South where tobacco is almost as important on small 

farms as basic grains. Tomatoes are an important small farm crop in both 

North and Atlantic zones.central valley regions and yuca in the 
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It appears that annual crops, taken as a group are not very important sources 
of income (or consumed value) on small farms as a whole, however, they are more
important on the poorer of the small farm group than for all small farms. This 
tendancy nay be seen in Table 38. 

Table 38
The Relative Importance of Annual and Cereals Cropsin Total Value of Farm Produc:on Between Poor and 

Non-Poor Farms 

Farm Size Percent of Land Percent of Land Percent
and Income in Cereals in Annual Crops Additional
class 
 Annual Crops
 

v to 4 na.Poor 31.5 Z 
 37.1 Z 43.8
Non Poor ld.2 
 25.8
 
1 to 2 Ha.
 
Poor 38.2 
 43.2 33.3

Non Poor 25.5 
 32.4
 

2 to 5 Ha.
Poor 30.7 
 33.1 47.8

Non Poor 18.8 
 22.4
 

5 to 10 a&.
 
Poor 19.5 
 20.9 29.8
Non Poor 14.0 
 16.1
 

10 to 20 Be.
Poor 13.3 
 13.9 0.7
Non Poor 12.7 13.8
 

SOURCE: Kreitman Table 2d, 2e
 

Table 38 indicates that the poorer farms inthe smaller size groups depend

much more on annual crops for their production than do the non-poor. In 
addition it indicates that basic grains predominate in the annual crop group 
more heavily for the poor than the non poor. This implies that non poor farms 
are more diversified into other annual crops like potatoes, tomatoes, tobacco 
which while more profitable are also higher risk crops. 

In summary it appears that annual crops are much less important on small farms 
than livestock and permanent crops.. This is true for both the poor and non poor
small farms, even after adjusting the national averages for each size range by
the added dependance factor on poor farms. 

While it is not always safe to suggest that observed differences between poor
and non poor are necessarily causitive, (as opposed to symptomatic) of their 
poverty, 
the data available here would lead us to hypothesize that
diversification out of basic grains, into other annuals or oth, . agricultural
activities may be a vital factor in raising target group incomes. 
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ii. PERMANENT CROPS 

In four out of the seven zones, permanent crops predominate in small farm 

production. Coffee is the most important crop, not only among the permanent 

crops, but is also the most important single agricultural activity cn small 

farms. Coffee in addition is of prime importance to the landless laborers and 

smal farmers as a source of employment. 

Perhaps the most important difference between the poor and non poor small 

farmer is that the non poor farm has substantially more coffee. The magnitude 

of this difference has already-been presented in the employment section of this 

docuraent and will not be repeated here. This difference is, however limited to 

certain regiops. Table 39 presents the percent share of value of production on 

small farms from coffee by region. 

Table .j 
Coffee Value as a Percea of Total Value of Production 

for Small Farms by Region and Farm Size
 

Region Farm Size
 
2 to 3 Ha. co 10 Ha. 10 to 20 aa. 20 to 50 Ra 

Cane. Valley E. 
Cant. Valley W. 
North Zone 

42.9 
48.4 
30.8 

2 40.8 
61.8 
28.1 

Z 38.2 
63.7 
38.3 

31.7 
67.2 
9.8 

Dry Pacific 
Cant. Pacific 

2.6 
35.9 

3.8 
30.8 

2.8 
36.2 

2.6 
32.9 

Pacific South 45.2 43.0 38.6 24.9 
Atlantic Zone 2.5 2.7 2.1 1.6 

All &egions 29.8 30.4 31.5 24.4
 

SOURCE: Daines, Rapresen:ative Snail Far Analysis, Tabla 25
 

Reasons aside from coffee must be the predominant explanation for differences 
between the poor and non poor in the dry Pacific and Atlantic zones since coffee 
is virtually non existent there. 

In the important coffee regions, coffee accounts for approximately 90 percent 
of the permanent crop value on small farms, and in the other regions from 50-75 
percent. In the Atlantic zone, however, coffee is oEiy 5 percent of permanent 
crop value. IOther important small farm permanent crops include bananas, 
plantains, guineo, cacao and sugar cane. 'Table 40 outlines the percent 
importance in farm production value of these other permanent crops by region for 
farms between 5-10 Ha. A more detailed treatment for all small farm sizes can 
be seen in Daires, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 24. 
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Table 40 
The Contribution of Permanent Crops (Excluding Coffee)
 
to :he Tosal Value of Farn Production on 5 to 10 Rea.
 

Farms
 

Region Percent of total farm value of production

3ananas Plantalas Guinao Cacao Sugar Cans
 

Cent. Valley E. 1.0 0.3 Z 0.0: 0.0: 7.7 %
 
Cane. Valley W. 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 7.0
 
North Zone 2.1 4.0 1.5 0.8 7.4
 
Dry Pacific 0.3 2.0 0.3 0.0 1.2
 
Cant. Pacific 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.0 1.7
 
Pa:ific South 1.6 4.1 0.2 0.2 1.0
 
Atlantic Zone 10.0 13.8 0.2 20.1 0.5
 

All Regions 2.2 3.5 0.3 3.0 3.8
 

SOURCE: Damne-, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 24
 

Table 40 emphasizes the wide regional variation in the importance of permanent 
crops. Sugar cane is the widest ranging of the important non-coffee permanent 
crops, and provides 5-10 percent of small farm incomes in the central valley and 
North zones. Cacao, bananas, and plantains are vital to small farm incomes in 
onjy the Atlantic zone where they contribute 35-45 percent of the gross value of 
production on small farms. While guineo is of some small importance in the 

North zone on small farms, its insignificance as an income source is surprisir 

Differences in the importance of permanent crops between the poor and non poor 
appear to be limited to coffee, there is little observed difference in the 
cultivation of other permanent crops (see Kreitman Table 2d, 2e). 

iii. Livestock Products 

The importance, and in many regions predominance, of livestock products on 
small farms is obvious from the tables already presented. This section will 
explore the product composition inside livestock and indicate the regional 
variation in the mix of livestock products on small farms. 

Livestock products may be divided into two groups, pasture based, including 
milk, beef, sheep etc., and non-pasture livestock including poultry (meat and 
eggs), pork, honey etc.. For the small farmer the distinction is important 
since his limited size may restrict the expansion of pasture based livestock but 
not the other animal activites. 
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The data appear to confirm the hypothesis that farm size has a direct 
influence on the type of livestock product grown. Table 41 presents the 
proportion of total livestock product value contributed by pasture based. milk 
and beef products. 

Table 41The Value of Pasture Based Livestock Products as a 
Percent of Total. Value of Livestock Product by

Farm Size 

farm Size 	 Milk and Beef Value as a Percent 
of Tocal VaLue of L!vFnL -4 

2 to 3 Ha. 35.
 
3 to 4 H&. 42
 
tto 10 A. 50
 

10 to 20 He. 	 69

20 to 50 a&. 	 73
 

SOURCE: Damnes, R.eprasencative Small Farm Analysis TabLe 25 , 


The opportunity for increasing the production of pasture based livestock on 
small farms is probably very limited on the smallest farms except through 
increasing the productivity of land already in pasture. On the smallest farms, 
the other livestock products may have much more potential. 

Table 42
 
The Contribution of Pork and Poultry


Products to Total. Value of Production on Small. Farms
 
by Region and Farm Size 

Region Value of Production as a Z of Total Farm Production
 
Pork Poultry (aegs and meat)


Z/3 5/L0 1.0/20 2/3 5/10 10/20
 

Valley E. 8I 6Z 3" 3% 2% I=
 
Valley J. 6 4 3 28 14 9
 
Mfarch Zone 
 L. 11 13 5 22
 
Dry Pacific 47 31 27 L. 7 3
 
C. Pacific 14 12 L2 22 12 &
 
S. Pacific 12 10 10 9 5 4
 
Atlantic 38 20 1.6 8 6 
 3
 

All gions 20% 20Z 12% 12: 9Z 8.
 

SOURCE: Dames, Representative Farm Analysis, Table 25
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Subsistence on small faris may be as important in livestock products as in crops. The census data on which these analyses are based was unable to capture
the on farm consumption of livestock products. Table 41 and the other tables in
ths document included consumed and sold livestock products together in the total
value. Home consumption of farm produced livestock commodities is an important
issue which should be addressed in a regionally targeted sample survey because
of the possible positive nutritional impact on target group families. Livestock
products may have a significantly lower share of cash income than of total value 
of farm production. 

Milk and beef products appear as important small farm commodities in all
regions, milk products being most important in the central valley east, and the
central Pacific regions, while beef is most important in the dry Pacific, and
Atlantic regions. Both nrilk and beef are important small farm products in the
North zone. In the farm sizes from 10 to SO Ha. beef becomes predominant over 
milk in all cases. 

Table 43

Milk and Beef Share of 
Total Value of Production
 

on 
Small Farms by Region and Farm Size
 

Region Percent of Total Value of 
Farm Producuion
 
Beef 
 Milk
 

2/3 5/10 10/20 2/3 5/10 10/20
 

Valley East 
 8% 9% 10: 20: 24%
Valley West 2 4 6 
30Z
 

4 4 6
North Zone 10 
 15 36 14 
 13 27
Dry Pacific 12 29 39 5 
 11 10
C. Pacific 7 
 9 15 9 13 16
S. Pacific 4 7 11 4 7 9Atlantic 11 
 15 17 4 2 2
 

All Regions 8% 13: 19: 
 9: 10: 14.
 

SOURCE: Daenes, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 25
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SMALL FARMNlSb. YIELD PATTERNS AND TECHNOLOGICAL LEVEL ON 

ON SMALL FARMSi. TECHNOLOGICAL INDICATORS 

are used to give a technological profile of small farms,
Two indicators 

mechanical intensity, and fertilizer use. 

-MECANICAL INTENSITY 

The number of tractor or mechanized horsepower per hectare cultivated, instead 

might expect, declines as is indicated inof increasing on larger farms as one 


Table 44.
 

Tabla 44
 
Mechanical Incens ty of Culcvacon of Small Farms
 

As Iadicata by the Number of Tractor Horsepover 
per Cultivated Hectare 

Frs Size Hor:spover Hechanical Incensity 

Index (National Aver&a~
SIz
Vats~~ Cu vatd4s 
al/Ra. Cul.tivated - LOST
 

1.58 
3 to 4 Ha. 0.95 
2 to 3 He. 0.92 


162 
5 to 10 as. 0.70 120
 

104
 
20 to 50 Ha. 0.45

10 to 20 Ha. 0.61 

77
 

SOURCE: Daines, Representative Small ?arm Analysis, Table 4 

The decline in mechanical intensity does not necessarily indicate that the 

of their total power in mechanicala larger proportionsmaller farms utilize 
farms utilize more

form than do larger farms. Table 45 indicates that small 
sources are added together

animal and human power as well, when all power the 

farms appear to be more power intensive.smaller 
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Table 45
 
COSTA RICA 1973
Pover Source and Incans .y on Small Farms by Farm
 

Farm Size Draft Animals 
per Zectare 
Cultivited 

Total Pover 
Indicator(Hecbanical 

Index of 
All Pover(Hat. Ave.-

Animal and 
Huuan) 

100) 

2 to 3 Va. 
3 to 4 Ma. 
5 to 10 Ba. 
10 to 20 Ha. 
20 to 50 Ua. 

0.14 
0.14 
0.10 
0.07 
0.05 

2.14 
1.82 
1.27 
1.03 
0.83 

252 
214 
149 
122 
98 

SOURCE: Da.es, Represencative Small Farm Analysis, Table 4 

The smallest farms have 2.5' times as much power available per hectare
cultivated as the national average. These figures overestimate the power
utilized per hectare cultivated since much of the power on small farms comes 
from human labor, which is significantly under utilized. If however, human 
labor is subtracted out leaving only animal and mechanical power the small farms 
are still much more power intensive. 

Whether the finding that smaller farm; utilize more mechanical and other power 
per hectare cultivated is an indicator that they are at a higher technological
level depends on the definition of technology . So many different meanings
have been given to the word technology tilat it is perhaps better not to give 
an interpretation which depends on any onr. of them. All that can be said from 
Table 45 is that small farms use more power (animal, mechanical, and human) than 
do larger ones. I 

As with other characteristics of small farms, mechanical and power intensity 
vary regionally, and conclusions drawn only based on national averages poorly
represent any region. Mechanical power use on small farms is virtually non 
existant in the Atlantic zone, and very infrequent on small farms in the central 
and south pacific regions. The dry Pacific and North zones are the most 
mechanically intense of small farm regions, followed closely by the two central 
valley regions. The total power index follows a similiar regional pattern
indicating that by and large mechanical power does not result in a reduction in 
the ammount of animal and human power used. 
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USE ON SMALL FARMS- FERTILIZER 

per cultivated hectare than 
Small farms utilize significantly less fertilizer 

average. It is interesting to note that this is also true of 
the national 

over do farms operate atto 50 Ha.), only 50 Ha.
medium sized farms (from 20 

use levels above the national average.fertilizer 

use in major crops per hectarefertilizerpresents summary 


cultivated in those crops.
 
Table 46 a of 

Table 46
 

COSTA MICA 1973
 

Fert lizer Use on Small Farms
 

Fer ilizer FgtilizearUse Index
Kg/Ha.Fara Size K5. of Culti.vated (Na. Ave.Per H. CuI ivaced - 100) 

2 to 3 Ha. 149.9 K . 67
 
3 to 4 Ha. 160.8 72
 

71
 
10 to 20 Ha. 161.6 72
S to 10 Ha. 138.9 

70
20 to 50 as. 155.8 


SOURCE: 0ane., R&apreasnac&ive Small Far= Analysis, Table 7
 

in theand medium sized farms
There is little observable trend among small 

overall use of fertilizers. All are significantly below the national average, 

itself rather low by experiment farm standards.which is 

over half of the total
Except for the dry Pacific and Atlantic regions, 

is used in Coffee, and in the principal coffee on farmsfertilizer used small 
the figure is over 75 . Even so, fertilizer use in coffee on small farms 

areas 
average. The only exception to this is

is significantly less than the national 
valley West region where small farms apply significantly more

in the central 

coffee average.
fertilizer in coffee than the national 

of small farm fertilizer is used in rice
In the dry Pacific region two thirds 

and one third in corn. In the Pacific South region almost one third of small 

farm fertilizer is applied in tobacco. 
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Fertilizer use in basic grains on small farms varies widely by region, with 
some regions and farm sizes above the national average application rate but most 
regions below. In Bananas small farm fertilizer use is consistently less than 
10 percent of the national average reflecting the strong influence of large and 
well organized corporate production. In tobacco small farms vary -nly slightly 
above and below the national average. 

Most small farms appear to be using some fertilizer, and while the overall 
average is significantly under the national average, there are important regions 
and crops where small farms appear not to be signficantly behind the larger farm 
size segment in fertilizer use. 

ii. YIELD PATTERNS 

Yields on small farms in corn are clustered about the one metric ton per 
hectare figure with a gradual declining trend as farm size increases. Corn 
yields on small farms are slightly higher than the national average, in rice 
they are significantly lower and in beans slightly lower. Table 47 presents 
yield patterns in basic grains which in the interest of brevity average out the 
rather substantial regional differences. A complete region and farm size 
breakdown of yeild patterns for all major crops is given in the Representative 
Farm Analysis Tables 9 through 13. These yield patterns are not unweighted 
nverages and may therefore reflect an innacurate view of true weighted regional 
and national patterns. 

Table 47 
COSTA RICA 1973 

Yields in Basic Grains on Smal. Farms 

Farm Size Physical Yield Index (Nacional Average
 
Yield in Tons/Ha. - 100)

Corn Beans Rice
 

2 co 3 Ha. 108 102 63 
3 to 4H. 105 88 64

5 to 10 a&. 80 90 76 
10 co 20 Ha. 104 103 72
 

20 to 50 fa. 105 75 56 

SOURCE: Da£nes, lepresentative Small Farm Analysis, Table 9
 

Yields in tobacco on small farms are consistently above the national average 
reflecting the more localized and higher technological level in this crop. 
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Yields in potatoes, yuca, and tomatoes appear to be regionally determined, 
there are no farm size patterns which appear to be meaningful. 

Small farm yields in coffee appear to be only slightly below the overall
 
averages for the various regions. Banana yields are lower in comparison to
 
national averages than any other crop. 

Except for a few crops, there are essentially no yield patterns among small
 
farms which can be identified easily. Most of the yield difference- appear to
 
be regional in nature and little related to farm size.
 

One important conclusion may be drawn from the yields and technological le 

discussions.. Small farms use only 67-72 percent as much fertilizer as larger 
farms, yet their yields are not consistenly lower. While there are many 

exceptions to this rule (coffee, bananas) in most crops the small farmer appeat 
to be a more efficient tiser of fertilizer, or at least his yields have not 
suffered in any observabte, and systematic pattern from his lower fertilizer use. 

Subsection S. PRODUCTION CONSIRANTS 

The earlier sections attempted to define and give a simple statistical profile 

of the target group, the discussion now turns to searching for ways of improving 
in the Latin Aierica Regional Agriculturetheir situation. The method suggested 

Assessment g uidlines, to allow the problems to suggest the solutions , begins 

at the farm level asking the question, What factors are limiting the poor farmer 
from improving his income or welfare? These problems, or limiting factors are 
called .onstraint, . Two general types of constraints will be examined, farm 
level, and non-farm factors. Subsection I addresses just the farm level portion 
of these constraints, while the other subsections address off farm constraints 
such as demand, prices, marketing and processing infrastructure, institutional 
and policy limitations. 
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Farm level, or production constraints will be grouped into categories roughly
corr:sponding to the resources utilized at the farm level and the technology 
used to combine these resources in produ:tion. 

Two methods of searching for problems and feasible solutions are utilized, the 
first (and preferable) method compares the production characteristics betwee­
the poor and non-poor farms, and the second examines the poor farms dire 

To simplify the constraints analysis, the improvement of net income is used as
the single most important objective. The target group farm may improve Its 
income in one, or a combination of the following production system changes 

1. Increase the ammount of land cropped (including land 
cropped in pasture) by obtaining the use of added
 

land through purchase, rental, or other tenural forms
 

2. 	 Increase the ammount of land cropped by increasing the
 
porportion 
 of land utilized (cropping heretofore
 
unutilized larl)
 

3. 	 Increase income without increasing the area cropped by

changing the combination of crops and livestock
 
products from lower value per Ha. products to higher
 
value per Ha. products. 

4. Increase income without changing the area cropped or 
the nix of products by increasing the income yield or
 
productivity of land used in a particular crop.

The income yield per Aectare may be increased by
 
increasing the value of output more than the
 
additional costs of the technological change, or by

holding the value of output constant and reducing
 
the cost of inputs. Changes of this type are for
 
example utilizing more fertilizer, more pesticides,
 
better seed, improved management or technical
 
practices, increasing the number of animals Ha.
per

in pasture, etc.. Most of the changes in this
 
category are loosely known 
 as yield .nproving
 
technological changes.
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S. Increasing 	 the price recieved per unit of product. 

This 	 may be accomplished by either improving the
 
or
(a technological change),quality of the product 


the marketing arrangement.
in changing 

may increase his income by cultivating more land, growing
In summary a 	farmer 

per hectare, 	 or by getting a 
higher value 	 crops, improving the income yeild 

for his product.better price 

to structure the 
The above catalog of income improvement alternatives helps 

which limit the achievement of improved income. 
discussion of constraints 

POTENTIAL 	 OF INCREASING THE 
a. LAND CONSTRAINTS AND THE 

GROUP FARMSAREA CULTIVATED ON TARGET 

direct measure of
of the data available permits a 

It is unfortunate that none 
and non-poor farms. It is difficult therefore, 

the quality of land in the poor 
and to estimate the relative importance of land as a 

to measure land slack 
one category 	 of land 

on the improvement of target group income. culy
constraint 

of land slack, the ammount of land classed 
in the data is clearly an indication 

as fallow .
 

of land in fallow for the target and non-poor
Table 48 indicates the percent 

farnm by farm size. 
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Table 48
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Land Slack Estimates
 
Percent of Land Once Cultivated, not nov Utilized 

Farm Size Poor farms Nan-Poor Farms Difference
 

0 to 1 H . 0.0% 0.0% 0.01 
1 to 2 Ea. 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2 to 5 Ha. 1.5 0.0 1.5 
5 to 10 Ea. 4.4 1.6 2.8 
10 to 20 Ia. 8.0 3,7 4.3 
Over 20 Ha. na 4.9 na
 

SOURCE: Xracitan Table 2d, 2a
 

Using fallow land as an indicator of land slack it would appear that there is 
no slack in target group farms under 2 lh., in insignificant ammount of slack, 
and only f-om 4-8 percent slack in target group farms above five Ha. Fallow 
land my not be all available for cultivation, some fallow is a necessary part 
of the cultivation cycle, If we assume that the non-poor farm is an indication 
of the minimum fallow niecessary to operate, then a superior land slack measure 
would be the excess fallow on poor farms. The net measure of land slack 
indicates that from 3-S percent of land is in available fallow on target group 
farms over five Ha.. ; 

In many countries including Costa Rica, land slack is principally found not in 
fallow but in poorly utilized pasture which could be cultivated or brought into 
intensive improved forage and pasture crops. The proportion of pasture land may
be used as a r, ugh indicator of land slack. This measure is not reliable enough 
to be used with a high degree of confidence, but in the absence of direct 
measures of land quality is preferable to no measurement at all. 

Table 49 
COSTA RICA 1973 

Possible Land Slack in Pasture and Fallov 

Farm Size Percent of Land in Pasture Net Land Slack on 
on Poor farms Poor Farms in Fallov 

and Pasture 

0 to 1 Ha. 9.2: 9.2%

I to 2 Ha. 15.4 15.4
2 to 5 Ea. 20.3 21.8
 
5 to 10 Ha. 42.0 
 44.8
 
10 to 20 Ha. 42.9 
 47.2
 

SOURCE: Xroicman Table 2d, 2a
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The discussion in Subsection five on commodity mix on snall farms leads -us to 
conclude that a significant part of the pasture is in relatively productive use. 

must therefore be discounted as being inSome of the net land slack in Table 49 

current productive use. 

Poor farms under five hectares cultivate from 60-84 percent of their land, 
10 to 20 Ha. only 29farms from S to 10 Ha. cultivate only 40 percent and from 

percent. Even if we discount for the probable decrease in quality as farm size 

increases there would appear to be considerable land slack on target group farms 

over five Ha.. *It is probably reasonable to suggest that 20 percent of the land 

in 5 to 10 Ha. farms, and 30 percent in 10 to 20 Ha. target grop farms is 
slack. 

Land and land quality are highly regional phenomonen, and the conclusions 

drawn here vary widely from region to reyion, as demonstrated in Table 50. 

Table 50
 

COSTA RICA 1973
 

Escimacts of Land Conscrainc on Small Farms
 
by ue&ion for Fars fro 10 to 20 Hs.
 

ha.)
&elioa Percent of Laud by Land Use Cateory (0/Z0 

Fallow Pascura 	 Pasture Unacultivated 

4 FalloV 

C. Valley Z. 4.2Z 48.1Z 52.31 63.3Z
 
C. VaJley . 1.8 45.7 47.5 5L.6
 
North Zone 5.2 
 40.1. 45.3 68.5
 

68.7 74.6
Dry Pacific 3.8 64.9 	
60.5
46.3 55.3
C. Pacific 9.0 
 61.7
Pacific S. 9.5 35.8 45.3 
50.3
Atlantic 9.2 
 29.1 38.3 


All legions 6.3 44.9 5L.2 61.8
 

SOURCE: 	Samuel Dains, RepresentatLve Small Farm Analsis, 
Tables 2 and 3 

Many factors make this estimate difficult, for example in the Atlantic zone 
land is not a seriouswhere colonization potential is si3nificant and 

constraint, Table 50 indicates that a larger than average ammount of the land in 
50 is that there is probablyfarms is cultivated. What may be drawn from Table 


a potential increase in land under cultivation in target farms from 10 to 20 Ha.
 

on the order of 30 to 40 .
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In summary land appears to be a binding constraint on the development of the 
74 per:ent of the target group farmers who are on farms of less than five Ha. 
It appeirs not to be a constraint on target group farms over 10 hectares, indeed 
a significant assistance opportunity should be to increase the ammount of land 
under cultivation on these farms. 

For 	 the target families on farms under five hectares, the land constraint
 
conclusion eliminates expanding cultivation as a viable income improvement
 
strategy, leaving 
 the 	 following assistance alternatives for examination: 

1. 	 Focus assistance on increasing the supply of land to
 
target group families in this class.
 

2. 	 Focus on one or a combination of the other farm income 
increasing alternatives (higher value crop mix,
 
improved technology etc.)
 

3. 	 Focus assistance on creating off-farm employment
 
opportunities for these small farmers.
 

Increasing the 	 supply of land to the less than five Ha. group nay involve 
land reform, but it could also be done by direct financing of land purchase or 
rental. The issue of land reform and an evaluation of its advisability and 
feasibility are beyond the scope of this paper, but increasing the supply of 
land to the less than 5 Ha. poor farmers is a critical need,I 

Alternatives for improving income through technological cbAnge will be 
discussed in section C. Off farm employment alternatives may be generated 
either on other larger farms, or in non-farm activities. generating off farm 
employment in activities discussednon-agricultural is in subsection 3 on 
marketing and processing. 

The assistance opportunity of bringing unutilized land in target group farms 
between 5-20 Ha. is significant, and may be viewed not only as an income 
generating alternative for these farmers, but may generate employment
alternatives for 	 members of the smaller target farms, and for landless families. 
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in this target group segment as a potentialIdentifying increased cultivation 
second constraints, ie,assistance strategy leads us to a level of farm level 

what are the factor which impede the cultivation of this land. We might divide 

these into farm level resource constraints, and off-farm factors like demand, 

marketing infrastructure etc. The off farm factors will be discussed later, the 

paragraphs which follow focus only on farm level constraints. 

Financial limits, available labor, and managerial capacity '7re perhaps the 

most important farm level constraints to the expansion of cultivation. There 

may be certain areas in Costa Rica, and certain seasons of the year when labor 
have suggestedto operate extended cultivation may be difficult to obtain. Some 

that the level of social services and programs in the rural areas in Costa Rica 

may be such that many unemployed workers are not seriously looking fok work. 
all saidThe data available do not directly address this issue, that can be is 
to be significant laborthat except for periods of coffee harvest there appear 

In the absence of other evidence it must be
surpluses in all rural regions. 

that labor could be drawn to production alternatives at or near the
assumed 

to not present a constraint ou thecurrent wage rate in sufficient quantity 

in size.
expansion of cultivation in target group farms from 10 to 20 Ha. Farm 

family labor on these farms could provide a large proportion of this added labor 
outside workers.without even requiringrequirement 

relative to otherCredit and financial resources in Costa Rica are abundant, 

Latin American countries as was demonstrated in Table 15. The tripartite credit 

study indicated that small and poor farms unfortunately do not have adequate 
and wil! need to be studied in access to this credit. This issue is unclear 

areas and for the specific target group areas where assistanceparticulAr 
and financial constraints areprograms are proposed. It is possible that credit 

factors which prevent the cultivation of additional area.principal limiting 

onMarket, marketing, and technological factors may be more important limits 

this expansion. Mangerial practices in the livestock area may need to be 

altered in order to either make the livestock activity more intense, based on 

Improved or cultivated pasture, or by increasing the animal land ratio on part 

of the pasture land to release the balance to cultivation. These are issues, 

beyond the scope of this overall assessment which must be addressed on an area 

by area basis, using sample survey data, for each geographic area selected for 

program assistance. 

at profitable prices and the
The availability of additional market demand 

of tirget farmers to adequate marketing infrastructure are
accessibility 

as the farm level constraints.probably as important limiting factors are 
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In summary, it appears that three fourths of the target group farm families 
are constrained by available land, and that increasing cultivation is a low 
potential area for activity among these farms of less than five Ha. For target 
group farms over five Ha. increasing cultivation is a significant opportunity 
for assistance activity, with the potential of increasing target group incomes 
(assuming no change in productivity) of from 30-40 percent. 

b. CROP MIX CONSTRAINTS AND ALTERNATIVES FOR CULTIVATING MORE 
HIGH VALUE CROPS ON TARGET GROUP FARMS 

One alternative for increasing target group incomes is to shift the mix of 
crops in a higher value direction, that is substituting higher value crops for 
lower value ones, without increasing the total area cultivated. To explore the 
income potential of this approach we begin by classifying crops according to 
their value per hectare. One of the difficulties of making this value per 
hectare comparison is to avoid comparing crops at different technologica" 
levels. It is useful to separate the income increases which come from changing 
technological level from those which come from simply changing the proportions 
of products grown at constant yield levels. In order to arrive at comparisons 
of value per hectare between crops which are neted of technological differences, 
the comparisons are made in terms of a crop which most farms have at least a 
minimal ammount of, Corn. If the corn yield is low, then the assumption is that 
this farmer is at a relatively low technology and hence the compared crop value 
relates to a lower yield as well. Table 51 contains the estimate of value per 
hectare for various crops as a percent of corn value per hectare on the same 
farms. Since many high value crops are only profitable in certain regions, 
whereas corn is grown in all, the comparison crop will dictate which region the 
figures are drawn from. The number in () after the value figure indicates the 
region from which the estimate is taken. 
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Tablet 51 
COSTA &ICA 1.973 

Value of Production per leccace Culcivaced 

Hectare 	 CulcivacedValue of Production P rCrop 

(Cru value of Production per Ha. Ct. - 300) 

P...Ifl9 	 W.X'-zLa2 to 3 PA& 


Touacaa 3345 	 2696 1) 
Bananta 	 71..1 3303 4 5) 

3245 	 3.106Tobacco 
 8oe&€oos 970 1)996 
 844 21
769
Coffee 	 754 5
202
!tsa Ca0e 
 623 6

anrain 5C9 	 3 )39


lanC 367 	
72 6 ) 1357
159
YUe 	 Lis. 175 1)

Cacao 


3.ans. 	 1.00 a1.)
.08 	 229 25
3.rn
100 


SOUzCI: 	Daines, zap.setucacive Suall Fara Analysi,
 
Tables 9, LO, L1., and 12
 

a wide variety of specialty and minor crops in the high value 
There are 

but which present viable small 
which are not included in the table.category 

farm alternatives. ­

value pcr
Livestock activities are difficult to classify according to their 

even involve land (poultry and pork) and the
of them 	do nothectare since some 

land. When livestock is 
land do 	 not generally use cultivated 

ones that do use 
can be a high value activity. When dairy is 

based on cultivatad pasture it 
its value per Cultivated Ha. iVn Costa

improved pasturesbased on cultivated and 
on 0 to 	S Ha. farms, and 376 percent on 5 to 

Rica is 669 percent of corn value 
on cultivatednot as high value even when based 

10 Ha. 	 farms. (2) Beef is 
S Ha. farms and 155 on 5 to 10 Ha. 

, it is 265 of corn value on 0 topasture 
farms. 

since they require no land are among
The non pasture based livestock products 

group farms under S Ha..generation on targetthe best alternatives for income 
sources and familiar to a wideimportant incomeThese activities are already 

require little new technology. In 
range of target group families, and therefore 

based animal activities (poultry. 
we might think of the non-pasturethis sense 

very high on the list of high value products.
Pork, Honey, etc.) as 
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The question of the potential of the target group farms to cultivate a higher 
proportion of high value crops may be addressed by first comparing the 
proportion which high value crops already represent in the crop mix of por and 
non poor small farms. Table 52 presents this comparison. 

Table 52
 
COSTA RICA 1973
 

Comparison of the Area Cultivattd in Low Value Crops

3etveen Poor and Mon-Poor Small Farms
 

Crop Type 
 Percent of Land Difference

and Farm SLze 	 Culyivated z Ia.
 

Poor NOn Poor
 

Lov Value Cereals
 
0 to 1 Ia. 
 31.5Z 18.2Z -13.3Z 519 Ha
1 to 
2 He. 38.2 25.5 -12.7 777

2 to 5 Ha. 30.7 18.8 -11.9 2,607
5 to 10 Ha. 19.5 1,..0 - 5.5 1,505
10 to 20 Ha. 13.3 12.7 - 0.6 353 

SOURCZ: Kreitnau Tables 2d, 2a
 

The potential cultivated land which could be shifted from low value to higher
value crops is small in the farms over five hectares, if the non-poor are taken 
as the model. What this implies is that for the under five hectare farms there 
appears to be significant room for substitution of lower value crops for higher 
value, 

Coffee is the crop which provides the high value basis for the income earned 
by the non-poor farms. It accounts for nearly all of the differences in income 
between the poor and non poor in the principal coffee regions. The answer to 
the incom problem of the under five hectare farms seems simple enough, grow 
more coffee or crops like it in value per hectare. Since coffee is not really 
an alternative other products must be sought. 

Unfortunately most of the high value crops are high risk crops. Their risk 
comes principally from market price fluctuations which occur most violently 
where the size of the market is small, as is the case of Costa Rica. 
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The most important constraints on shifting the crop mix are off-farm market
 

system constraints. In the com~modities where processing plants are an integral
 

part of the marketing chain, assistance directly to processing activities is one
 

way of reducing the off-farm constraint.
 

In summary it appears that some potential, large enough to be worth 

exploiting, exists in target group farms from 2 to 5 Ha. to substitute higher 

value crops for cereals. Non poor farms in similiar regions on similar sized 

farm. have been successful in doing so. Little potential for crop mix shift 

appears to be present in the over five Ha. target group farms. The mode of 

assistance and principal bottlenecks are likely to be found in marketing and 

processing, and not at the farm level. 

c. 	 TECHNOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS: ALTERNATIVES FOR INCREASING THE 
INCOME PRODUCTIVITY OF CULTIVATED LAND THROUGH TECHNICAL 
CHANGE 

On all farm sizes their is obvious potential to increase income by improving 

productivity through technological change. As was observed in the section on 

yield patterns on small farms, there are many crops in which the small farm 

lower 	 than the national average, and very low by technicalyields are both 

standards for the climate and soil conditions of Costa Rica.
 

Improved practices with resulting yield -increases appears to be the only 

on-farm income alternative for the smallest farms under two hectares. 

The crop mix is so diverse in Costa Rica, and the regional differences so 

marked that it is beyond the scope of this paper to explore the potential and 

describe the constraints which limit yield increasing technological change. The 

detailed comparison of yields by crop size and region undertaken in the 

Farm Analysis (see Tables 9-13) revealed a heterogeniety ofRepresentative Snall 

yield patterns which defied simple analysis. There were simply no obvious 

patterns. It is probable that careful analysis 	 at the Cantonal or district 

class would provide a seriouslevel, 	 disaggregating by cropping type and income 

for both estimating the impact and evaluating the feasibility of yieldbasis 

increasing programs.
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Table 53 summarizes the conclusions of the farm level constraints section for 
the farming segment of the target group. 

Table 53
COSTA RICA 1973


Summary of Priority of Constraints and Potential
 
Areas of Opportunity for Assistance for Income
 

Improvement of Rural Poor Farm Families
 

Farm SLze No. of Priority Constraints 	 Priority Areas
 
Target 
 at the Farm Level for Assistance
 
Families
 

0 to 1 Ia. 9,018 Land Availability 	 Off Farm
 
Employment

Land eoorm 

I to 2 Ha. 4,336 Land Availability 	 Off Farm
 
Employment

Land Reform
 

2 to 5 Ha. 6,550 	 Low value Crop Mix 
 High Value Crops

Lay Yields Tech. Changs
 

5 to 10 Ha. 3,896 	 Low Utilization of Increase Cult.
 
of Land
 
Lov Yields Tech. Change
 

10 Lo 20 Ha. 4,079 	 Lov Utilization of Increase Cult. 
Low Yields Tech. Change 
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INTRODUCTION 

Agroindustry for the purposes of this profile includes the following 11 
industries which process agricultural prcducts 

1. Slaughter and Meat Products 
2. Milk Products 
3. Fruit and Vegetable Processing 
4. Fish and Seafood Products 
5. Edible Oils and Vegetable Fats 
6. Milling and Cereal Products 
7. Bakery Products 
8. Sugar Milling and Refining 
9. Chocolate and Candy Products 
10.Other Food Products
 
l1.Animal Feed and Concentrates
 

Two important agroindustries are not included in this profile due to the 
unavailability of comparable data. These are the agricultural input industries 
(fertilizer, seeds, machinery etc.) 'and the Coffee hulling and milling 
industries. 

The focus of this paper is on assessing the potential of these agroindustries 
for contributing to the income and employment of the rural poor target group. 
These industries might contribute in three principal ways to improving the rural 
poverty situation. 

-Increasing farm income and employment by stimulating farm production through 
increasing the demand for farm products 

-- Increasing Off-Farm income and employment of the rural poor (farmers and 
landless families) directly as workers in agroindustrial plants 

Stimulating agricultural production by providing credit, technical 
assistance, and improved market accessibility to target group farmers 

This paper is divided into three parts which roughly correspond to these three 
areas in which the agroindustrial sector my contribute to rural incomes. 
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PART I: GENERATING DIRECT EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME FOR THE 
RURAL POOR IN AGROINDUSTRY 

In order to assess the potential of the agroindustrial sector to generate 

employment and income for the rural poor target group through direct work in 

this section outlines a set of characteristics for theagroindustrial plants, 
potential.eleven industries w-hich influence their rural employment 

The potential impact of the agroindustrial sector on the direct employment of 

large part on five characteristics:rural poor depends in 

the industry. If industries are concentrated in urban areasI. 	 The location of 

lessened.
their employment potential for the rural poor will 	 be 

is skill2. 	 'The skill requirements of the industry. If the industry 
personnel its potential forintenstive, requiring a high proportion of trained 

workers will be lower in comparison toabsorbing rural farming and landless 

industries with lower skill requirements.
 

3. The ammount of capital required to generate employment. Since rcaptal is 

scarce 	 in Costa Rica, industries which generate large ammounts of productive 

capital have more employment potential.employment per unit a favorable 	 rural 

4. The absolute size of the industry and the 	 number of people it employs. 

5. The expansion potential of the industry. 

a of making comparativeThese five characteristics provide us with way 

judgements about the potential of alternative agroindustries for improving rural 

welfare in Costa Rica. These judgements will be drawn from three types of 

first a comparison between the various agroindustries themselves,comparisons, 
large scale agroindustries, andsecond a comparison between small scale and 

third a comparison between the agroindustries and other industries (textiles 

etc.) 'or direct farm production alternatives. 
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A. The Absolute Size and Employment Intensity of Agroindustries in Costa Ric 

1. INDUSTRY SIZE AND COMPOSITION 

The food industries represent a declining share of Costa Rican industrial 
output, but are currently and will likely continue to be the predominsnt 
industry. Table I indicates the percent of total industrial output which Is 
contributed by food industries. 

TALZ 1Ag8oiadudtr1&l Production as a Percent of Total
 
Industrial Production
 

1972 1973 1974 1975
 

food Industry 48.6 45.6 42.7 4200
 

SOURCZ: Plan Oprativo do Sector Industrial pars 1975. p. 34 
hEZIC, San Jo., 1974 

Five major alroindustrles account for more than three fourths of the total 
apoindustrial out;,st, these are cereals milling, oils, milk products, sugar, 
and meat slaughter and processing. They are almost evenly sized as is indicated 
in Table two. 

Table 2 
Value of Production as a Percent of Il Agroindustries 

Parcant of Value of
 
Agroinduatrial Output Output


COO0lO009
 

Milling and Cereals Products 
9dble Oils 
Hik Products 
Susr lIIing and Refining
SlauShcer and mseat Products 
Chocolate and Candy Products 

16 
13 
13 
13 
15 
8 

237.9 
225.2 
222.0 
219.1 
212.0 
120.3 

?rult and gsteabLe Processiug
Fish and Seafood Product. 
Aninal fed Products 
Other rood Produscs 
lakery Products 

6 
4 
2 
2 
2 

85.0 
55.8 
28.7 
27.5 
22.3 

SOUaCE: Survey I-fAsroindust:ial Establiahmunts by HEZIC 975 
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It should be noted that the sample structure of the MEIC survey results in an 
due in large partunderestimate of the importance of the bakery products sector 

to the predominance of small scale establishments in this sub-sector. For the 
since small scale bakerypurposcs of this paper this limitation is not serious 

near urban consumers, and areestablishments tend to locate inside urban areas 
suurces of potential employment for the rural poor.not therefore important 

2. EMPLOYMENT SHARE 

The size of an industry in terms of its share 	of output is not as good an 
is the total magnitude of its

indicator of its income potential for the poor as 
3 that milling and cereals

employment. It is interesting to note from Table 
in value terms with 16 percenv of agroindustrialproducts, largest iniustry 


4 percent of total agroindustrial employment.
value, accounts for only 

Table 3 
Agsoinduatrial Employment Ln Cosa Rica 1975 

Percent of No. of PeopleSUBSZCTOI 

AgrOiaducrial. Employed
 

EmpLayueuc
 

21 	 2,011.
Edible Oils 

14 	 1,336
Chocolate and Candy Produc.s 

14 	 1,295Milk Products 

13 	 1,186Slaughter and Mtac ?roducts 


Fruit and Vegetable Processiug 10 889 
SugarV il11n and 

721
efining 818
 

Fish and Sea ood Products 8 

•ilJ.in and Cereals Products 4 	 408
 

3 	 279
Ocher Food Products 
3 	 270
Bakery Products 

1 	 108
Animal Fted Products 


SOURCE: Survey of Agroinduscria Escablishments, .IC 1975 

The fact that the n;ost i.i,,titant industry in value terms is an ,lmost 

the importance of careful employment analysis
insignificant enployer highlights 
of agroindustrial impacts. 
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3. EMPLOYMENT INTENSITY AND THE IMPACT OF EXPANSION 

There is as much range in the employmaent generation potential among 
Agroindustrial subsectors as there is between agroindustry as a whole and the 
rest of industry. It is not true for Costa Rica to say that agroindustry is a 
good employment generating alternative in general since some of its subsectors 
would generate little employment even if expanded significantly. For example 
the R. Kreitman tables based on Academia and Census data (2) indicate that there 
are 111,256 rural poor families (using a moderate poverty definition). This 
implies that there are between two and three hundred thousand rural workers. If 
we assume that one hundred thousand of those man years are not productively 
absorbed in pririary agriculture it would appear that only a small fraction of 
that excess supply is currently employed in agroindustries, in any case less 
than 10 percent. A dcoling of the output of the milling and cereals product 
industry (an additional output of C397 million) would absorb only 408 additional 
man years or four tenths of one percent of the excess supply. A corresponding 
increase in output (C397 million) in fruit and vegetable processing, or fish 
products, would result in adding 4,152 or 4,868 man years of employment. This 
means that expanding the milling and cereals product industry would have 
approximately one tenth as much employment impact per unit value of expanded 
production than other agroindustrial alternatives. These employment content 
indicators which show how much employment would be generated at current 
technology by expansions of agroindustrial subsectors are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4
 
The Employment Potential of 
Expansion in Airoinduscrias
 
Man years of Employment Generated per Mi Lion Colones
 

Value of Production
 

SUBSECTORt Man years of 
 Emplo menc Pocencial
 
Employment an aParcent of the
 
Generated per Lareat Agroinduatry

Million Col. (,illing-Ceraals)

of Output
 

INDUSTRIES WITH A RICH EMPLOYMENT IMPACT 17 EXPANDED
 
Fish and Seafood 
 12.3 1,194.0 Percent
lakery Products 12.1 1,179.0
Choco late and Candy Prod. 11.1 1,079.6

Fruit and Vegetable Proc. 
 10.5 1,018.5

Ocher Food Products 10.2 
 987.9
 

INDUSTRIES WITH A MEDIUM EMPLOYMENT IMPACT I? 
EXPANDED
 
Edible Oils 
 8.9 869.6

Milk Products 5.8 
 568.0
Slaughter and Meat Products 5.6 
 544.8
 

INDUSTRIES WITH A LOW EMPLOYMENT IMPACT IF EXPANDED

Sugar Milling and Refining 3.8 372.4

Animal Feed Products 3.8 
 366.4

Milling and Cereals Prod. 
 1.7 100.0
 

SOURCE: Samuel Danes computacion based on data from a survey
of agroindustrial establishments in Costa Rica by KEIC 1975
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It should be remembered that these employment impact indicators refer only to 

the the DIRECT employment generated per unit of expansion. Employment would also 
be generated indirectly from both backward linkage effects (on farms) and from 
forward linkage effects (in marketing). These indirect effects will be 
discussed and estimated in Part II where the stimulation of other segments of 
the economy is treated. 

4. SCALE DIFFERENCES IN EMPLOYMENT INTENSITY 

Not only does the product or subsector selected for expansion make a dramatic 
difference in the employment impact but also the scale of operation. Table S 
presents the employment impact of expansion by scale of operation. 

Table 5
 
Employment Iapact o Ezpansion by Scale a Operation


for Agroinduscries in Costa Rica
 

Scale of Operation man Tears ot EmplaoymenC Average 1fo. 
Generated or Milliou Col. Zmoloved 

Small Scale Plants 1.3.63 14.5
edium Scale, Plas.8. 58.5

Large Scale Plants 6.25 
 339.0'
 

SOURCE: Samuel Baines computation based an data ftom a surveyof agroindustrial escablishmenc in CosC ica conducted by
HEIC,in 1975
 
' This figure is the median size o large scale plants vliichvaf f.JLc azoc apFroaciAce tor :i.j&.raJhA chan che &yt.ra.e.vhch was 87.4 

From Table 5 we can see the importance of capturing the employment benefit of 
small scale agroindustrial operations. It is interesting to note that the 
difference in employment payoff is only significant between the small and medium 
scales, there appears to be even a slight increase in employment impact between 
the medium and large scale plants. 

The employment importance of small scale agroindustries ay be illustrated by 
the fact that MEIC estimates that approximately 50 percent of all industrial 
employment occurs in small scale establishments. (see Informe Preliminar Sobre 
la Pequena Industria y Artesania, MEIC 1974) 
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5. SCALE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AGROINDUSTRIES 

Capturing the small scale employment benefit in expansion relates not only to 
scale but also to the choice of subsector to be expanded since certain 
subsectors lend themselves to small scale operations while others are rigidly 
limited by existing technology to principally large scale installations. That 
is to say that all of the individual agroindustries are not equally flexible to 
the choice of scale. This idea may be quantified by estimating the proportion 
of each sub-sector which is composed of by small scale operations. 

Table 6
 
Percent of Small Scale Plants by Agroindustry
 

Other Food Products 92.3 Percent
 
Bakery Products 72.7
 
Milk Products 71.4
 
Animal Peed Products 50.0
 
Fruit and V. etable Processing 41.6
 
Fish and Seafood Products 40.0
 
Chocolate and Candy Products 37.5
 
Milling end Cereal Products 25.0
 
Sugar Hilling and Refining 16.7
 
Slaughter and Heat Products 16.7

Edibl, Oils 0.0
 

SOURCE: Samuel Danes compucation based on data from a survey

of agroindustrial establishments in Costa Rica by MEZC 1975
 

Data is available in the Industrial Census to investigate in detail the 
technological differences which exist in plants of different scales in order to 
arrive at rational project selection criteria including scale as a choice 
factor. There is an observable tendancy in Table 6 for those industries which 
have a high employment tendancy to also have a higher than average small scale 
portion of plants. From a policy point of view this would imply that small 
scale choices in selected agroindustries may have significant potential for 
generating rural income through increasing off-farm employment. 

B. The Potential of Each Agroindustry for Expansion 

Having made the comparisons of the employment potential of expansions in the 
various agroindustries we turn now to an examination of the potential for 
expansion of the individual subsectors. Our examination of expansion potential 
will deal with three aspects, market demand, comparative cost advantage, and 
capacity utilization. 
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1. CAPACITY UTILIZATION IN AGROINDUSTRIES 

output where installed capacity already exists offers a particularlyExpanding 
from the benefitting the rural poorattractive alternative point of view of 

since it entails no capital cost. When plant capacity is unused only variable 

cost inputs need be added to increase output, and since labor and primary 
items in agroindustries the addedmaterials are the most important variable cost 

and laborers, a majorexpenditure would flow almost intact to rural farmers 
poor. Table 7 examines the patterns of capacityportion of whom may be rural 

utilization for each of the eleven agroindustries. 

Table 7 
"Utilization 

for the 15roinduscrial Sector of Costa l&ca 1.975
Instal~led Capacity and Capaciy Races
 

Man Tears of Direct
SUBSECTOR Percent of 

Enstalled Employment Addd if 
Capac7it 90 Percent of Capacity 
Utilized in Ver Utilized
 
1975 

iab and Seafood 49 percent 611
 
:hocolate and Candy 53 923
 
ftuit and Vegetables 54 608
 
Bakery Products 55 168*
 
Ot:he:r Food Products 55 '78
 
Animal Feed Products 60 55
 
Killing Cereals Prod. 60 203
 
Slaughter and Heat 61 577
 
Edible Oils 
 64 807
 
milk Products 72 323
 
Sugar Killing and &ef. 77 137
 

Agroindustry Total 63 4,590 

Lncreased Employuent as a percent 
vereen tner*q@­of total Employment in 1975 49.1 


Since it is unlikely that agroindustries can reach 100 percent utilization of 

installed capacity, Table 7 presents the increased employin,.i. which wouild result 
It is interesting to noteif a 90 percent utilization rate were to be reached. 

that the industries with lower utilization rates are also industries with high 

potential. The employment potential of increasing capacityemployment impact 
percent increase inutlilization in agroindustries is significant, a 49 

could be achieved if the industries could operate atagroindustrial employment 
90 percent capacity. This implies that a 27 percent increase in average 

capacity utilization in agroindustry (from 63 to 90 percent) would result in a 

49 percent increase in agroindustrial employment. given the seasonality of 

certain agroindustrial activities the feasibility of increasing capacity 

would need to be studied on an industry by industry basis.utilization 
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it would appear that projects oriented at financing operating capital for 
rAriable cost inputs in order to more fulsy utilize existing capacity would be 
an important policy priority for generating income and employment for the rural 
poor. 

2. CAPACITY UTILIZATION DIFFERENCES BY SCALE 

Capacity utilization varies not Galy by agroindust:' tut also by scale of 
operation. Table 8 presents capacity utilization and employment increase 
potential' ';, scale. 

Table 8
 
Capacity Utilization and Employment Potential 

for Agraindustry in Costa Rica by Scale of Operation 

SCALE Percent of Installed Man Years of Added 
Caacity Utilized in Employment if 90 

5 Percent Utilized 

Small Scale (1) 46.0 Percent 7,953 (1)

Small Scal. (2) 46.0 873 2)

Medium Scale 61.3 602
 
Large Scale 63.5 3,102
 

(I) The sample by MEIC appears to have understandably undersampled small scale 
agroindustries. This is apparent when their sample by scale is compared with 
the total numbee of small scale establishments given in the MEIC study of small 
scale industry. Assumption (1) is that the capacity underutilization on the 
unsampled small scale industries is the same as it is on the sampled ones, but 
the number of establishments is expanded to the MEIC small scale industry study 
level. The difference between the conclusions using the two different numbers 
is so large that further examination of census data on this issue would be very 
useful. It appears that there may be enough unutilized capacity in small scale 
industry to almost double agroindustrial employment. This is only a possibility 
which must be studied further. 

Reguardless of which estimate is used, medium scale industry appears to have 
little employment potential when compared with the other two. Large scale 
industry appears to have a sizeable proportion of the employment potential under 
both assumptions, while small scale agroindustries are only a large potential 
contributor under the expanded assumption. 
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3. MARKET DEMAND FOR AGROINDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 

While this paper makes 	 no pretense at having carefully studied the demand 

products, some general observations will be made in
situation for agroindustrial 

order to orient the discussion of expansion potential toward market 

the most important limitation on the expansion of
considerations. Perhaps 

because the
agroindustry is market availability, this is particularly true 

products which are most attractive from an employment generation point of view 

are also products for which the internal market in Costa Rica, and even in the 

American Common Market is 	 relatively thin.Central 

a. Internal Demand for 	 Agroindustrial Products 

rate of aggregate internal demand for an
In the simplest model, the growth 

may be viewed as the product of a population growth
agroindustrial commodity 

and an income elasticity of demand. If we look at 
rate, an income growth rate, 

we will be more able to 	assess
these three principal components of demand the 

demand as a limiting factor on ag.'oindustrialpossible role of internal 


expansion.
 

anus what the consumer would do with
The income elasticity of demand tells 

of an added dollar of income
added colon of income, specifically what portion 

be spent on the particular commodity we wish to analyze. Income
would 

level, hence a poor family with
elasticities tend to vary according to income 

would spend a larger
substantial unsatisfied food 	 requirements or desires 

income than would a relatively wealthier family.portion of an added colon of 
income elasticity for food tends toThis tendancy also explains why the overall 

be higher in underdeveloped countries than it is in the developed world. We 

would expect therefore that the Zemnand for agroindustrial products would be 

than in the U.S. since in additiongrowing at a much faster rate in Costa Rica 
nearly 3 percent perto a higher income elasticity, population 	 is growing at 

probably growing at about 5 percentyear. Aggregate internal demand for food is 

in Costa Rica. While there is considerable difference between the 
per year 

food products, the simple fact that demand is not 
demand situation for different 

for many decades, is a significant market
it has been in the U.S.stagnant, as 

in manyin the U.S.' has experienced little expansion
reality. The food industry 

have been internal readjustments to new and 
of the changesyears, almost all 

the U.S.' is
the total food consumed per 	 capita in 

different processed forms, 
War I. Since population 	 growth is almost 

less today than it was before 	 World 
food industries must effectively force 

the US can understand why newnil in one 
in Costa 

others out of existence 	 in order to enter. The growth rite in demand 
15 years.

Rica means that the food industry can double every 
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A high growth RATE of internal demand does not necessarily imply that internal 
demand is not a serious limitation since the rate of growth tells us nothing
about the absolute magnitude. Costa Rica is a very small country, and the total 
size of its market is likewise small. For certain processed food products the 
urban markets of Costa Rica are almost non existanty. Even a very healthy
annual growth rate in such a small base may imply that one added plant could 
supply added demand for many years to come. It should be remembered that while 
demand is small, the capacity of the agricultural sector to supply a particular
commodity type (for example intensive fruit, vegetable and specialty crops) is 
not nearly so limited, imprudent expansions unguided by careful market studies 
may result in rapid arket saturation. 

Household and nutritional surveys in Costa Rica can provide the income 
segmented elasticities of demand needed t stimate the dimensions of increasing
demand for individual agroindustrial products. Table 9 presents current (1975) 
agroindustrial production per capita and apparent consumption per capita for the 
eleven commodity groups included in this study. 

Table 9.

Aloindus trial Production per capita as a Percent

of Apparent Consumption per capita ; An Indication of 
Unsatisfied Internal Demand 

AGROINDUSTRY Produccion as a Millions of 
Colones 
percent of incernal of unsatisfied 
demand internal demand 

Other Food Products 62.7 Percent 
 10.2
 
Edible Oils 
 73.4 
 60.1

Animal Feed Products 89.8 
 2.9
Milk Products 90.7 20.6
Milling Cereals Prod. 91.6 19.9
Bakery Products 98.4 
 0.4 

SOURCi: Sauel Daens computation based on data from a survey
of agroinduscrial establishments in Cocta tica by MEIC 1975 

As can be seen in Table 9, six of the eleven industries have not satisfied 
internal demand by this measure. 'This measure is a minimal estimate of 
unsatisfied demand and represents essentially the import substitution demand. 
While the number of industries is large, the anmuount of apparent unsatisfied 
demand by this tneasure is small and occurs in industries where the employment 
intensity is low. Table 10 estimates the employment generation impact of 
expanding production in these sectors by the ammount of unsatisfied demand as 
indicated in Table 9. 
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Table LO 
Te Employmun Impact of Zmport Substituting in 

Agroindus cries 

AGROZIDUSTY millions of colones Han Years of 
of Potential Iaport Potential 
substitueon jallovpaet 

LOS
 
2d4014 OiLs 60.1 535

Other Food Products 10.2 


Li
Animal Feed Products 2.9 

119
Hilik Products 20.6 


M(illing Cereals 19.9 34
 

TOTAL 113.7 838
 

SOURCZ: Samuel Dat.es computation based on daca from a survey 

of agraondustrial eectablshmeans in Cost& Rca by HZLC L975 

notThe potential of agroindustrial exapansion from import substitution is 

large, only an increase of 7.8' percent of agroindustrial output could be 

supported by import substitution. An incease of 8.9 :percent in agroindustrial 
substitute for current imports.employment would result from expansion to 

Without better information on income elasticities and other indicators of 

market dimension it is difficult to estimate the slack which may exist in the 

support expansion. If profitability is very highinternal market which could 
in a particular subsector, one would expect that there is slack demand which 

absorb and drive prices down to a lower level. In order toexpansion could 

evaluate market demand income and price elasticities of demand, alongproperly 
with estimates of profitability at current and alternative prices would be 

required. As will be seen in the profitability section, profits appear to be 

very high for most industries, and it is probably true therefore that 
profit rate of return.substantial slack demand exists at a reasonable lower 

b. Central American Common Market Demand 

Table 11 indicates the current orientation of each industry to the CACM 

market. 
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Table 11
 
Export Orientation to the Central American Comon
 

Markec of Costs Rican Agroindustre-


AGROINDUSTI! 	 millions of Percent of Percent of 
Colones Output all Exports
Exported to Exported to Exported to 
CACCACAC CACM 

Fruit and V:e. 	 17.6 20.6 Percent 55.2 Percent
 
Chocolate/Candy 12.7 10.5 37.1
 
Meat Products 5.9 2.7 3.9
 
Edible O.s 3.1 1.4 .2.0
 
Other Food Prod. 3.0 10.9 100.0
 
fish and Seafood 1.5 2.6 65.2
 

All Agroindustries 	 44.2 3.0 11.3
 

S0ULCE: Sauel D.ames computation based oan data from a survey 
of agroindustnial esablihments in Costa. Ria by NEIC 1975 

Only 3 percent of all agroindustrial production is exported to the Cential 
American Common Market. It is important to note that generally those industries 
which are exporting to the CACM are employment intensive, whereas the import 
substitution potential industries were generally not. Since Costa Rican wage 
rates are higher than the average CACM wage rate, trade would not appear to be 
based on a laboi cost advantage, and hence it is difficult to predict on 
economic efficiency grounds what the directions for trade ought to be. 

Further review of available CACM commodity preference structures would need to 
be done before any rational estimate could be made of the export potential which 
exists for Costa Rican agroindustries in CACM countries. 

c. Export Demand Outside CACM 

Much of the composition and volume of trade can be explained by 'absolute and 
comparative advantage' between trading partners. The principal idea which 
unlies these two concepts is a supposition that the differences in factor 
endowment or abundance between trading partners is the principal explanatory 
cause of trade. given the massive differences between Costa Rican wage rates 
and the wage rates of the U.S. and other developed countries one might expect 
trade flows between them to be dramatic based on comparative cost advantage, at 
least for those commodities where unskilled labor is an important cost item in 
both countries. 
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The dimensions of export demand for agroindustrial products is a difficult 
concept to estimate since it is directly related to competitive position of 
producers of a particular commodity in the trading partner countries. One 
approach to this issue is to assume that since Costa Rica (except in Coffee) is 
of such insignificant size in any international commodity market that whatever 
it exports will not affect international prices. Using this hypothesis there 
would be an infinite demand at the current international price for any Costa 
Rican agroindustrial export. This would lead us to conclude that supply 
problems (a quality product at a competitive price) would account for trade 
volumes and not the presence or absence of international demand. This approach 
makes sense in the case of Costa Rica, and would focus discussion on the issue 
of competitive cost advantage 

Table 12 indicates the export orientation of agroindustries to countries 
outside the CACM.,L 

Table 12
Export Orientation of Aroiaduscries 

AGILOINDUSTIY Hillions of Percent of Percent of 
Colones Produccion all agro­
of Exports Exported Exports

(not CACM) (not CACM) (not CACi) 

Sugar 149.0 68.0 43.1

Heat Products 144.3 68.0 41.8

chocolata and Candy 2..5 9.0 
 6.2
 
Fruit andSV . ?rod. 14.3 
 16.8 4.1
 
Fish and Sea food 8.0 18.0 2.3

hi1k Products 6.3 3.0 1.8

Edible Oils 1.9 1.0 0.6
 

SOURCE: Samue Daines computacion based oa data from a survey
of agroinduscrial establishmans in Costa Xica by HEIC L975 

C.. Capital Requirements of Expansion and Employment generation. 

Having discussed the potential of each industry for expansion, we now turn to 
discuss the costs or resource requirements of expansion. Two resources which 
are required for expansion are in limited suppply in Costa Rica, capital and 
skilled/management labor services.. These resources are scarce in Costa Rica,
and since there is substantial difference in the ammount of capital and skilled 
labor required by different agroindustries, sections C and D examine which 
industries create more output and employment per unit of capital and skilled 
labor.
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Capital in this section will be defined in three different but partially 
overlapping ways. First, capital defined as the value of durable goods used in 
the production process, secondly, the value of financing required to set the 
production process in motion, and ihirdly, the value of foreign capital 
required. The efficiency of utilization of these types of capital will be 
viewed from both the point of view of the private enterpreneur (profitability) 
and society (capital output productivity, and employment generation). 

I. CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS OF EMPLOYMENT GENERATION 

In order to expand agroindustrial employment, and through employment the 
income situation of the target group, capital would be required to expand 
agroindustries. It is important to examine the differences which exist in the 
ammount of capital required by the various agroindustries to create one man year 
of employment. Table 13 presents this calculation for ten agroindustries. 

Table 13 
COSTA RICA 1975
 

Capital Requirements of Employment Generation
 

Industry 	 COoo of Fixed Investment Capital
Required to Create One Han Requirements
Year of Emolovment as of Ave.. 

Bakery Products 23 37.4 Z
 
Fish Products 31 50.4
 
Milk Products 35 56.8
 
Chocolate and Candy Prod. 40 65.0

Meac Products 41 66.6
 
Fruit and Vab. Prod. 55 89.4
 
Other Food Products 56 91.0

Oils and Oil Products 86 139.8
 
Sugar Hillin!/Refining 125 203.1
 
Cereals Hilling and Prod. 134 217.8
 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on data gathered in a
 
survey of agroindustrial establishments by HEIC 1975
 

As can be seen in Table 13, it would require almost six times as much capital 
to create one workplace in cereals milling as it would in bakery, fish, or milk 
products industries. What this implies is that if there is a limited ammount of 
capital available (in AIDS case a limited ammount of capital assistance 
available) it would be possible to generate four to six times as much income and 
employment for target group families if that capital were invested in these 
industries as opposed to the ones with higher capital requirements. All of this 
must be subject, of course, to the identification of industries with expansion 
potential, as was discussed in section B. 
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Based on Table 13 the industries might be grouped into three groups. those 
with low capital requirements (B.kery, Fish, Milk, Candy, Meat and 
Fruit/Vegetables), Oils with a high capital requirement, and the two with a very 
high capital requirement, Sugar and Cereals Milling. 

2. FINANCIAL PATTERINS AND REQUIREMENTS 

The food processing industry in Costa Pica is financed principally by short 
term loans from the banking sector. Table 14 indicates the sources of finance 
for the sector in 1977-73.' 

Table 1.4 
COSTA XICA
 

Financing AgroinduscrliLa Production in !S72-73
 

s:uces of Finance SeC Addiional Percent of Total
Financed 1.972-73 
rnnn gor ...
 

Inside the Firm
(least':., Dept. and 9,570 11.8:Unditri::butead Pr-ots ) 

Outside the Firm 71.935 88.2:
 

Short Term Loans 52 ,68 64.92)

Lang ctc Loans 2,908 3.5:)

Stock Issues 16,U.9 (19.3M 

SOURCE: Analisis do Ia Etruc:ura de Finaociamienco al Sector
Industrial., HEIC and OIUDi 1975 , Table 3 

Among all industries, the food processing sector in Costa Rica has the lowest 
rate of internal finance, the metalworking industry for example finances SO of 
its requirements from internal sources. The sectorl short term debt burden is 
also the highest of any industry. What this implies is that were the food 
industry to be expanded the principal requirement would be for short term 
finance. It would also appear that the industry could not finance much 
expansion from internal sources even if the market situation were to indicate 
expansion. 

3. Foreign Exchange Requirements and Patterns. 

The impact of the food processing sector on balance of payments is one of the 
most important considerations in encouraging expansion. 
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Costs Rican industry impacts on the foreign exchange balance in three ways 

I. The industry requires foreign capital goods and hence draws on foreign
 
exchinge reserves to purchase the equipment. Though this may be done in the
 
short run by foreign borrowing the foreign exchange drain is simply postponed to
 
a future time period. 

I. The industry may require imported inputs, or inputs which were imported at
 
an earlier stage and then processed by domestic industry.
 

3. The industry may add to the foreign exchange balance by exporting its
 
product.
 

4. The industry may add to the foreign exchange balance by producing products
 
tot the domestic market which substitute xor imported goods.
 

Table IS deals with the first of these considerations, the requirement for
 
external capital goods,. and hence for external borrowiug to finance their
 
purchase.
 

Table 15

OrigLn of licence ;or Capiral Goods Lu Food ?roceasLng
 

Secor ot Costa lica
 

subsctor External financed Excernal as a : 
Cap iL Goods o ToLaL Capital


(aM~ics of COL.)
 

SAtabcbCr see heat 3..:.
 
Ul.k Products 0.0 0
 
rru: and e. Proc. 9.6 N:
 
Tien and Sea Food &.0 is:
O.-Lo 170.1 96:
 
C:ereals MIL'a :9.9 53:
 

ga.7?oducas 0.0 0
 
SVider ttL''ao. AeImlo* 0.0 0
 
CbLcboace and CL.4& 3:
 
Ocaor Vod leduszry 1.7 LI:
 
Aas* foeds 0.0 0 

SOUIE: Isag o a Survey of Agroiadus - I srablishmacs b.?HE::€, ill's
 

It is interesting to note that th' industries with the highest external 
f(naz- dependanc€ re also inde:::ies which process products (basic grains and 
oils) which ic not high value per hectare, and are therefore ol lesser 
importance tn twlet group smll farmers. 
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One of the prin~ipal problems of industrial development in Latin America has 

been the foreign e;.-chan-e drain caused by the high level of dependance of many 

The food a;id agroindustries as a whole are veryindustries on imported inputs. 
attractive from this perspective because they by and Large process materials of 

the import dependance of each foodnational origin. Table 16 presents 

processing sector. 

Table 16 
Impar ,e-oendanne of Aroinduscries L Coset &ica 

Sector tiporced tan!cs as a Percent 
o TotaI Va us of Foduction 

Slaughter and eat Products a 
.filk Products 0 
Fruit and VegetabLe ProcessLng 25 : 
Fish #ad Sea Food P:oducts 25 z 
Edible Oils 17 Z 
cereals milling 76 Z 
Bakery Products I I * 
Sugar Hillina ad &tefiala 0 
Chocolate an Cady 6
 
nther Food Products 7 .
 
Animal. Feeds and Coaceot:aces 73
 

SOURCE: Based on a Survey of Agroindusria.l Es:ablishments by 
H(IC 1975 

very low imported input dependance,While most agroindustries have no, or a 
their basic materials.cereals milling and concentrates import almost all of 

to the foreign exchange balanceThe role of agroindustry as a contributor 

through exports, or the substitution of imports has already been iiscussed. rn 

exports varis industries figure as important. The meat products industry 

exports 71 of its product, fruit and vegetables 36 , Fish 21 , Sugar 6a , as 

Chocolate 27 

a significant opportunity for industrialIn summary, the food industry offers 

expansion and foro ign exchange contribution, if the cereals based industries are 

not included. 
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D. SKILL REQUIREMENTS OF EXPANSION 

Not only is capital scarce in Costa Rica, but also the supply of skillea 
laborers and managers. Any expansion of agroindustries would have to draw on 
this limited pool It is therefore important to explore the skill intensity of 
production in the various sub-sectors which comprise the agroindustrial sector. 
Table 17 presents the percent of employees by skill class. 

Table 17 
Skill Intensiry of Production in Agroinduscrias
 

Subsector Percent of Employees by Class 

Managers Skilled Worers Total
 
& Technicians 
 Skil.ed
 

Slaughtar & eat 14 Z 38 : 52 zHilk Products 21 7 28
Fruit & Vag. Prod. 18 8 26
 
Fish & Sea /cod 5 1 6
Edible Oils 21 4
Cereals Killing 18 

25 
36 54 

Bakery Products 18 56 74
Sugar Milling & Ref. 11 36 47
Chocolate & Candy 13 15 28
Other Food Prod. 21 8 29
Animal Feeds 21 2 23
 

SOURCE: Based on a survey of Agroinduscrial establishments by
EIC 1975 

Four of the eleven industries have very high skill requirements, baking, 
milling, meat products, and sugar. The expansion of these industries would need 
to be carefully studied in order to insure that there was sufficient available 
skilled labor :ud technical personnel. 'Even if expansion is possible, the 
employment impact on the target group, who are basically unskilled laborers 
would be significantly less if the high skill intensity industries were chosen 
for expansion. 
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PART It 

INDIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACT OF AGROINDUSTRIAL EXPANSION 

In additioa to the direct employment which agroindustries generate, there Is a 

stream of employment impacts both backward to agriculture due to the employment 

and forward to marketing ofprimary material,created in the production of the 
be more 

the final product. These Indirect employment streams in some cases may 

itself. rn order to estimate these impacts
important than the direct employment 

to first define a commodity chain commencing at the farm level,
it is necessary 

in final markets.
and 	 ending with the marketing of processed products 

to 	 estimate which of the 
In 	 elaborating these chains the intent is 

most and indirect employment. A
create the directagroindustries are ikely to 

series of factors will be integrated into this judgement. 

of the industry Itself1. 	 The employment intensity 


-its direct employment impact
 

direct employment2. 	 The skill intensity of its 


require meats
 

If an industry3. 	 The import dependance of inputs. 


imports a large proportion of its primary material
 

the backward part of the employment chain is lost.
 

agricultural4. 	 The employment intensity of the primary 

industry processes
product which the 

list 	should also include the employment intensity of the 
Logically this 

forward link to employment creation in marketing. The reason this is not 
they do not

marketing employment impacts sizeable,
included is that while 	 are 

toof product marketed. That is say, 
vary significantly according to the type 

there is no reason to estimate the marketing impact since it will be very 

and will not therefore assist in making inter-pro&; -t 
similiar for all products 

comparisons.
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The comparisons in Table 18 rank each subsector according to the employment 
impact at each stage in the commodity chain. The rankings are High, Med., Low 
and Very Low. Where skill requirments are high the employment impact on the 
target group will be corresponingly lower, likewise a high import dependance 
implies a lower employment impact. 

The comparisons are drawn from Tables 16 and 17 for skill intensity and import
dependance, from Table 4 for direct employment intensity, and from the 
agriculture employment section of the Analysis of the Rural Poor working paper 
for the farm level employment impact of each crop at the farm level. 

Table 18 
COSTA RICA 1975
 

Estimates of airect and Indirect Employment Generated
 
as a Result of Aroindustrial Production
 

Subsector Direct Eaploymenc Indirect Employment Overall 

Total Unskilled Use of On Farm . 

Emp. 
Impact 

Employment 
Iapact 

Local 
Inputs 

Employment 
Iapact 

Meat Prod. Mad. Low 
 High Lov Lou

Milk Prod. Med. Med. High Med. Mad.

Fruit & VeS. High Med. Med. High 
 High

Fish High High Med. Lov Med.
Edible Oils Mad. Med. Mod. ',ov Lov

Milling Lov Low Low Lov Very Low
Bakery High Lou Low* 
 Low Lov

Sugar Mill. Low Low High ligh Med.
 
Chocolate High Mad, High High 
 High
Other Prod. High Med. High High High

Animal Feed Low Had. Low Low Very Low
 

* The import dependance of Bakery should actually depend 
on the
 
cereals milling industry where flour products originate. Since

the ailllq industry.imports narly all of its primary.inputs,

bakery activity lose. its backward employment impact to Cos.ta
 
Rican farms.
 

SOURCES: Tables 16, 17, 4, and the employment section of the
 
Analysis of the Rural Poor vorking paper.
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Table 18 allow us to classify in a rough way the comparative employment impact 
of the different agroindustries in four classes as follows: 

HIGH EMPLOYMENT IMPACT SECTORS 
1. 	 Other Food Products (Spices and other Specialty
 

products)
 
2. Chocolate and Candy Products 
3. Fruit and Vegetable Processing 

MEDIUM EMPLOYMENT IMPACT SECTORS 
4. Sugar Milling and Refining 
S. Milk and Dairy Products 
6. Slaughter and Meat Products 

LOW EMPLOYMENT IMPACT SECTORS 
7. 	 Fish and Seafood Products 
8. Bakery Products 
9. Edible als 

VERY LOW EMPLOYMENT IMPACT SECTORS 
10. 	 Animal Feeds and Concentrates 
11. 	 Cereals Milling 

While the agroijdustries rated low.. on employment impact do not compare 
favorably with the other agroindustries, their employment impacts are superior 
to muNch of the remaining manufacturing -ndustry. Four industries which process 
primaty materials originating in the rural sector, and which have excellent 
emplo)ment potential, were not analyzed here due to lack of data. These 
industries are textiles, leather, and wood products and coffee processing. 
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PART III 
INSTITUTIONAL LINKAGES IN CREDIT, 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, 
MARKETING AND INPUT PROVISION 

The impact of agroindustry on the welfare of the rural poor target group 
extends beyond direct and indirect employment generation. *A variety of 
insititutional linkages exist in the enviornment surrounding agroindustries 
which connect farmers with markets, credit, and technical assistance, and which 
may profoundly affect small farmer welfare. 

In the Analysis of the Rural Poor working paper, the importance of high value 
agricultural crops for small farmers has been stressed. At the same time the 
point was made that except for coffee, bananas, and sugar, these crops are high 
risk, technologically sensitive, require relatively advanced management skills, 
and require high levels of inputs and credit. Much of the high risk element is 
caused by wide and unpredicatable price fluctuations due to the small size of 
the domestic market. All of these elements make entry into these products 
extremely difficult for the small, poor target farmer. 

One of the principal reasons that coffee, bananas, and sugar can be separated 
from this category is the fact that a rather sophisticated processing 
enviornment already exists for these products. This enviornment has accessed 
world markets and connected producers with technical and financial resources. 
All of these products are very labor intensive and have favorable impacts on 
small farmer and landless rural families. 

While agroindustries have the potential for acting as monopsonist buyers in 
many situations, and have in some cases exploited small producers, almost as 
often one can find examples where the processor has played an essential role as 
risk taker, insulating the producer from the vagaries of international markets 
and providing him with a reasonably secure market and source of technical and 
financial assistance. 

In the AID context, careful product selection and program structuring should 
he sufficient to assure that monopsonist behavior is minimized and that 
institutional, market and rechnical links to small farmers are magnified. 
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The Tables 4n this naper are based upon work done by Acade
 
mia de Centro America and the University of Florida's Latin American
 
Data Bank for USAID/Costa Rica under the first stage of the Mission's
 
Rural Profiles Project. 1/ The project sought to bring the excellent
 
1973 Costa Rica Census o Population and Housing together with the
 
equally good 1973 Costa Rica Census of Agriculture, and to make the
 
combined data sets available as a source for policy analysis, strategy
 
planning, program design and evaluation, and basic research into
 
selected development problems concerning the AID target group. The
 
first stage of the project has been devoted to a) 'marrying' the
 
censuses (matching a farm questionnaire to the corresponding popula ­
tion and housing questionnaire), b) applying to the matched data set
 
a methodology for estimating the total income of each family (farm
 
and non-farm) in the census, and c) producing some preliminary tables
 
based upon a dirsggregation of the population into poor and non-.or
 
categories. 2/ The tables below present summary, preliminary results
 

fro= this first stage of the project. To understand these tables
 
properly and appreciate their strengths and limitations as a source
 
of iforation about the target group, it is necessary to go into
 
the background of the data and the Liethodology used to produce the
 
tables.
 

The 1973 Censuses
 

In gay, 1973, the Costa fica Bureau of Statistics and Census
 
,'ZC)conducted a nationwide Census of Population and Housing
 
L.overing over 95, of the households in the country and, according
 
:c a U.S. Census Bureau evaluation, achieving a high degree of
 
acc-.racy. A Census of Agriculture, reaching the same levels of
 
co':crage and accuracy, was taken separately during the same week
 
of "llay, 1973.
 

1/ This project, funded under PIO/T No. 515-122-3-50043, was con­
tracted to the local consulting firm of Academia de Centro America,
 
comprised of Alberto Di Mare, Eduardo LizanoP Victor H. Cdspedes and
 
Claudio Gonzdles. They in turn sub-contracted Dr. Manuel Carvhjal,
 
of the LADB located at the University of Florida, to provide the data
 
processing services required by the project.
 

2/ As a definition, the AID figure of $150 per capita per armum
 
was used as the arbitrary liz..e diving 'poor' and 'non-poor'.
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The Population and Housing Census collected information on the
 

.e/zex distribution of the population, education levels, migration,
 

3conoxic activity, occupation, wage/salaries, size and condition of
 

housing, tenure of home, rent,type of water and sanitation services,
 

availability of electricity, appliances, etc. The Census of Agricul­

ture collected information on land tenure, land use, crop production,.
 

animal and animal production, use of energy ard sources of power,
 

possession and use of agricultural machinery, and the use of fertilizer
 

and irrigation. (See facsimile Census form, ) The Agricul­

tural Census collected no data concerning monetary values of production
 

sold or costs of production. l/
 

Matching the Censuses
 

Though the censuses were taken during the same week, they were
 

Aept separate for reasons of confidentiality and programming. The
 

first major task of the Project therefore, was to 'marry' the appro­

priate questionnaires from the agricultural and population censuses
 

and so to produce for each farm family a complete record of their
 

census data.
 

The matching work was begun iy the DGEC staff who had
 

produced individual punch cards with the matching codes for each farm
 

family questionnaire and each farm questionnaire, which were storsd
 

on computer tape. These scores of thousands of cards were used by
 

the University of Florida's LADB to produce the matched tape used for
 

subsequent income calculations and tabulations. The results of the
 

matching exercise were surprisingly good; of the 76,901 individually­

owned farms in the country, 73,399, or 95% were successfully matched
 

with their respective families, leaving 4,661 farms owned by partner­

ships, cooperatives, corporations, or institutions which could not be;
 

matched to individual families. It should be noted that of the
 

3,122,456 hectares reported in tha agricultural census as being in
 

farms, 1,027,230 hectares belong to these non-individually owned farms.
 

Fully 1/3 of the total land area in 60 of the farms.
 

The Census results are contained in a series of volumes published
 

by the DGEC with separate editions for the Population, Housing, and
 

Agricultural results. The series is entitled Censos Naconales de 1973.
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Income Determination
 

censuses were matched the next step was to calculate
Once the 

census information and divide by the number 

of
 
family income from the 


family members to arrive at a per capita income figures for the 
popu­

lation.
 

The Family Unit was defined according to the 
census definition
 

as all the persons living together in one household, 
as a family, and
 

This excluded domesting servants, guards,
eating at the same table. 


etc. and their families.
 

To arrive at the necessary Per Capita Annual 
Income estimate,
 

Total Net Income of each family was calculated by 
pooling the income
 

sources and dividing by the number of people
of that family from all 

This family P..t Capita Net Income
 (all ages) in th3 family unit. 
 -

figure was the basis on which a family and its 
members were subse 


quently placed in an income class.
 

The components of Total Net Family Income were 
defined as:
 

a) Salaries and wages of all family members.
 

Imputed Rental income for self-owned housing, 
and
 

b) An 


c) Tet income from agricultural production (for farm 
families
 

only).
 

Individually they are:
 

a) Salaries and Wages
 

The wages or salaries of all family members reported 
in the
 

census were pooled in the family income account. 
The families of those
 

being employed at a stated occupation but with­individuals reported as 


reporting a wage or salary (because of self-employment 
or other
 

out 

reasons) were awarded the average wage or salary 

of a person of their
 

sex, urban/rural location and occupational 
category as calculated from
 

the census.
 

On-farm wages for farm families were calculated 
as the number
 

farm, multiplied by a stand­of days, that a family could work on its own 

The number of adult males in the family (15-64


ardized regional rates. 

an estimate of potential family
 years old) was multiplied by 280 to give 


working days in the year, and this estimate 
of potential on-farm labor
 

was compared with estimated farm labor requirements. 
If family labor
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availability was greater than farm labor requirements, the family was
 
awarded income equal to the total labor requirements (no hired labor),
 
If farm requirements were greater, total family potential was imputed.
 

b) Housing Income
 

,Families who owned their own homes were given an imputed net
 
income from housing calculated as 15% of the average rental value of a
 
home in similar conditions (census definitions were poor, regular,
 
good) located in the same cant6n.
 

c) Net Income from Farm Production
 

This was by far the most complex and difficult part of the
 
study. As can be seen from the facsimile census questionnaire reproduced
 
Celow no economic (prices, costs, labor inputs) information
 
was asked of the respondents. To estimate income from agricultural
 
operations and thus complete the farm family income calculations, the
 
economic data had to be found outside the census.
 

Toward this end, Academia do Centro America was asked to search
 
out and review all available agricultural price and costs-of-production
 
data relevant to the census year, and use it to develop a methodology to
 
estimate net farm income from the census data. The income estimation
 
procedure they developed differs with each crop and livestock activity.
 
For each product a farm-gate price was estimated using price and trans­
portation cost information. For major crops and livestock products,
 
price was determined for each cantdn, with all farms in the same cantdn
 
assumed to receive the same price. (For a limited nLmber of products,
 
the cantonal prices were differentiated for different scales of operation)
 
The estimate pace was applied to the quantity of production reported
 
as not being consumed on the farm to arrive at an estimate of gross sales
 
income from that product.
 

Production costs for major activities were estimated by
 
several geographic zones and at least two levels of technonoly. The
 
technonoly level assigned to a given farm and %rop was based upon the
 
yield, use of technology, and use of machinery, as reported. For
 
example, in the case of coffee, costs were determined acuording to five
 
geographical zones, five scale strata in each zone, and two levels of
 
technology for each strata. A given coffee operation;s income was there­
fore calculated from one fifty separate sets of cost parameters, based
 
upon region, size of operation, and reported use of technology. In
 
corn production four technologies were difined. In beef, four zoues
 
and and three technologies.
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The contractor was requested to, as far as possiblc, separa­

tely estimate these cost of production parameters. Each technology,
 

7onC, and input called for an individual decision. Though each such
 

decision would contain an error factor, it may be assumed that as a
 

group these errors are unbiased and normally distributed. Therefore,
 

it was hoped that the bias of the general estimation procedure would
 

fall around zero.
 

Of course, such a procedure of applying general parameters
 

chosen a posteriori to specific cases is frvught with potential for
 

error. Without such a procedure, it would have been impossible to
 

produce an income distribution of the rural population. Though the
 

possible error in income estimation for a single farm is very large,
 

we are condifent that the results as 
a whole reflect the situation of
 

the target group with sufficient accuracy to permit analysis and program
 

conclusions; 1/ and this possibility of error diminishes considerably
 

as we move from the farm family categories to the non-farm rural and
 

urban families. In these categories, family income estimates come from
 

reported wages and salaries in over 75% of the cases. The remaining
 

25% did not report a wage figure, but based upon their sex, location,
 

and occupation, they were assigned an estimated income. (See 4bove p.
 

This procedure held little chance for serious estimation bias, and as
 

such the income estimated for the Rural non-farm poor and urban poor
 

are probably the most accurate in the study
 

The Tables: Description 

Tables 1, 2, and 3 correspond roughly 

to Tables 21, 17 and 3 respectively of ' Algunas Condiciones'. 2/ 

1/ A sensitivity analysis in the preliminary computer tabulations
 

3ndicated that the results are not highly sensitive to errors in price
 

estimatiou. A 5% increase in the assumed farm gate price for corn,
 

Leans, vegetables, coffee, and sugar cane resulted in a diminution of
 

the member of poor farm families by 0.7%, 0.6%, 0.60, 1.1% and 0.7%
 

respectively. At a 5% price increase therefore, the elasticity of the
 

number of poor families to assumed farm gate prices for the above
 

products varies between .12 and .22.
 

2/ The preliminary tables and methodology were presented in an
 

unpublished document entitled Algunas Condiciones de Vida de la Pobla­

cidn Rural de Costa Rica, by Di Mare, Lizano, CUspedes, and Gonzglez,
 

of Academia de Centro America.
 

93 



The major differences are in format, definition of poor/non­
poor, and in the elimination of some programming 'Bugs' found in the
 
preliminary runs.
 

Table 1
 

Table 1 presents Farm Family Income, broken down by components,
 
farm sizes, and poor/non-poor/all-farm categories. TableslA, 1B, and
 
1C present the average family figures for poor farms, non-poor farms,
 
and all farms respectively.
 

The definition of poor-non-poor was a per capita net income
 
poverty threshold of 1,400 colones. This arbitrary figure was based
 
upon AID's poverty definition of less than US$150 per capita per year
 
in 1969 prices. Due to
 
difficulties of estimation with larger size farms, and AID programming
 
requirements concerning the size of operations appropriate to our
 
congressional mandate, all farms over 20 hectares were arbitrarily
 
placed in the non-poor category regardless of their estimated Net Pir
 
Capita Income.
 

The footnotes and labels to Table 1 are self-explanatory, but
 
the reader should be cautioned about two possible errors which the
 
tables contain. The first is that LINE (20), Per Capita Net Income,
 
is not LINE (16) divided by LINE (19), as would be imagined. Rather,
 
LINE (20) is the average of the family per capita income. It is an
 
average of the averages, unweighted by the different family sizes.
 

The second error is that On Farm Wage Income, LINE (3) (See p.
 
above), is counted as income but not charged against Gross Farm Sales
 
LINE (8) as a cost of production. Therefore it is counted as income
 
twice, resulting in an overestimation of family income and underestima­
tion in the size of the target group. This error is probably not as
 
serious as may at first be imagined, for it in.part compensates for an
 
error of ommission which was very difficult to deal with. This error
 
was the ommission of coffee harvest income from the income estimations.
 
The coffee harvest, held mainly in November, Deceuber, and January, is
 
a major source of income for the target groups, both rural and urban,
 
farm and non-farm. While families turn out and earn money needed to
 
pay off debts, purcnase household durables and clothing, and buy Christmas
 
gifts. In the census year 1972-1973, an estimated 140,0OC.000 colones
 
were paid to coffee pickers. Some of this income is captured in the
 
tables for the small farm families in that they are attributed as
 
earning the coffee harvest income on their own farms. But a good deal
 
of this income undoubtedly went uncounted. In addition, the majority
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of small farmers work seasonally off their own farms in agricultural
 
work, such as the sugar harvest, pasture weeding, fence building, etc.
 
Little or none of this off-farm income is captured by the census unless
 
it occurred during the week preceding the week the census was held
 
(the official 'employment week', and the first week in May is a week
 

of little off-farm activity.
 

The net result is that the error of double-counting On Farm
 
Wage Income is in part compensated by the census ommission of certain
 
important off-farm income sources. In terms of numbers, the on-farm
 
wage bill in Table !A totals approximately C39,000,000, which also
 
equals the quantity of over-estimated wages. For Tabla 1B, the total is
 
approximately C62,000,000, or approximately Cl00,OO,00 over all farms
 

in the Profiles. The reader may decide which would be the more accept­
able estimation procedure, i.e. to subtract the wages from net family
 

income or leave them in. The percentage figures for Line (3) in
 
Tables 1D, lE, 1F, give a precise measure of the relative size of income
 
overestimation over the different farm sizes. Based upor experience 
with the preliminary tables and the current tabulations we would esti ­

mate that the number of farms calculated as being poor would rise to 
about 35,000 from the current 50,739 wore the tables re-estimated with 
On-Farm Wages subtracted from Gross Farm Sales. 

Table 2 - Land Use Patterns
 

Table 2 follow the same category format as Tzble 1,
 
and permit comparisons of land use patterns with incomes and income
 
sources. The only notable error in this Table is that Lines (11),
 
(12), (13) and (14) do not add up to Line (10) as promised in the foot­
note, as there is a missing miscellaneous category which would make up
 
the difference.
 

Table 3 - Income Classes
 

Table 3A presents the number of families and people falling in
 
each income class by urban/rural location and farm/non-farm categories.
 
According to the different exchange rate assumptions described in the
 
table footnotes the population is divided into poor/non-poor groups in
 
the lower section of the table.
 

Table 3B contains the same information as Table 3A but in per ­
centages of total population. This Table contains an error in that the
 
farm family population of Guanacaste province was included a second
 
time under the non-farm rural families, resulting in an over-count of
 
some 75,000 people for the population of that province and the country
 
as a whole.
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An apparent discrepancy which should be noted is that under
 
the 'moderate' definition of poverty 40,686 farm families are counted
 
as poor. Since this is the definition of poverty used to elaborate
 
Tables 1 and 2, the reader may wonder why the discrepancy between
 
the 30,739 poor farms in Table 1A and the 40, 686 poor farms in Table
 
3A. The reason is that those farms over twenty hectares which had per
 
capita inco-mes under 1,400 colones were excluded from Table 1A (See
 
footnote A in Tables IA and 1B) but included in the proper income
 
class in Table 3A,
 

Analysis of Results
 

A caveat concerning these tables must be stated from the first;
 
they provide no justification for drawing conclusions of cause and
 
effect in the etiology of rural poverty in Costa Rica. Rather, they
 
provide a means for describing certain characteristics of the target
 
group, '.e., a typology of rural poverty. Notwithstanding the possi ­
bility (and actuality) of error in the Profiles, the following conclu­
sions can be drawn with a certain level of confidence.
 

A. Size and Location of the Target Group
 

Looking at the Table A below, which contains the 'Moderate
 
Definition' row's of Table 3A with some percentage added, we cann see
 
that approximately on-half the national population falls into the
 
target group according to AID's poverty definition and the mixed exchange
 
rate of 7.7 colones to the dollar.
 

The Non-Farm Rural Poor are the largest poverty group in the
 
country, comprising 23.3% of the national population, 37.5% of the rural
 
population, 47.0% of all the poor ant 61.6% of the rural poor. 
In
 
contrast, Poor Farm Families comprise only 14.5% of national population,
 
23.3% of the rural population, 29.3% of all poor and 38.4% of the rural
 
poor.
 

No corrective re-tabulation of the Profiles or playing with the
 
figures in these tables will substantially alter these proportions, This
 
includes a) re-estimation of On-Farm Wages, b) eliminating the 10,000
 
farm families having more than 20 hectares who were calculated as poor in
 
Table 3, c) changing the exchange rate definition, d) substracting the
 
double-counted Guanacaste farm families, etc.
 

B. Land Use Patterns.
 

Comparing Tables 2 A and 2z one can see significant differences
 
in land use patterns between the poor and non-poor farms in several of the
 
size categories. For example, in poor farms if 1 to 1.9 hectares, 38.5%
 
of the land is in permanent crops; for non-poor farms of the same size the
 
percentage is 58%. In the next size category the figures are 24.9% and
 
48.80. similarly in the smallest size classes the poor farms have higher
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TABLE A 

Urban Rural Zones Totals 

Zones Fa rm Non-Farm 

PVCR ( 1400) 

People 229.271 283.244 454.864 967.379 

. of poor (23.7) (29.3) (47.0) (100.0) 

% of Nat'/Pop (11.7) (14.5) (23.3) (49.5) 

MON POOR 

People 512.786 11N.432 207.133 988.351 

%of Non-coor (51.,) (19.1) (29.0) 100.1) 

% of Nat'/Pop (26.2) (9.6) (14.7) (50.5) 
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0FF-FARM I:COME 

FAMILY 

AS A % OF TOTAL 

INCOME 

PCCR CARms­

Off-Farm 

AS. Sector 

Other 

L l 

..4T3 

.083 

.410 

-

t 

.377 

.054 

.322 

I1-1..9 

.150 

.021 

.128 

F-11 SM'S 

-

.099 

.015 

.083 

-

1), -

.076 

.016 

.059 

1 0 - 9f l O 
1--

.069 .000 

.015 .000 

.054 .000 

'-A l l S i z e 

-0 

.190 

.030 

,159 

!CN POOR ARMS 

Cff-Farm 

Ag. Sector 

Other 

.744 

.144 

.599 

.743 

.113 

.630 

.507 

.073 

.433 

.310 

.053 

.256 

.194 

.041 

.152 

.154 

.031 

.123 

.154 

.026 

.128 

.265 

.045 

.219 

ALL FARMS 

0ff-F 

As. Sector 

Other 

.670 

.125 

.54 

.646 

.M7 

.548 

.41T 

.051 

.352 

.263 

.045 

.218 

.174 

.037 

.137 

.1.40 

.028 

.112 

.:54 

.026 

.128 

.256 

.x41 

.212 
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C. Income Source3.
 

One of the major questions raised by Mission personnel at
 

the start of this project concerned the quantity of off-farm 
income
 

earned by small farmers and the relation of off-farm incomtotal
 

Family income. Table B, taken from table ID, 1E, and IF, gives a good
 

For the first farm size categories the
 ptcture of this situation. 

differences between poor nad non-poor firms are highly.significant.
 

For all farms over sizes, off-farm income is over 25% of the 
total. For
 

all farms of 5 hectares and under, it accounts for aproximately 
45% of
 

the total family income, while for all farms under 10 hectares 
the
 

figure Is aproxi=ately 38%.
 

These results, and the others noted above, indicate a multi­

tude of areas for further study and analysis. Each of these tables,
 

and the Province and Cantdn-level tables, raise more questions 
than they
 

One such area is the adoption of new technology.
provide answers to. 

Farmers can easily be divided by technology level on specific crops 

and
 

Similarly,
the characteristics of adopters and non-adopters compared. 


many of these results indicate a need to test hypotheses concerning
 
and their economic
the geographical location of the target groups 


As an example, if off-farm income is such an important
characteristics. 

factor in family income determination, how is the area distribution of
 

farmpoverty related to the area distribution of employment opportunities?
 

Specific program-oriented hypotheses can be tested by modifying the
 

parameters applied -to the data in the income computations. How many
 

families would have benefited by how much from a 25% increase in corn
 

prices, or corn yields, or the rural wage rate?.
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TAPLF IA: POOR F AIIS|A FAPM FAMILY ICOME 
IFARM AVERAGESS
 

COSTA PICA
 

*0600* FARM SIZE I I I I I I I I 
*.*e.*4* CATEGONV I *LANDLFSS* I LESS THAN I I TO 3.9 1 2 KU 4.9 I 5 IC 9.9 1 10 in lq.9 1 NOlE TIAN I ALI FARM

INCOME *9***4se a FAPMSIOI I I H.CTAIlt IIUCTARES a iIECTARI! 5 1 4'CTARCS g EECTARES 1 20 IHAS.ICII SIZESSfljRCFS4O3 e******I I I I 3 I I I 

is) NUPER OF FORMS 2.e59 0.98u 
 4.3i1 6.90 3.6E1 4.021 0 30.523
 

171 uACF INCOME eA.e.I I.f9J.4 1.60f.9 
 2@026.7 2.504.4 2.'56.5 P.0 2,006.3
 

43) CM-FARM 31*.3 441.9 1.060.6 19581.6 2.1*.5 2.615.5 0.0) 1.250.6 
(41 DFF-FARM4 1.64.7 3,353.5 545.3 445.0 374.8 334.9 0.0 749.? 

11l AG. SECTOR 2EtC.7 166.5 80.5 72.0 85.5 74.3 0.0 121.3
 
161 OTHER SECTORS 1307.9 985.0 464.? 372.9 289.3 260.6 0.0 £28.4
 

471 FAPM PRODUCTION INCOME 10 38.3 8.164.4 1.622.1 1.952.7 1.a94.5 1.285.4 0.0 3.413.?
 

48) GROSS FARM 'SALES 3.067.9 1.987.9 3.941.7 4.613.9 6.297.5 6.04?. 
 0.0 4.26S.0

19) PRODUCTION COSTS 2.029.6 823.5' 2.369.6 
 2,661.1 4.403.0 0.831.? 0.0 2.701.2
 

SIO)IIIRED LABOR 6G.5 62.3 355.0 ?49.5 571.0 1.216.4 0.0 332.0
 
(14IMATERIAL5 1.969.4 722.6 I.974.5 S:I2P.3 3.351.4 6.061.9 0.0 2.217.2

421TRANSPOPTATION %).5 38.2 190.0 
 287.2 474.5 553.3 0.0 231.9 

I310It*P INCOME 274.6 305.4 435.1 52G.7 606.7 716.2 0.0 460.4
 

|4 IAUTOCCNSUPFTICN 0.5 79.7 207.3 
 297.4 356.3 454.3 0.0 222.8
 
(4351OUSING 266.1 225.6 227.0 231.2 240.4 261.8 0.0 237.5
 

4161TnTAL NET FAMILY INCCME 3.199.0 3.063,3 3.663,2 4,506.3 5.005.? 4.802., 0.0 
 3,952.5
 

|4171CN-CASH INCOME 00.,9 747.3 |.495.7 2.190.4 2.736.3 3,335.8 0.0 
 3.739.0
 
( ISICASH INCOME 2.013.0 2.316.0 2.467.4 2.JO7s? a.269.3 1.650.3 0.0 2,233.5
 

4191AVEPAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.0 6.3 6.5 7.0 
 7.3 7.3 0.0 6.0
 

4201PEP CAPITA NET IICOME 470.4 4)4.7 561.6 636.1 643.3 581.8 
 0.0 5G2.2 

1211NET INCOME PER 0.0 3.361.6 1.699.6 3.234.2 9|4.C 436.9 0.0 1*665.5 
ARAnILE I.1 .R E

4221VALUE PRODUCT PER 0.0 5.40,6 3.315.4 2,752.2 2,913. 3.035.9 0.0 3,437.5

ARAOLF .CTARE 

~- . 
FCOTNOTFS: 

­

4A) A FOOS FARM IS A FARM OF LESS THTAN 20 *(LCTARFS IN WHICH TOTAL MET PER CAPITA INCOME4LINE 201 is LESS THAN 
1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MENDER. FOUIVALENT TO TiHE AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF $150 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 
1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES IN 1973 COLONFS.
 

481 $LANDLESS* FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FAPMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL

ENTFRPRISES SUCH AS PIG. POULTRY. AND OAIRY PPOOUCERS WHO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PROOUCTION.
 

ICI FARMS OVER P0 IECTARES ARE CEFINED AS 'NON-POORe REGARDLESS OF CfnIPUTE PER CAPITA INCOMES.
 
IDS THE METHODO4LOGIES EM4PLOYED FOR CALCULATING THE aUDGET ITEMS APd AS FOLLOWSI
 

421WAGE INCCMF - 43) & 441 
(30NC-FARM LAESOR INCOME - TCTAL FARM LAOOR REOUIREMEHISIIN COLONES$ MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTS ITEM 10).
(4OFF-FARM INCOME = 451 *e$.
 
47IFARI. PROrUCTION INCOME * 48 - 49). iRETURNS TO LAND AND ChP TAL3
 
IOIPRIOUr.ION COSTS - JI30 Ti#)I 4 432).
 
III3OTIEP INCOME = 
- 4141 4 4151. 

1531HOUSlN = 355 OF 1MPUTEO AENIAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON. 
416TOTA. NET FAMILY INCOME - f2) f (7) * 4131. OR ALTERNATIVELY. 41?) 4 flSS.NET RETURNS TO LAND. LABOR. AND CAPITAL. 
117MPNO-CASH INCOME - 43) f 4341 4161. 
IIRICA!H I3CCME a 141 4 47). 
4233MET INCOE PER ARABLE IECTAPRF 1 )/TOTAL ARABLE HFCTARES AS PEPORTFO 19I TIE AG CFNSUS.
1221VALUE PRODUCT PER ARABLE HE4ftAkf - 40)/TOTAL ARABLE IECTARES AS REPORTED IN TilE AG CENSUS. 
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FANIs FAMILY INCDUM-


IPAjM AveRAGESI
 
TAOLF IA: PO0H FPQSIAI 	 -SF
 

J
SAN

PIIOVI0CIA: 


II
 
- I I t IF M SI-- I 3 1009 IC 3 K9.9MORE THAN I ALL rARN 

I IIECTAIS 20 HJAS.tC)| SIES 
*.. * CATlGOHY I eLAhl)LC Se I LrSS TIIAN I I TO 2 IC •.9 I . IC 9.9 

I ,ECTAPFS IIECTapES I F 
44 I EAPMSIRI I I HFCTANE I IECTARES 

C*T, I D***T 1i I lI IINCOME 	 l
 
SfilRCPS4) 

.9
29211096( 

.0 z.1 9 8160 933 

III mUN rE OF FARMS 


2. 12 2.

406 2.598 1.398 


0.0 2.477.6

1.741.2 2.e660. 3.414*l
2.2 29
8.912.1 	 S.679.5 


430 I " R 460.2 1.189.1 

621 wAGF INCOME 


a,860.4 2,.99.7 3,131.3 0.0 6.495.0
 

4 31 CN-FAR334 
 40.82 552.0 352.4 266.8 302 .9 0.0 665.0 

41 AG R 165.7 64.3 0.077 13.4 0.0 u 3SECFTA 35.06 87.3 	 199.5286.0 1149.0
464.6
1.0635
314.2
I6) OIliER SECTOI S 


A 10635 1.76. 	 1.376.9
46 o ECORS1.74. 	 .Q1.3 97.10.0 

0.0 .6.3
 
473 FARM PRO0UCIION INCOME 


6 5.74 . 973.1
1.488.0 

34447 .94.4 .74.1 a60.0 3. 300.3 
765.4 949.5 


2,2C.2 1.a6. 	 7.5.2*30 9.704.3 0. 4177.3
2a20.2 3,7863 3.444.? 4,945.4go) CROSS FARM SALES 	 2 1.8.3.2
3.029. 	 0.0 138.
1, PouucI.N COSTS .4956.? 	 282.1 750.4 .422.3 3 


157.2 

1369 2384.0.20.0 0.0


4 ROI 41N COSTS 24.9 59.9 	 593.9 
43033 tAFt. LABOR 	 70336.9 3.241.2 5.905.32,038.4
1.4|3.5 695.6
43 3IMATFRI a.S 	 006.4 .4 

4I 2TRAhSPORTATION 
 0.3 60.7 462.5 706 3.024 2 


0.0 401.7

463.6 563.0 633.5 


193.? 251.6 363.0 
1131OTtf" INCOME 


0.0 2403.434.6 43.3
77.1 .06.1 310.213.54I41AUTOCCNSUMP IN 	 346.3 0.0 360.4
 

35.? 33. 340.4 
 3.956.6
178.2 374.5 	 5.01 6.7 0.0
1 IS3I13USING 	 4529 5.1|77.6 

883.0 3.15935976

|4631OTAL NE) FAMILY INCOME 2,09.4 


30162.8 3,742:6

!.l 71.8 1.553.0 2,324.3 	

1.27431 0.0 2.062.7
6373hCMkq-CASH9 INCOME 	 2.040.1 2.268.? 2,014.8
2.296,2 2,169-1
(ISICASH INCOME 


0.0 6.7
 
tIgIAVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 

6.3 
 0 1.5 76 

.S60 .0 


0.0

576.4 	 6)6.0 527.9 0406 


434.4 483.2
20PEP CAPITA NET IhCONE 


0.0 3,5234.9
774.8 28(
0.0 2.929.8 1.365.5 3.157.9 	 (.177.643.374.262.894.503.166.0
(2311 INCM


ARARLE HECTARE S L S NA.... 36 
A AB L I HC TAR E 0.0 177,0 3,374.2 2 

1221VALUE PRODUCT PER 


HARLCNEI20PI LFS 
20 E ANFOOTNOYF----------------------S 21 HECTARES IN 1hIC TOTAL NET PER CAPITA INCOMLNE 


1400 CO)LONES PF..R FAMILY MENOER. FUIVALENT TO THE AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF 5350 PER CAPITA pEr YEAR IN
 

It. 3573 CCLONES, TENANCY ANOIdi AGRICULTURAL
 

IA) A FOnf. FAPP IS A FAF.M OF LESS THAN 
) 

1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES 	 FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATE
APE A RESIDUAL CENSUS 	 IN PRODUCTION.LANOLESS FARMS 	 NO AGRICULTURAL LAN.DInt 	 AND DAIRY PR(1UCER 0 HAVE 
AS PIG, POULTRY.
SUCH ANFAPRISES 

PEA CAHITA INcoMES.HON-POOP RE6AI4DLESS OP coM~uTEDOVFR 20 HFCTARES APE DEFINED AS 	 FOLLOWS)ft) FARM4S 	 THf BUDGET ITEMS ARE AS
CALCULATING 

tO) 7iHE ETIIODCItOGIES EMPLOYED FOP 
44lINCCRE - 41) # 	

HIRED LABOR COSTSIITEM 303.42IbACE 	 MINHS
FARM LABOR REUUIRE@IEHTStIN COLONES) 

LABOR INCOME - TOAL43}ON-FARM 
galUFF-FARM INCOME . 453 #lei.	 CAPITAL)

8) 1.9 IRETURNS TO LAND AND 

47IFARV PPCCIJCTIUN INCOME 0 -9 

it.; * 4123.
49Pt aoUUCTiN COSTS - gl0

* 
= 	 414) 1tS. 
R INCOME 	 CANTON.41333TIF0 	 VALUE OF A SIMILAR "O4E IN itfAT 

TO LAND. LAS"*. AND CAPITAL. 
. 51 OF IMPUTED RENTAL 	 41 3631ET RETURNS1I5)HOSU$ING 	 42) (71 + 413. OR ALTERNATIVELV, 4173+ 

FA4ILY INCOMP - 0 

|NCCAF 


4361TOTAL NFT 4141 * it. -	 (3) # 
I71NCI-CASh 


641 71.	 If, Tit .%. CENSUS.4 ItICA531 INCOME = * 
ARABLE PECTARE = 47)/TOTAL ARABLE ICTAIRES AS 

REPORTED 
CENSUS.

121INET INCCME PER 	 HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG 
- 4al/T(1TAL APAvLE 

PRODUCT PER ARABLE HECTArE
4221VALUF 
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IFARM FAMILY INCOMF
 
IFARN AVERAGES 1


TABLF IA: P'COR FA MSIA) 


PROVINcIA; ALAJUFLA 

6000*000 FARM SIZE I I I I I I I I 
I I TO .9 2 TO 4.9 I 5 TI) 9.9 I 3in Tn 19q.9 I oRE THAN I ALL FARM 

INtrof 000#444 1 FAPHS4O I I *ICTAE I tFCTARES I HFCTARES I IECTARFS A HECTARES I 20 HAS.£Cl1 SIZES 

!1LMCFSI) *0,0*91 I I i 1 I t 

40000#00 CAIFGORY I 'LANIILFSS' I LFSS THAP 

1.234 e4o 576 0 6.767
CI) 	"UPUIP CF FARMS 527 2,754 1.036 


(23 	 aAcE INCOMF 1.695.9 1.540.6 1.657.7 2.042.7 2.299.1 2*479.8 0.0 1.517.5 

I.98U.5 2.21i.4 0.0 1.026.3 

(41 OFF-FARM 19431.9 1.124.2 601.2 441.5 318.5 218.4 0.(" 790.7
£3) CN-FARM 257.9 424.4 1.056.5 	 1.601.2 


CC.9 3.7 0.0 114.6
153 	AG. SECTOR 139.0 191.5 58.3 56.3 

0.0 676.1
461 OThER SECTORS 1.298.9 932.6 542.6 	 385.1 251.6 214.6 


1.914.6(71 	F4F;M PRODUCT IEN INCOME 836.') 1.30.7 2.366.1 2.870.0 2Eb?1.6 2114.7 0.0 

1a GPOSS FARM SALES 5,657.5 1.948.5 3.66a.0 	 4.926.1 s.970.4 6*80.3 0.0 3.658.1
 
2,056.0 3.278.8 4*715.5 0.0 1.943.4
191 PP(nnUCTION COSTS S.021.4 647.8 1.321.8 


IIOIHIRED LABCR 151.4 60.3 300.5 606.9
155.6 	 1,338.5 0.0 269.5
 

547.3 1.578.5 2,5n4.3 3,494.5 0.0 3,583.9 

t121TRA#SPORTATICN 0.0 122.3
(11MATERIALS 4.60.0 	 1.043.8 


40.1 	 176.9 165.5 82.3 0.0 89.9
 

19E.3 273.7 359.5 424.4 539.8 5835.2 0.0 358.0
413)O~t-FR IhCMF 


(94JAUTOCCNSUMFTION 1.5 72.0 166.5 224.7 327.8 395.1 0.0 160.5
 
199.6 	 190.1 0.0 197.4
£151WOUSING 193.6 201.7 192.9 	 192.0 


3,123.k 4.383.5 5,337.1 5.b80.6 5.179.06 0.0 4.09.6411I)TOIAL NET FAMILY IHCLME 2.727.2 

690.1 1,416.1 2.025.6 2.500.4 2.846.6 0.0 3,34.3
1171NKO-CASH I1bCOME 453.1 

3.311.5 3,080.2 2.333.2 0.0 2.705.4
(ISICASH INCOME 2.274.0 2,424.9 2.967.4 


6.3 	 7.3 7.4 7.5 0.0 6.6
119IAVFRAGE FAMILY SIZE 606 	 6.6 


396.3 504.0 645.1 782.8 697.9 653.4 0.0 586.7
I201PER CAPITA NET INCOME 


(21INFT INCOME PER 	 0.0 3.676.? 2,232.0 1,726.6 8.335.2 870.6 0.0 2,353.3
 

ARAOLF HFCTARE 
(221VALUE PRODUCT PER 0.0 5.365.6 3.478,7 2.977.1 2.995.2 3&077.4 0.0 3,604.4
 

ARABLE HECTARE
 

FOOTOTE S: 
(Al 	 A POOF FARM IS 4 FARM OF LESS TItAh 20 HFCTARES IN WHICH TOTAL NFT PER CAPITA INCOmEtLINE 203 IS LESS THAN
 

1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MFma ER. EUUIVALENT TO THE AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF $150 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN
 
396g PRICES. ALL VALUES io 1973 CCLOhES.
 

(03 	 4LANDLESS' FARMS ARE A RESIW.*3L CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FAR-" OF INDFTERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL
 
FNTEPPRISES SUCH AS PIG. POULTRY. AND DAIRY PRODUCERS WHe HAVE NO 
 AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTION. 

(C) 	FARMS OVER 20 IFCTARES ARE DEFINED AS 'NON-POOR' REGARDO.ESS OF COMPUTFrD PEP CAPITA INCOMES. 
£0) 	 7tE METIInCOLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING Tie BUDGET ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS)
 

92)WAGE INCOME x ill * (I

(3ir)-FARM LABOR INCOME - TOTAL FARM LABOR REQUIFFIT4NTSfIN COLONES) MINUZ HIRED LABOR COSTS(ITEM 03.
 
(41OFF-FARM INCOME - (53 161.
 
171FARgO PRODUCTION INCOME 488) - (91. (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPITAL)
 
(9lP00UcT1ION COSTS - (to 4 4383 £32j.I 

113)CItER INCOME - 1343 # 153.
 
(ISIHUSING -1t OF IMPUTEO RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON.
 
II63TOTAL NET FAMILY INCOME - (23 + £73 # (83)o OR ALTERNATIVELY. 1171 f 4I81oNET RETURNS TO LANO, LABOR. AND CAPITAL.
 
IITIN)N-CASN INCOME - (31 # (143 4 £151.
 
£38ICASH INCOME - £4) & (7).
 
(211NFT INCOME PER ARABLE IECTAPE 11T/TOTAL ARADLE IECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
 
(22IVALUE PRODUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE - I8I/TOTAL ARADLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
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FAPM FAMILY linCOl.
TAP R I&: POOR FAMSIAl 4FA1M AVER AGE S 

PRVINCIA: CARTAGO
 

I I I I I F
FARM SIZF I I 

I LESS THAN I I TO 1.9 1 2 TO 4.q 1 5 TO 9.9 1 30 TO 19.9 1 MORE THAN I ALL AM
 

*0*4.000 CAIeGONY I *LA-OLLSS 
 I 20 HAS.IC1 SIZESI HECTARES I HECTARES I HVCTAPES 
INCOME 0****** I FAPMSIRI I I IECTARE I HECTARES 

SC(HRCES ID 40*40* I I I 1 I I I 

0 3.314
883 250 145

503 1.344 489
(1) 9UPBER CF FARMS 


0.0 2.109.9
 
421 WACE INCO14F 


3.269.2
1.734.5 2.383.1 2.901.3
2.694.7 1.636.7 


981.6
1.612.5 2.12t.6 2.t24.6 0.0
1.20 2
32C.0 477.2
431 CN-FAPM 0.0 1.128.2
644.6
516.2 770.5 775.6
2.368.7 1.159.4
441 OFF-FARM 0.0 195.4
166.0 217.9 259.1 

349.9 176.7 92.7
453 AG. SECTOR 912.?
385.4 0.0
423.5 604.5 557.6 


I4| OTlI'FR SECTORS 2*030.8 9n2.6 


0.0 1.599.5
850.7
2.353.2 2.312.5
a84.5 1.063.6 2.224.6
473 FAFM PFCOUCT ICN INCOME 


0.0 3.362.1
 
2.09E.5 1.799.6 3.787.3 4.837.3 e.5e.2 9.313.7 


gal GROSS FARM SALFS 8.463.0 0.0 1.8042.6
 
736.0 1.562.6 2.403.01 4.272.6
1.212.0
|91 FRnDUCTION COStS 0.0 200.6
1.752.8
110.8 27e.9 472.2
27.7 46.0
110111REO LAGCR 3.635.6
 
68.0 1.446 4 2.191.0 3.784.5 6.685.0 0.0 


6.184.2
4IMI3ATFRIALS o.o 6.3
35.9 25.1
5.3 13.
0.0 3.9
(121TRAPSPORTATICN 


280.3
374.4 422.3 0.0
290.2 314.1
227.7 248.7
13I631-ER IhCOME 


61.8
1357.4 209.6 0.0 

1.6 31.0 73.6 96.9


141AUTOCGNSU4PTION 238.5212.7 O.O
238.6 217.9 216.9
226.t 216.9
4153 HOUS !MG 

0.0 3,909.8
5.051.2 5.580.2 4.542.4 

INCOME 3.807.1 2.949.1 4.249.4

4161TrTAL NET FAMILY 


0.0 1.262.0 
(171MON-CASH IN4CCME 553.7 2.647.?726.0 3.500.4 1.927.4 2.500.0 3.047.0 

1.495.3 0.0 

3.253.3 2.223.0 2,740.9 3.123.8 3.088.1 


(ISICASH INCOME 


7.27.9 7.1 0.06.9 7o7
7.4 6.9
(I9JAVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 


0.0 520.5
620.8 658.1 489.0
429.2 618.4

4201PER CAPITA NET INCOME 493.8 


2.068.0
 
1211NFT INCOME PER 


1.264.0 592.0 0.0 

0.0 3.390.3 2.203.4 1.515.9 

ARABLE IIECTARE 3,935,2 O 0 3.875.03,192.2 3,401,7
0.0 5.711.1 3.857,0

4225VALUE PRODUCT PER 
ARARfLE IECT1ARF 
-RABLE-H-CTARE------------- ---- -

FCOTNO FS: 
INCOEI'ILINE 201 IS LESS THAN 

JAI A POOP FARM IS A FARM OF LESS TiAN 20 IIECTARES IN WnICH TOTAL NET PER CAPITA 
YEAR IN
 

1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER. FOUIVALENT TO ElF AID POVERTY OEFINITION OF $150 PER CAPITA PER 

1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES th 1973 COLONES.
 
FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/CR AGRICULTURAL 

PIG. PCULTRY. ANO OAIR PRODUCERS VIO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTIOnN.481 LANDLESS- FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY 
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS 


ICI FARMS OVER 20 -ECTARFS ARE DEFINED 
 AS ANON-POUR' REGARDLESS OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES. 
I1FMS ARE AS FOLLOVSI

403 THE METLOOLOGIFS EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING THE BUDGET 

121WAGf INCOP - (.1 & 44)
 

MIRED LAUOR COSTSIITEM 101.LAIOR RFUIRFMFNTS4IH COLONES) MINUS 


1413FF-FARM INCOME 45 

4310N-FARM LA4OR INCOME - TOTAL FARM 

- *16).C
 

IJIFARIP PRODUCTION INCOME 
 - (83 - (1. IRETURNS TO LAND AND COPITALI 
4128.
 

48301TI-EP INCOME =41141 4151.
 

fISIHIUSING - It% OF IMPUTF!N 


t9lPPODUCTION COSTS - 4103 f 4il3 * 

RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON. 
TO LAND. LABOR. AND CAPITAL. 

FAMILY IhCOME - 47? 0 17) P (13). OR ALTERNATIVELY. 437) + (183.NET RETURNS 


417TNON-CAS11 I1COME 31 * 4143 ( 151.
 
ISI*CASH INCOME - 141 17.
 

428 NEV INCCNE PER ARABLE 


16ITRTAL NET 

HECTARE = 47)/TOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTEO IN THE AG CENSUS. 

= IECTARES AS SEPORTEO IN THE AG CENSUS. 
f221VALUF PAnDUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE 485/1TAL AI1AULE 

http:2.403.01


TABLE IA: PCOH FAQMSEA) FAUM1 FAMILY iNCoMr 
EFARM AVERAGES) 

PrOVINCtA: lIr RfC1A 

06000* FARM SIZE I I I I I I I I
e 
00000000 CAIG.URY I eLANOIJrS I LESS THAN I A TO' 1. I 2 TO 4.'# 1 5 TO q1.9 I 10 TI. 19.9 I MIE THAN I ALL FARM 

INCOM) 00*000tt 1 FARMSIllI I I IECTARE I ftECAprS I IECTARES I HECIAPES I HECIARES I 20 IAS.fCII SIZES 
S0UICFSID1 *#*****I I I I I I ! I 

41) kUI'1FR OF FARMS 	 109 706 131 90 48 62 0 1146
 

421 bAGF INCOME 	 2.446t,. 2.052.I3 1.967.7 2.499.2 1.944.9 3.290.0 0.0 2.177.9 

SIt CN-FARM 	 !34.0 406.0 1@224.9 1.60t.4 i.5S1.6 2.110.7 0.0 T46.3
 
44) OFF-F ARM 1.912.0 1.8646.7 742.8 892.? 393.2 1.179.2 0.0 1.431,6
 

4%) AG. SECTOR 53.6 156.5 199.2 0.0 115.5 124.2 0.0 135.6
 
(4') OTHER SECTORS 1.850.4 1.490.1 543.5 892.7 2Y7.7 1.155.0 0.0 2.295.7
 

471 FA61M PRODUCTICN INCOME 1.743.4 1.462.0 -3.342.7 -4,439.0 1719.0 1.134.7 0.0 471.6
 

101 CR1SS FARM SALES 2.951.1 2.054.9 19,902.3 7.646.1 4.637.9 6,263.4 0.0 4.964.4
 
493 PROI)UCTION COSTS 1.20?7. 592.8 23,325.0 12.086.0 2.858.0 5o1211.6 0.0 4.492.7
 

4IOlhPIED LABOR 64.5 103.0 868.3 653.6 451.3 1,222.4 0.0 30t.0
 
IIIMATERIALS 1,142.4 407.0 22,422.5 11.420.5 2.394.1 3.873.7 0.0 4037.6
 
(121TPANSPORTATICN 0.7 too 14.2 11.7 13.4 32.4 0.0 6.1
 

(M131tER INCOME 	 260.1 253.9 270.3 303.6 340.0 614.6 0.0 283.4
 

(414AUOCONSUMPTION 6.1 27.8 50.0 91.5 320.9 37b.8 000 57.1
 
( 15J US ING 	 253.9 226.0 211.5 212.0 219.0 237.0 0.0 226.3
 

4I6ITOTAL NET FAMILY INCOME 4.449.6 3,768.8 -1.104.6 -1.637.0 4.064.0 5.039.4 0.0 2.933.0
 

(IINON-CASH INCOME 794.1 660.0 1495.2 1.910.0 1.893.6 2.727.3 0.0 1.029.7
 
(16ICASH INCOME 3,655.4 30108.0 -2.599.9 -39547.0 2.72.3 £,314.0 0.0 1,903o3 

4391AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 8.2 6.3 6.9 7.0 6.7 "j.9 0.0 6.7
 

420 PER CAPITA NET INCOME 538.7 596.7 -367.5 -93.3 600,5 570.6 0.0 425.9
 

421INET INCCME PER 0.0 5.175.3 3.011.2 1,264.2 771.4 365.0 0.0 3,683.9 
ARABLE HECTARE 

1221VALUF PRODUCT PER 0.0 7.176.9 4,654.1 2,065.0 1.677.9 1.3682 0.0 5.259.9 
ARAILE OIECTARE 

FOOTNOTES: 
(AS A FOOF FARM IS A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 h[CIARLS IN WHICH TOTAL NET PER CAPITA INCOMELIHE 20) I LESS THAN 

1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER. FUIVALENT TO THE AID POVERTY DEFINITION L. .150 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 
1969 PRICES, ALL VALUES IN 1973 COLONES.
 

481 GLANOLESS' FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/ON AGRICULTJRAL
 
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS PIG, PCU.TRY. AND DAIRY PROOUCERS WlO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTION.
 

(C) FARMS OVER 20 3'tCTARFS ARE DEFINED AS -NON-I'OORI IDEGAROLESS OF COMPUTFD PEP CAPITA INCOMES. 
(D 	 1HE METHODnLOGIES FMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING IHE UUDGET ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS;
 

12IwAGF INCOME = 133 - 143
 
(3)ON-FAPM LABOA INCOME - TOTAL FARIA LABOR R33UIRENENTS(IN COLONES) MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTSCITEM 10).
 
441OFF-FARM INCOMF = (5) *46),
 
(lIFARP PRODUCTION INCOME - t81 - 193. (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPITALI
 
gIjPRnoUCTIch COSTS - £303 # (it) # 112). 

(131OTI-ER INCOME - £141 * 415). 
(I4I.3IJOUSING = ISX IF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HO0ME IN THAT CANTON, 
4I61TOIAL NFT FAMILY INCOME - 421 (7) # 133. OR ALTERNATIVELY, 4171 f II8.NET RETURNS TO LAND. LABOR, AND CAPITAL. 
(171N0N-CASH INCOME * 433 # (141 415). 
(IR)CASH INCOME = 441 # 4?).
 
(21JAIET INCMEN PER ARABLE HECTAPE = 173/TOTAL ARABILE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN TiE AG CENSUS.
 
(221VALU.F PRODUCT PER ARABLE ECTARE - (81/TUTAL ARABLE IIECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
 

http:2.052.I3
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FAR1 FAMILY INCOME
 
TABLE aFARN AVFRAGES)
SA: PC£'A FAI1MS1A) 


PROVINCIA: GUIANACASTE
 

I I I I I I 
00000000 FA;-$# SIZE I I 5 To 9.9 1 1q TO3 19.9 I iE THAN I ALL FARM 

a TO 1.9 I 2 TO 4.9 I 
HECTARES I HECTARES00*0** 9 CATEGORY I 'LANDLISS° I LESS THAN I 1 20 HAS.3CII SIZESI HICTARES I HICTARES 


INCM I i - -
Imf FAR14SRIR I I I3CTARE I I-
I ISnLRCFS(I)1 *s***teI 

---

0 4.422
 
596 1.051 626 706 


6.69 764
III NUMBER OF F-I.S 


0.0 I.q69.43.152.8
1.9532.3 2.463.7 

(21 WACF INCJME 3,656.9 1,240.h i.302.5 


n.0 1.357.8

,49,0.6 2.098.2 2.805.7 


294.6 405.7 953.3 0.0 611.6131 Ch-FAR1Y 365.4 34i.0
461.6
1.362.3 755.1 429.2 0.0 117.9
14 OFF-FARM 02.0 10lo60.7 80.3 

£51 AG. SECTO" 302.9 101.0 246.8 0.0 493.6


381.3 283.4
654.0 36a.5 

(6) OTHlER SECTORS 3.059.3 


0.0 .503.S . 3.105.9
367.4
1,568.6 1.772.
1.265l.9 1.349.a
473 FAFM PRCDIJCTICN INCOME 
0.0 5.01.6
9.237.4 


2T1.6 2. 87.3 3.695.5 4.811*6 6.639.6 

GROSS FARM SALES 0.0 3.510.1
let 4.964.2 8.131.5
3.039.6
1.525.9 1.53r.5 2.126.9 377.0
493 PIOUCTION COSTS 1.41P.6 0.0185.5 444.2
76.3 119.3 0.0 3.072.1
10141RED LABOR 93.3 2.776.7 4.488.3 6.5914
1.964.0
1.431.3 1.446.6
41111ATEPI ALS 0.0 60.1


77.3 101.5 321.4 

1.2 14.4 43o?


I121TRANSPORTA710H 


n.0 683.4
802.9 049.7
735.6 833.6
333.0 509.9
413)OT#ER INCOME 

0.0 396.9
540.1 604.4 


18.6 204.6 437.8 531.9 
0.0 282.5
9141AUTOCONSUMPTION 245.2
273.8 262.7


334.4 305.2 297.8

(41511OUSING 


O.U 4.352o4
5.13-.0 5.106.5
3.686.8 4.536.3
3.258.9 3.100.6
|161TOTAL MET FAMILY INCCME 

0.0 2.039.3


627.7 995.6 1.6a5l.9 2.30Z.5 2.901.1 3,655.5

ji 417 h0N-CASH INCOME 0.0 2.113.12,232.9 1.452.9
1.997.6 2.233.6
2.628.2 2.104.9
1181CASH INCOIrE 


7.0
7.8 0.0 

119)AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 


7.2 7.4

6.6 6.4 6.8 


0.0 537.5
673.6 618.5 

420PER CAPITA NET 


564.4 630.3

IN4COMF 503.6 517.5 


0.0 31.238.92
00 

AIRAHL E tiE..CTAR1E 0.0 3.320.4 1.36.9 1/082.3 1.007.6 422.6 


4211N1 INCCME PEP 

0.0 3.524.13.496.9 40333.6 


0.0 6.894.5 3.134.0 2.912.9 

4221VAtUE PRUDUCT PER 


A--AUL H- CT--

F 001NOTES: WHICH TOTAL NET PER CAPITA INCONEILIHE 20) 15 LESS THAN 
A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 IfCTARES IN
CA) A FOOf FARM IS 

TiHE AID PUVERTY DEFINITION OF $150 PCR CAPITA PER YEAR IN 
MEREP. EQUIVALENT TO1400 COLONES PER FAMILY 

ALL VALUES IN 1973 COLONES.
1969 PRICES. ANOIfOR AGRICULTURALCENSUS CATEGORY FOR FAR14S OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY 
481 -LANDLESS- FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PROOUCTION. 

AS PIG. POULTRY. AND DAIRY PROUUCERS WHO HAVE NO
ENTERPRISES SUCH INCOMES.OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA 

(C1 FARMS OVER 70 3-ECTAHIES ARE ODIFINEO AS 'NON-POOR' PEGARDLESS 
BUDGET ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOwSSFCPR CALCULATING THF403 THE MFTOOCI.OGIES EMPLOYED 

(2)WAG- INCCr - (3) 0 441 MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTS| ITEM 101. 
FARM LABOR RFUUIREENTSIIH COLONES1

(310N-FARM LABOR INCOME - TOTAL 
14OFF-FARM INCCM. - (51 *461. 

INCOM4E - 18 - 491. IRETURNS TO LAND AND CAPITAL$
 

(91PRODUCTICN COSTS

(7)FARM PROCuCTION 

- 410b * fill & 123.
 
3301TER INCOME - £343 
 * 15). IN THAT CANTON.VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME
EISIHOLSING - 351 Of IMPUTEO RENTAL + 438.NET RETURNS TO LAND. LABO* AND CAPITAL.

OR ALTERNATIVELY, 417)
I161T0IAL NET FAMILY INCOME = 42) 4 471 * 413. 

31 4141 4151.
117NON-CASH INCOME - * 


4183CASH INCOME - 441 # 47). THE AG CENSUS.
HECTAPR 47/ITOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN 

INCOME PER ARABLE
(211NET IN THE AG CErSUS.
ARABLE hECTARE - 18/TOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED

I221VALUE PRODUCT PER 

http:1.238.92


-------------------------------- ------

TAaLF IA: I 011P FARMS(A| 
 I-ARM FAMILY INCOMF
 
IFARM AVERAGESI
 

PROVINC IA: PUNTAM-NAS
 

0*000* FAR%4 SIF I I 
 I
*...e... CATEGORY I SLANTrLUSSO 
I 
I L'SS THAN 

I 
I I I I ITO 1.4 I 2 TO 4.t I 5 TOINCO84F 2.9 1 ItU 19.Q I MOF'THANSSPCF SI~ 4eSo**** ee t I FAHRS4Ol I I HE!CTARE I HECTARES I 

I ALL FARMI I I HECIAPIS II HECTAPRES II IIECTAPIFS II 2C HAS.CII SIZESI
 

III NuwBER CF FARMS !06 697 605 31021 
 695 1.122 
 0 4.626
 

423 WA-E INCOMF 
 l.4A5.5 1.270.3 1.157.5 
 3,657.4 Z.419.b 
 2.715.7 0.0 4,q93.9133 CN-FARM 
 271.3 306.3 
 7116.4 I.313.4 2.047.4
441 OFF-FARM4 1.214.2 2.465.6 0.0 9.372.4
890.2 371.0
151 AG. SECTOR 346.4 372.3
242.6 177.5 86.3 254 C (too S20.4463 OTHER SECTORS 971.6 712.7 284.9 
77.8 65.5 4R.o 0.0 105.5260.3 30t.5 
 202.0 
 0o 41S.8
 

i7) FARM PRODUCT|(IN ICONE 1,168.2 1.161.0 1.378.7 1602.8 
 19460.9 
 903.4 
 0.0 1,267.0
483 CPOSS FARP SALES 2,476.4 2.269.7 
 2.604.9 39620.U
491 PO( )Ucflnm COSTS 5.302.4 7.015.0
.zQ6S.1 I.108. 0.0 4.250.0
1,306.2 2,018.0 
 3.913.5 6.111.5
1103H3RfO LABOR 0. 2,991.3
3t.4 56.9 
 1"1l.6
(11MATERIALS 1.271.0 l.041.4 

68.5 399.1 790* 0.0 302,1
1.210.6
1I21TRANSPORTATION 1.1 ".3 1.5O.0 4,6804.8
0.6 10.2 27.0 0.0 2.4746
%a.0 
 2Z. 2 636.6 
 0.0 211.2
 

(130TfR INCP%'IE 
 38.1 549.4 634.1 68a.8 
 779.4 856.4 
 0.0 677.3
 
(IA4AUTOCONSUMPTION 
 6.1 128.0 237.5 326.9
11533OUSING 40a.6 409.4
372.0 420.5 396.6 0.0 290.4
362.8 370.7 
 366o9 
 0.0 376.9
 

S461TOTAL NET FANILY 
I11COME 3,035.0 
 2.980,8 317110.4 3.950.0 
 4.6b0.9 4.475.6 
 0.6 3.8jO.3

13711h-CASH INCOME 
 652.5 
 929.5 1,420.6 2.000.8 2.026.0
4(IaCsAS. INCOME 3.322.0 0.0
2.302S 2.0512 2.049.0
1.749.7 3,949.2 
 1,841.0 1,153.5 
 0.0 1,700.5
 

(I19AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 
 6.4 
 6.2 6.0 
 6.7 7.1 
 7.0 0.0 6.7
 

4201PFR CAPITA NET INCOME 
 492.6 506.6 
 544.8 597.4 
 639.6 574.6 
 0.0 565.5
 

421INF INCCME 
 0.0
AR.W.LF HE 
PER
C TAR E 2.196.2 1,355.5 941.7 682.0 349.5 
 0..
4 00 .
4221VALUT PRODUCT PER 4 1
0.0 3.910,9 2.679.4 
 2.282.5 2,671.3 
 2.213.2 
 0.0 29341.8
ARABE 1FCTARE


FCONOTES:
 

IA1 A FVCF FARP IS 
A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 I'ECrARtS IN WHICH TOTAL NET PER CAPITA INCOPEiLINE 203
1400 15 LESS THAN
COLONFS PER FAMILY MEMBER.QFUIVALENT TO TIt-AID POVCRTY DEFINITION OF S50 PEP CAPITA PEP YEAR IN3969 PRICES. ALL VALUES
481 &LANTILESSO FARMS ARE IN 1973 COLONES.
A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FARMS OF 
INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL
ENTERPRISES 
ICS FARMS OVER 

SUCH AS PIG, POULTRY. AND DAIRY PRODUCERS WIIO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN20 HFCTARES ARE EEFINFO PROOUC.TIGN*AS "NON-POOPR REGARDLESS

403 TIE MF.IOMILOGIES EMPLOYED 


OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES.
FOR CALCULATING THE BUDGET21WACF ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS&I (NCE ­ (3)
131ON-FARM LABOP t 14INCOME - TCTAL FARM LABOR REQUIREMENTS 4 114 COLONESI MINUS 
 HIRED LABOR COSISiITFM 301.
141FF-FARM INCOMF a 15 A*le.47)FARP PROCUCTION INCOWE ( ­483 493. IRETURNS TO LAND AND CAPhITALI
 

(91PRODUCTION COSTS 
= 4101 f4 #31)4123.
131)0TI-ER INCONE
(ISIIIOLSING - IS - OF4141 # 4153.IPUTED REITAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR *IEME IN THAT CANTON.
116ITOTAL 
NFT FAMILY INCOME - a21 471 #4131, OP ALTERNATIVELY. 4373 # 4181.iET RETURNS TO LAND. LABOR. AND CAPITAL.4173NON-CASH INCOME - 431 0 9143 4353. 
(IOICASH INCOME 1 f43 
. 471.
421 NET INCOME PER ARABLE HECTARE =( ?$/TOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED I3
(221VALUE PRODUCT PER ARAOiLE lECTARE THE AG CENSUS.- 48)/TOTAL ARABLE NECTARES AS PEPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS­



VAULIE 88.: N~a-POCN EAtNNSIA) 	 f AM FAMILY IKCOML 
SIFARM AVEMAGESJ
 

COSTA RICA
 

fAI.M S|LF I 8 I I I I I I 
........ CATIG- I *L0N4 LSf* I mess WAN 8 1 8.9 IIc 	 9.9 I go TO 19.9 1 MORE THAN I ALL FARM
 

I ECI APES I HECTARES I 20 "AS.ICit SIZES 
a IIECTARL I HECIAIAFS I IIECTARES
APBI IjUSI8 

SnIRCES4Il *..0.1 I I I I I 8 I 
INCOME 


4.566 89.3 41.90414 
1.311 4.2o7 2.480 5.584 4.J15


(It NUI'dEH Of FAkMS 

8.449.0 9.2)6.2
0.640.8 41.24d. 8.215.6 

421 uAGF INCU4F 	 13.177.2 13.971.2 10.465.0 

fts.5 701.2 I.626.3 2.730. 3.11697.1 4.695.0 6.342.5 3.978.7
 
43l am-fAM 	 4.351.0 3.51g.? 3.066.6 6.26&.S

8.119.5 5.809.11
82.621.7 J.269.9
441 off-FANM " 527.2 904.1
 
151 AG. 4.362.3
SECTOR 2.442. 2 .019.3 1.270.3 1.613.4 9!8.4 704.2 


(68 OltliE SECTURS 10079.2 1I.251.6 
 7561.8 4.806.3 3.419.S 2.811.6 2.63).3 


3.54.q 6.482. 8
1

9.698.6 83. 604.5 83.65 5.1 10.349.6 9.805.3 
478 FaIaM PRODUCTION INCOMFl J.273. 

50.518.9 31.115.3
21.6Z3.6 22.790.9 

Cap 4AECSS FARM SALES 7.41*9.4 6.11!0.9 49.031.3 84.667.0 

9.137.7 40.23.2 22.6 G110.
 
4. 146.9 3.276.4 4.544.4 4.968.4 8.019.3 


191 PSrMucTIaN COSTS 	 13.044.8 6.515.6
1.0012.2 I.790.0
a1l.8 397.6 407.S

4101HIREDi LABOR 12e.5 	 26*.630.0 lo1611.11
6.681.6 7.0211.0
o.253.3 4.408.2
4.016.3 3.142.3
1I11MATEIIAltS 	 396.0
65'60
5.3 97.4 152.6 246.4 32T.6
1.0
4121TlAIWSPOlTAIION 


167.3
5397 721-2 110.2 

4diJiIlt* INCUMF 
 379.9 446.7
302.b 12.0 

312.6 474.2 642.6 427.4
 
11.9 61.2 147.9 212.31141UIAOCCNSUMPVION 	 247.0 237.5 239.6227.1
231.9 234.4
293.9 250.8I1*11OUSIhG 


;90710.0
22.2V2.4 22.590.0 19.670.9
16.753.6 17.627.11 17.328.7 16.6115.6 

14 	 i7811-CAHlI INCOME 9*e.3 1.13.3 2.0011.2 S.177.i 4.4361.8 5.4t7.1 6.262.7 4.639.0
 

16.b14.4 1*.322.4 16.5116.4 17.855.5 *7.1712.9 13.416.2 16.078..
 

|IIITIA& NEI FAWILV INCCNE 


16.795.2
IIBI5CAS INCOME 


6.? db.1
5.3 1.7 5.6
5.0 5.4 5.0
4291AVLAGE FAMILY SIXE 


4.63011.
3.*27.9 4.4699.1 4.620.9 4.707.7 4.749.5

3.255.5 3.61J.2
420WEPe CAPITA NET INCOME 

440.6 2.547.6
2.719.6
0.0 8.135.8 5.278.6 4.264.1 3.531.2 


ARABLE hk"CIARE
 
4211ET1 INCOWME PtF8 


8.694.3 6.653.b 5.890.6 6.040.2 50949.4 6.819.2

0.0 14.646.*4
(22|VALUF P&UOUCI PE4 


ARABSLE HIECTARE 

FOOINOIBS; 
FAM IN W8ICH TOTAL NCI PER CAPITA INCUME ILINE 260 IS UORE THAN 

1400 COLONES PER PAMILV MEM4ISER. EOUIVALENT TO tE AIDIAB A IN-PRIM FAR& IS OVWE 20 IIECTARES AN0D/D1 A 	
INPOVRTAY DfINiTION OF £850 PER CAPITA PER VEAR 


1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES It. 1973 COLONES.
 
FOP fAR1NS O INDETERMiNATE TENANCV ANO/OR AGRICULTURAL

483 GLANIESS* FAIRMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORV 
PCULTRY. AND UAIRV PRODUCEMS *HO HAVE NO AGRICULTUMAL LAiND IN PlOOUCTION.ENTFRPAISES SUCH AS PIG. 

(C FA*MS nVER 20 IECTARES ARE DEfINED AS *N0N-POOR* REGANDI ESS OF CONPUtED PER CAPITA INCOMES. 
AS FOLLOINSA


101 11 MFTNODIILOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING TIE BUDGET ITEMS ARE 


12)1AGE IN4CCO-E . (3 & 441
 
MTHUS HIRED LABOR COSTSIITF I08.
INCOt = IO.AL FARM LAUUM 4LUUlRIMEhTSllH COLONES 


141OFF-FAAS4 INCUME 158 t ti.
 
1711 AI* PACUCTION IhCOME - 4ib8- 491. ItoEUANS Tn LAND AND CAPITAL&
 
IQIPAnIuCTION COSTS - 4101 # fill & 4121.
 
413)OTIR INCIOIE - 1141 * 4158.
 

4310-FAAM LA1BOR 


SIILAR IMNE IN THAT CANTON.4I85 3aOSING = 15X Of IMPUTEO RENTAL VALUI Of A 
NETURNS TO LAND. LABOR. AND CAPITAL.
INCOME - 121 471 1338. Ok ALTESNATIVELI. 1171 # 4181.MNE 


II7INCI-CASHI INCOME - 433 # 1141 * (11.
 
1181CAS1 IhCOME 141 & 471.
 

II618OTAL NFL FAMILY 


121INFT INCCIME PER ARABLE iECTANE . 171TUYAL AISAULF *-CIAPES AS REPORTED SN TH1E AG CENSUS.
 
188/TUTAL ARAIME iECTARES AS REPORtED IN TlE AG CENSUS.
1221VALUE PROMuCT PER ARABLE HECTARE ­

http:17.627.11
http:lo1611.11
http:5.809.11


-------------------------- ----- --------

VAOUE IC: ALL FAGMSIAI 
 FAPM FAMILY INCOMF
 
iFARM AVERAGES$
 

COSTA PICA
 

FARM 51F I 
 I I I I II 14e414*s I ICaTEGORY LANOLE'* I LESS THaN I 1 TO 1.9 1 2 TO 4.9 1 5 TO 9Q 1 I10 TO 19.9 1 NOPr THAN I ALL rARMINCliNE *teeter* 
 I FAR|010S I I UCTAPF I EIECTARES I HECTARES 3 ItECTARES I H1 CTAPrS 9 20 HAS.4C)I SIZESSnlupcrs(os ...... I 1 1 1 3 I 1I 

Ill NUMBFR CF FARMS 
---

4.170 13.255 60793 12.015 as Is a6.29 19 063 
 72.775
 

(21 WACF INCOME 5.435.9 5.57B.0 4*.41.4 5.015.9 5.541.5 
 5.733.3 8,449.0 6.206.1
 
13) CN-FARM 
 419.5 525.4 1.267.2 2#10d.a 3,064.3 3.715.1
C41 OFF-FaRM 5.3n2.5 2#133.1
5.016.3 5.052.6 3.574.2 2.907.0 2.477.5
151 AG. SECTOR 95n.7 2.018.2 3.066.5 3.372.2
 

161 
762.9 518.0 499.4 532.8 409.3 527.2 575.6
OTHER SECTORS 4.065.5 4.289.6 3.056.2 2,407.5 1.944.6 3.600.8 
 2.539.3 2.796.4
 

471 FAFM PRnOuCTICN INCOME I.F43.o 
 1.930. 3.397.2 5.507.5 a.034.2 
 7.7t9.3 10.349.6 6.315.3
 
lei GROSS FARM SALES 4.436.0 3.543.7 6.530.7 
 9.227.5 14.349.6 15.040,0 50.580.9
691 PAOOUCTION COSTS 2.694.9 1,613.3 3.133.5 3,720.0 6.315.4 

209J01.7 
II0)IIRFD LABORl 8050.6 40.231.2 139C6.380.1 80.5 170.6 322.0 846.6 
 1,519.6 13044.1
4IIMATERIALS 3,923.9
2.606.1 1.501.7 2.006.7 3.172.4 5.33S.3 
 6,096.9 26,530.0 99737.1
I12)TRANSPORTATICH 
 0.6 30.0 156.2 225.5 353.3 
 434.0 657.0 
 327.2
 

1131CT#-ES INCOME 
 2R3.5 307.5 
 415.0 491.1 
 571.3 71118 E0002 
 560.8
 
114)AUDCONSUMPTION 
 8.6 73.7 105.6 258.4 337.9
IISI3NDUSING 4640 642.c 341.274.0 
 233.7 229.3 232.7 233.3 254.0 
 237.5 136.8
 

4161TOAI NET FAMILY INCCME 7.460.4 7.16.2 80653.6 11014.5 
 14.347.3 14,241.6 39,676.9 3,12.0
 
(IINOh--CASH INCOME 703.0 
 832.9 1.662.2 2.599.9 3,635.6 4,434.0 •9262.7
1101CAS3 INCOOIF 6.757.4 6,903.2 3,434*4


6.9714 8,414.6 30.513,7 90807.6 13.436*2 90687.5
 

(I9)AVFRAGE FAMILY SIZE 
 6.5 6.0 6.0 q.2 6.4 6.5 
 6.7 8.4
 

I20IPES CAPITA NET INCOME 1,346.0 1.490.6 1.754.5 2.221.7 
 2.746.8 2.762,6 4,749.5 2.00.4
 

42JANET INCOME PER 
 0.0 48980.3 
 3.006,6 2.620.1 2,290.0 1,643,4 4486 
 2.377.?
ARAIiLE 14ECTAkE
f221VALUE PRODUCT PER 
 0.0 0436.6 5.279.? 4,634.4 
 4.4850 4,095.2 50949.4 5.400.9

ARABLE HECTARE
 

FCOTNOTFS:
 

(8A 'LANnLFSS" FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATF tENANCY ANO/OR AGRICULTURALENTFRPRISES SUCH AS PIG. PCULTRY. ANO DAIRY PPOOUCEPS WHO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAW IN PROOUCTION.
4C) FARk OVER 20 hFCTARES ARE DEFINED AS *NON-POOR' REGARDLESS OF COMPUTED PEP CAPITA 
 INCOMES.(0) THE METIII)OCLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING TIE BUUDGET ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS$
12)WAGF INCPME = (3) 6 (4)I|ION-FARM LAHOR INCOMr - TOTAL FARM LABOR REQUIPEMFNTS4IN COLONESI MINUS PIRFD LABOR COSTSCITEM 10).
(41OFF-FAR4 INCJF2 = (5) *16).

1I7FARM PRODUCTION INCOME - (8) - (9). (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPITAL)

(9PO UCTICN COSTS = 101 # (Si f 1323.
 
1 13101-ER INCOME 4 141 # (151.

IISIHt USING - IS OF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON.
(IATOTAL MET FA4ILY INCOME - 623 4 67) + (33). OR ALTERNATIVELY. 1173 #48 13.NET RETURNS TO LAND, LABOR, AND CAPITAL.
(171H0N-CASH. 11NCOME - 43) 1 (41 + 435).

CiA)CASH INCOME - 14 # 17).
121)NE'T INCCME PER ARABLE hECTARE = 171/TOTAL ARAILE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE 
 AG CENSUS.
(221VALUE PPODUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE = C0O/TOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CCNSUS. 



--------------------------- --------------------------------------------- -------------------------

-- ------- --------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ ------- -- --- --- -- ------------------------------------ ------- --------- - -------------

LAN) usr III FAlN SlIM 
TABLE 2A: PfflP FAImS|As TOTALS PF. SILF CATFl;fJk|4UI 

COSTA PICA
 

I I 	 I
oeoeoo*o FASN4 SI F I 	 I 

4.9 	 I i 10 1.9 1 50 JO3.9 3 MOPE THAN S ALL FARM 
fECTAors I HECTARES*...,,* CATX-0QV I *LAntfSS. I LESS 1HAN I I I 1.9 1 2 10 	

I Zr- HAS. I SIx-XS 
1 FAlM % 1 IMECTARF I HFIriAlS I HECTAPFS I 


CATFGI1MW6cb ****|3 I I I I
LAN USF 46*4*4 

n 11.739
 
fit MNJIUFR Of FARMS 2.P70 
 4.336 6.'S50 3.806 4.0799.09*s 

n.0 116.5136.9
58.860.4 

423 15TA6 APFA 
 I;.,l 3.906.5 56r44.6 20.530.3 27.371.9 

0.0 30.55S.3
 
631 CUtTIVATEt) COP LAND 


..969.6 12.969.9

n.0 	 1.218.5 2.247.0 7.131.9 


(1 
 2.048ol 
64414Mn)L CROPS 0.0 23#072.Y 

8.234.3 0.0 

h(. go 9.450.0 2. 5 2. 6.811.3 5.73E.4 

1.213.2 2.234.3 6.301.8 5.3so.4 7.156.8P.qIICFrrALS 
36.3 34.4 0.C 315.11AVGTOE 67.5 67.8 97.9.5 

0.0 62.3 
11 TtLERS 0.0 032.914 902.3 170.2 135.6 37.25.3 


213.7
47.8 121.1 234.2 216.0
0.011
I|ITIOACC 


3i9.0 1.231.i! 4,755.5 0.0 5,705
 
(OILAND IN FALLOW 	 -f8o.Q -231.4 -2?8.0 


4,F1l4.4 0.0 17.602.6
 
IIn)LANIP IN PERMANENT CARiPS 
 f.0 2.0618 2. 0*7 5,615.0 3,990.6 


0.0 	 0.904.41.550.5 5.375.9
0.1 k.525.1 I bl I5.5 2.251,6

I aI JC(FF 	 0.01 2.335.4 
o.n 12.0 64.3 479.6 829.? q49.6 

4I2SCOCISA ARP1 COCOINUT 	 0.0 .321:8S83.9 434.4 400.1

0.0 165.2 245.6
113) SUGAR CANE 	 503.6 020 5,205.2
99.e 289.0 292.2
01.1 73.5
4141FRUIT TREES 


0.0 44.0006.
6.021.3 11.51.2 26,208.90.0 359.a 904.741IPASTURPS 

0.0 6.37.5
 
161FOFST 
 28.3 61.6 415.7 5,352.6 6,979.1
0.0 


0.0 15.447.0
 
23).9 300.4 1.843.0 3.847.? 9.437.9
0.0
4175TO1ER 


F(IWTNOTFS 
RAI A |O:fl FARM IS A FAQ14 OF LESS THAN 20 IECTAPES O4 WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
 

CAPITA INCO14E ISFE TABLE RI IS LESS TH4AN 1400 CULONES PEP FAMILV MENMER.
 

EGUIVALENT TO AID PQVFRTy DEFINITION OF 1i50 PER CAPITA PFR YFAR IN 1969
 
PRICES.
 

85l IN4 HECTA S4
 
IC) OF!. INlTIONS Of LANiIoUSF CATEGOP IrS APII
 

# 631.
42tVOTAL 	AREA - (3) * 4503 A fi6b) f 1563 
I6ICULTVATFD CHROP LAND - 643 * 193. PERMANENT CROPS APE NOT INCLUDED IN 

11115 CATEGORY 
FALLOW. W14EN NE4ATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLE CHROPPING.
 

SIOSLAND IN PEUNANENT CROPS - 6ill 

491LAND IN 


& (123 & 135 # 414).
 

(17?nTyfR I.AhO USMS INCLUDE iSUILOINGS. ROADS. SNP8ROFnAAS, CORRALS. ETC.
 



TAHS ?A: PCOI FAIINSIAl LAhn 
TOTALS 

USf sv FAOM slir 
PEP S813 CATFGnPYlnI 

PPnVINC I &: iAN J)SF 

*O .*.FARM
*~eiee.. 

LANn US["u0** 

CaIFG0Pv ( 

'%off IC 
A 

frgky I 

4****4*1 

lLANILFSS* 
I FARMS 

II 
I 
I 

LESS THAN 
I H-CTAiDE 

II 
I 
1 

3 Ta 8.9 
3-CTARES 

II 
I 
1 

I2 Tn 4.9 I 
NECTARES I 

S 1( a. 
HtiC.AIFS 

II 
I 
I 

an ya 39.9 
lirTARr, 

II 
I 
I 

I'Pr TiAN 
2V' HAS. 

II 
I 
I 

ALL rARM 
SIZES 

i6l MfNl'AFR OF FARMS 4€.c 2.%90 1.398 2,112 10168 9i1 r 66593 

921 TOTAL A4FA n.) 1.149.8 1.918.1 6v716.4 6.3.12.3 12804.6 fl.1 30,941.4 

633 CULTIVATFO CROP LAND 

(i4l4NiUAL CFi1PS 
I(ICF3F ALS 

1A%VFGI- TAILES 
(£7TU'FAS 
IMhITUACCn 

491LAND IN FALLUW 

0.1 

95.1 
14.n 
0.0 
n.3 
0.n 

-85.1 

337.a 

44.2 
390.1 
35.0 
7.2 

13.7 

-105.3 

t82.6 

046.4 
730.5 
7.6 
7.0 

3nl. 

-64.2 

2*167.6 

2.37n1.5 
2,120.5 

8.5 
25.2 

217.3 

-202.8 

2.131.3 

1.912.5 
3.775.2 

4.4 
23.1. 
191.2 

1301.7 

2.785.1 

1,940.0 
Io7 7.I 

4.9 
11.6 
61.2 

7673 

0.0 

0.0 
4.4% 
".0' 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

6.334.2 

79616.D 
6,83.5 

40.6 
73.2 

693.6 

418.2 

fin tLANh IN PFAMANENT CROPS 

( I I ) cnrFFF 
4121CnOC. AND COCONUT 
13ISU(AF CANF 

114FRUIT TRFFS 

0.0 

0.1 
o.11 
0.0 

0.0 

6T3.6 

577.0 
0.) 
24.? 

11.2 

F60.4 

697.7 
0. 0 
67.9 

87.7 

1,964.5 

559 .6 
0.0 

378.4 

48.4 

1.3040 

935.7 
(.0 

162.6 

47.0 

1I82.4 

780.6 
O.0 

179.3 

4501 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

5,969.2 

4.559,9 
0.3 

613.1 

16909 

,... 15 IPASTURFS 0.0 95.5 247.0 1.902.6 3#531.1 69166.2 0.0 11.942.5 

4 16 )Fnpf sT 0.01 5.5 16.7 129.0 328.3 OT7.9 0.0 3*352.6 

(| •)I'TIfR 0.0 57.1 113.6 547.0 1.037.3 1,68.7 0.0 3.622.? 

- -------------- ----------------------------- ------------rpoTNO IFS:
(A) A FOOR FARM IS A FARM OF LFSS THAN 20 HICTARES ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PERCAPITA INCOME 45FF TAPLE AT IS LESS THAN 14018 COLONFS PEP FANeV MEM ER.EQUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF $150 PER CAPITA PFR YEAR IN 1969 

PP ICFS. 
(83 IN 4ECIARFS 
ECI DEFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES APES 

-- -------------------------

t?)TOTAL ARFA - 133 0 4801 # 4151 # (16 # 117.(31CILTIVATEO CROP LANC a 643 ) 691. PFPMA. h T CRrPS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN 
T IS CATEGORY 

(QILAND IN FALt w. WHEN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLE CROPPING.(SOILAND IM PERMANENT CROPS - flill & 1121 0 t38 + (141.(1?3OTHIFR LAND USES INCLUDE BUILDINGS* ROADS. WINOFIREAKS. CORRALSe ETC. 



TAAtF 24: P0or FIrMSIAi LAN USF 
TOTALS PEP 

ISV i"APU 5117 
Siff CATEGOIRVPIf 

PPnvIN(j: At 4JUPLA 

060e0000 FAPo %I IF I 
**** CATFGtHV I 

LAND oSF 6***.0** 1 
ckirG.cRYvcI 0009001 

eIA~t)LrS-* 
FARM-

I 
I 
I 
1 

LFSS THAN 
I IVFCIAPE 

I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
I TO 1.0 1 
IICTAPFS I 

1 

2 TO 4.9 
WICTAPFS 

I 
1 5 
I 
1 

lit .9 
HECTAIPES 

I 
1I 1" IIJQQ5 
I HffTAPFS 
1 

I 
I KF' THAN 
1 20' HAS. 
1 

I 
I 
I 
1 

ALL FARN 
SIZES 

It PaJitIFP OF FAR 4S 527 2.54 1.036 1.214 640 576 a 6i.767 

421 7(TA AaFA 6.11 1.179.6 1.404.6 3.659.9 4.5.5.9Q 0,104.*1 0.(, 19,104.1 

131 CUtTIVATFD CROP LAiD D.0 281.1 405.9 012S.1 781.3 1.260.3 0.0 3.562.9 

441ANNUAL cElnPS 
IICFFA..5 
44IVPGrTAnLES 
17SMERS 
(SSIOACCn 

1.3 
5.3 
I. . 
0.0 
0.0 

346.2 
274.4 
24.4 
34.3 
17.0 

436.1 
349.3 
29.2 
37,5 
24.0 

7Q5. 
66n.2 
52.9 
S.5 
27.0 

5.58 

653.3 
1566.3 
20.7 

51t.4 

764.1 
7 1 A.0 

R.9 
37.9 
1.3 

14.4% 
00 
rid% 
0.0 
0.0 

2,997.4 
2.567,8 

136.2 
217.2 
76.0 

195i.ANn IN FALLnW -1.3 -05.0 -30.2 29.3 134.9 495.9 0.01 563.4 

lISOLANrD IN PERMANENT CRnPS 0.0 734.4 eQ.7 ,32.51 765.6 718.3 0.0 4.235.3 

11E'COFFFF 
4125CnCfA AND COCONUT 
4J3SUGAR CANi 
414IFRUIT TREES 

0.n 
0t. 
V0.1 
0.0 

515.5 
0.8 

102.08 
180.4 

433.5 
0.3 

9S9. 
26.5 

6Z.7 
47.6 
276.5 
71.8 

2Q.2 
b.q 
829.6 
67.9 

2z3.8 
535.0 
016.9 
109.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

2,134.0 
252.8 
715.8 
294.0 

. 
15,sA1 P SUItES E30.0 111.2 233.5 10327.5 2.054.a 3,282.4 0.0 7,009.7 

t16iFOPST 0.0 7.5 12.0 82.2 301.2 1,291.1 0.0 1694.3 

417OTWO 0.0 45.5 61.3 299.08 645.7 5o551.8 0.0 2,603.6 

------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------
FOOTNTFS$ 
lAI A FOOP FARM I5 A FARM OF LESS Ti-AN 20 IrCTARES ON WlIlICi TOTAL ANNUAL PER 

CAPITA INCOME ISEE TABLE IA) IS LFSS TiAN 5400 COLONFS PFP FAMIL.' MEMBER. 
EQ(UIVALENT TO AID POVERTY OEFINITION (W $151 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 5969 
PRICeES. 

405 IN 84FCTARFS 
Eel FFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIrS APrI 

------------­

121TOTAL AREA - 191S 11050 1 156 4501 6 4270. 
EIICkLTIVATEO CROP LAND a J4 0 91. PEPNANFNT CROPS AF NOT 1NCLUDED IN 

THIS C&TEGtR)Y 
IOSLANO IN FALLOW. WHEN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLF CRrPPING. 
(IOlLANO IN prPrAMENT COOPS a 4ill # 412 * 4135 * (115. 
J|73OTHFR LAND USES INCLUDE BUILDINGS. ROnADS. WIwNHrEAKS. CORRALS. ETC. 



------------------------------------- --------- ------- --- ---------

--------------------------------------------------- 
-- ----- ----- 

TA1loF 2*: 0a'h31f1"&r4",AI LAND USI flY FAPM S,1F 
O''ALLS P 'P SIZF CATEGOII'HI 

PnVlNv IA: ca I W 

FA . "i' 	 F,°. .. ... ... -A,- .. . . . .- ...-.. -.. .. . ...o i 	 I" -,. .. ; .. .. . -...

I I I

".ope* (TGny 1 °tANiM.lSS* I L S . MhAN I i TO 1.9 I 2 TO 4.9 I 5 In ,i.Q I It TO 19.9 I HOFF THANe I ALL FARMI a 1N Um 1 .. *600 I FARWM I I IIFCTARE I HCIAPFS I HECTARES I HEC TAIFFS I HFCTAaFS £ 21 HAS. I SIZESCATFr.n-VI **e***I 
 I I I I I I I 

I I I NUEIqFP nF FAP4S 	 S#13 1o344 40 5093 250 145 o 3*314 

171 TOTAL AuRA 
 (C.n 533.9 A65.2 1.62e.9 1,7q3.0 199.6 0.0 60619.6
 

13i 	CULTIVATFO (REiP LANO /l c'0 D4J 
 12.9 345.7 205.0 
 253.3 0.0 1.131.5
 
(414"t1&4L CnUFS 
 2.% 3o7.1 125.9 186.3 111.3 97.8 0.0 
 450.1
 

IAVICFAEALS 
 2.4 6e.1 
 66.6 114.7 l3E..3 IS2. 0.0 
 414.4
TAiALf. 	 0h.V0F 303.2 11P. 3 24 .471tUFRS 	 3.3 1.2 0.0
1" 30.6 41.0 	 85.8
1Al ToSAccIt 	 46.8 1r.6
0.11 0.0 0.0 	 14.4 0.0 349.7
0.0 0.0 0.0 
 41.0 6.0
 

(g9LAND IN rALLOW 
 -2.5 27.2 36.9 159.4 10t4.7 355.5 0.0 461.4
 

43in)LAKfn IN PFIMANFNT CROPS 
 (.0 207.0 324.6 619.6 361.0 
 277.2 0.0 1.679.6
 
( I3'ifFFF 
 P.0 211.9 226.9 
 361.1 1411.6 322.4
412)Cncna AND CUCONUT 11.0 	 0.0 1.064.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 4.0 0.0
IlISUGAR CANF 
 0.0 30.7 46.8 
 95.5 90o.6 59.1
( 14%FUIT TREES 	 0.0 322.9
0.0 33.3 6.0 25.7 0.9 17.6 0.0 
 71.3
 

b., I15)PASTURFS 0.n 45.q 317.8 59.3 8655.6 967.5 0.6 2P596.3 

316)FnFST 
 0.0 6.3 7.3 64.11 1211.6 201.2 0.0 408.2
 

(471THFR 
 0.0 20.4 62.4 209,3 242.6 279.3 0.0 604.0
 

FPOTNOTFS:
A FAQM OF LFSS THAN 24 HFCTAAES ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL 

-

PFR 

--	 ­
(AM 	A FOOR FARA IS 

-


CAPITA InCom,4e (SrF TABLE IA1 IS LrSS THAN 1410 
 C(XONFS PEP FAMILY ME1nFR.

FGUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF- 115 
PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1969
 
PR ICES.
 

4181 INM HECTAR;FS
 
C FFINITIONS OF LANn-USE CATEGORIES APF
 

121TnTAL AREA - (31 # f1lo # f1 # 4161 1 1171.
43CtA.TIVATFO CROP LAND a (4) 0 (93. PFPRMANFNT CRaPS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN 

THIS CATEGIIPy

(4ILAND IN FALLOW. WHFN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLF CROPPING.
 
fIOILANP IN PFRMANENT CROPS - (1) * fig) # (3 * 4143.
47IOTHER LAND USFS INCLUDE BUILDINGS. ROADS. WtN3IInREAKS. CORRALS* EfC.
 



LAND USF "v IAP1N StF 

TAIPLF ?A: pljOQ raAu 
M 
lA 
I IoTALS Plo SIZE cATrGosIIvin 

L 

pIlVINr IA: I Pro IA 

---------------- ----------------------------------------- -------------- I 
.............. ...... I iLF l * ij I2U1 I"I 11 . |9.9 

CA goUorFAI f4pTAi I ,r |I 4rCTA;"s Is CTAPFS I 

t &NPAUq v 
6006060 FS P I AfS III 

c orGOnY1CI 
---------------- -----------------------------------------------------------------------------­

2...... 4 

III uFf OF FAISa 

7u6 131 O6, 

121 TTAL AGFA 
0l0 2-16.6 172.2 259.01 332.4 

1) lit 1IA TFP CPI)P tlAND (1.4l 34.Q 21.4 47. 35.3 

i3)talaAt CS'Op% 3.4 25.5 21.4 29.5 Is.Q 

r L. S) 54t 1.4 21.0 12.Q 

A1ALVEtth E5 | 
* 

731 0.1 4•1 1.7 

44)Cnw&L 6.14.1 .0 
I. IS0.0.J es (1.1 3.2 101 3.6 4.0 

g1 TO t.CC1, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

IN IT -3.4 9*7 0. 13.1 6.4 

41LA"11 
IN FALLOWI 

li .ILAM, IN -F 
I 

mAmI c4"flPS 0.0 197.9 100.3 104.5 39.2 

415(.t 587l.7 8.2 St.+? 25.4 

A11IF .F0 *0.6 0.0 0.0 

11COCOA A CnCONUT 0.0 
,14.?5. (.7

jII 3sUGAR CANE O.n 3.7 
f..t-2 

41AIFRUIT TPFES 
0.0 0.S 1*. 3.2 

II I 1 - IPA STURFE S 
2.3.91 41* 92.3 181.8 

0 . 0 . 3 
17 

1 

.rCTAP 
I 

62 

001.5 

55pes 

60.7 
4710 

1.12.0 
0.0 
4907 

11040.3 

&.1 

8.8 
3.0
38. 6 

334.5 

MPPF 
22 

...........- -

S 
TIfAN I At L FARM 

4. SIZES 

0 1• 40 

A .0 1.*R4.7 

0.0 245.5 

0.0 159.4 
0 050.0 
0.0 

0.0 .0 
20.:5 

0.0 05.7 

0.0 542.4 

0.0 4006.5 

0.11 
Goa 110.0 59.eO 

0.0 06r3.3 

0 . 0- 3 . 3.2 

*17)OI+11
-111-01------------------------­

0.0 2.3 7.4 11.4 34. 116.9 0.0 70.9 

4A) A FOIP FARM IS A FARM OF LFSS IHAN 20 IIECTAPFS ON IIICH TOTAL ANIMAL- PEP 

('PIIA INCO94F (SfF TABLE &AS IS LESS TtAN f40t!CnLONLS PUP FAMILT NEMFRM. 

EOUIVALFNT TO AID POVEITV OTFItIIION OF no.0 PFP CAPITA Pfk YEAR IN 1969 

18) IN 5*FCTAIS 

ECI AFINITIONSOr LANI)-USE CATEGORIES 
ARFS 

I2.TOTAL AREA - 431 * 11101 * (5 I 11 I AI47• 

1S1CI TIVATE[ (P1.0 LANO - C41 . 40 PVPM 
r l 

A.CrNT CZ"P3 ARE NOT INCLUDED IN 

101LAND 114 FALLOW. WhFN NEGATIVE INInCATF% MULTIPLE CROPI'pNG. 

(InlLAND IN PFRMANFHT CROPS - I55 # 1121 w 113 54. 

IITIoTIITP LAND USE% INCLUDE BUILOINGS. bAIS. IIIJRFAKS. COIIALS. FTC. 



IAOt "?A: l'Cilll r1'. ;(4| LAND USF 
TI1TAL PER 

PIT FAPM Si1f 
Slif CATEGORYII 

PInvl"NcA: CAIANACA%IF 

060e90 * FAA M *;Ir I I 
0.-096 CAIrGI|llY I *IANfLI FSo I I.'SS 'IHAI1 

L ANt) w.r I.......6 FAIJN I I 11(TAMF
C411GORVIC) 000-069I I 

- ----------------------------------------------- -----

I 
I I TI. 3Q
3 HECTARES 
I 

--------------------

I 
1 
I 
I 

2 T0 4.9 
HlCrAAFS 

I 
1 
I 
I 

I 
5 TI) I.Q I 
HECTAILS I 

I 
- -------------

m0 TO 19.9 
HICTARFS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

MO&.F THAN 
2n HAS. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ALL 7ARN 
SIZES 

- ----­

13 NUlItVP OF AnRMS 6.) 784 596 1051 626 7.6 a) 4.422 

621 TOTAL ALFA r.n 364.1 A116.6 3.J0?.4 4.451,2 10 9 |1'7.i 0.0 10.306.7 

(31 lIHLTIVATf-fl CflRP 

4a1t.,Ntlat. cOPns 
4%3 rrFrlF LS 
f-)VrGFAIAHLES 
1 1TUJIF ".S 
Si3TOlyACCO 

LAND L.q 

4f.? 
4f.2"$.1 
0.' 
rr 

P.0 

253.7 

127. 1 

1.3 
2.5 
0.n 

It-. 2 

t.6.09 
655.6 

.5" 
6.6 
Doll0 

1.411.6 

3.'165.8 
1#0552.9 

J.9 
8.9 
0.0 

IO514.8 

Im362. 
]3.%6.8 

3.6 
2.n 
0.0% 

2.258,2 

1.07S.9 
l,869.9 

P.4 
5.4 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
n.0 
0.0 
01.0 
C1.0 

6.523.1 

60144.a 
6,308.2 

1(.9 
25.6 
0.0 

191LAND IF. FALLOW -46.2 -73.6 -63.5 45.8 158.6 382.2 0.0 378.3 

(I00L4Nn IN PtRMANFNI CqRPS 0o. 32.0 34.7 104.4 114.0 175.8 0.0 453.9 

1 1 ! 1C#'FvrF 
(62ICH'nA AND CICONUT 
i131SUGAR CANE 
4141FRUIT TREES 

n 
n.0 
U. 
0. 0 

7.0 
0.0 
1.3 
3.0 

33.3 
0e. 
1.0 
7.5 

57.2 
0.0 

30.3 
16.6 

43.3 
01.7 
22.3 
21.9 

q4.(1 
0.0 
26.3 
27.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

215.0 
0.7 
61.1 
76.4 

, (.%PA STUI:;ES 10.0 NO .3 6'8.3 1.033.7 2.309.85 6.381. 0.0 9.863.0 

36IF 
' 

ORFst
r 

0. 4.9 7.8 13.6 60.3 319.0 0.0 413.9 

4 I ?lot R 6.0 62.4 7P.7 243.9 45b. a 813022.8 0.0 1.054.6 

------------------------------------------------- -- ---------
FOOTNOIF S: 
(AD A mrno FARM IS A FARM nF LESS THAil 241 SIECAPES ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PCU

CEAPITA INCOME (SEE lALE IA) IS LESS THAN 34nf6 CULnIfrlS PEP FAMILY NFF. 
ECOIVALFNT TO AID PnVERTY DEFINITIoN OF 135I PER CAPITA PfR YEAR IN 3Q69 
PRICES. 

401 IN HECTARES 
ICI PFFINITIONS OF LANflY-USE CATEGOAIFS APFI 

--- - - - - ------ --­

(?)TOTAL ARFA= 131 4 1303 11 1, 1161 f (373.
(313UL TIVATLO Ci;GP LAND = 141 * 693. PFRMANFtT CROPS ARF NOT INCLUOEO IN 

THIS CATrGOr.y 
(r/LANO IN FALLOW. fIFN NFGATIVI INDICATES NULTIPLE CROlPPING. 
(It0LAND IN PERMANFNT CROPS a 13 1 (12) t 113 4 143. 
6iTjnTiFi4 LAND) USES INCLUDE aUILDINGS. ROADS. WINDUIPFKS. CORRALS. FTC. 



LAND USF n? FAPI SI5 r 

TARLF ?A3. P(]lW FARNS4I|& VITALS IP'P SIIE CAI4GOy'III 

PIPOV INC IA ­ pelml APF Nki-- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -

,**0*** 

F-4 

CAt.Gar( *LDNOL 

--
r 
S 
% 

--
I Lss THACI 

-rI 
I TO 3.9 3 2 1I 4.4) 

3 
I 5 TO q.q 

.j" 
I 30 To 19.q 

I 
I "OI-F TIIAN 

a 
I ALL FARM 

LAND U~Fi~ 
r 

*****O*4CANDUFIIG£)016C * 3*I F ANM 1I a HFCTAR II ECTA F NECTA-FS II -ECTA-)lS (II ,l'CTAl1S S Zr NAS. I SIZES 

-------------------

its #4JI OF FAPS4q 

-- ---- ------

AOt 

--------------

65?69? f6 

---­

69. 9.122 0 
2 

121 TOTAL 4AFA ft.O 518.3 c-62.3 3. lqfl.01 4.11. 16,395.8 0.0 25.36I.2 

433 CULTIV41-
T
O POp LAND 

S4|4#.NUAI- CA'S 
(14FNNAL 

I4AIVF. TAAI.FS 
47 TUIERS 
(RITOIACCl 

(QILAND IN FALLOW 

4I0SLAND IN PFR 
A 
AMINT CROPS 

r.'! 
I1. 

p 

Of 
0.0 

-36.5 

(.0 
0.I0OFFF0.' 

13.6. 
161.2 

1551.7 

0..)f* 
4.6 
0.0 

-3q.3 

99.1 
23.8 

J%5.3 
401.6 

394.0% 

2.1 
4.6 
0.0 

-56.3 

138.5 
46.9 

3,509.7 
3,415.4 

1,400.1 

3,5 
to37 
0.0 

954.2 

3•704 
142.1 

3.?53.3 
I.3114.0 

*.317.4 
9.4 
9.. 
14.3 

367.9 

316.e 
112.7 

4.732.2 
2.792.2 

2720*| 
1.6.) 
16.6 
55.0 

1,939.9 

519.3 

121. 
7 

co0 

0.0 

At.O 
:3.4 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

8.529o4 

6,1T.*l 

6.t'4*9 

47.4 
65.4 

2.356.2 

3,454.3 

44.4 

(|CtA AND COCOANUT 

113)SUGAQ CANE 
6143F0.rlT I;fS 

0.1 
.. 

0.01 

1.9 

25.1 

.3 
44 

29.4.9.2 

0.6ae0. 
2 

8.3 
4.1 

7J. 

2.30 
23.6 
335.6 

0.0 
0.0 

11 

342.0 

..
I.2 

|i PASTURES 0.0 

C.0 

38.2 

2.7 

911.9 

14.2 

740.0 

80.6 

.735.i 

313.4 

5,361.0 

2,515.0 

0.0 
0.0 

6,223.5 
2,92E6.1 

4"6IFnEST 

4131rTHER 
0.0 47.3 65.2 425.9 671.0 

- ------

3.6211.1 

- --

0.0 

- -

4.243.? 

- ------------- - - --- ------ - ------- - ---- - ------------------------

FCOTNtIFS 
(A$ A FnOO FARM IS A FA0N OF LESS ITOAN 2n "FCTAAFS ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PEP 

CAPITA INCOME ISF TASLf &AS IS LESS TIAN 3400 C(LONES PEP FANItY MENDER. 

EQUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY DEFINITION 
OF SS PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1969 

PRICES. 
163 IN HFCTAprs

ACIO FIITIllNS Of LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARIF 

IZIT TAL AREA - 433 4, CIO$ & 4|51 # 116 # 117). 

43§CUTIVATFO CROP LAND - 141 * 91. PERMANENT CROPS 
Tilt$5CATEGnI=Y 

ARt NOT INCLUDED IN 

I491.ANn IN FALLOW. OHWN NEGATIVE INOICAES NWLTIPL! CHOPPING. 

(I0CLAND IN PERMAN 
F 
NT CROPS - III) * (123 0 6i3 1 4 1 

417O1IHER LAN) USES INCLUDE sUILDINGS. 
ROAD. WIIIA 4FAKS. CORRALS. ETC. 



VASILF ?a: Pro" CRNMSIAI 

PPnVlICi : L I1(, 

LAND USF BY FAPM SIr 
. 

TOTA.S PER SIZF CATFGRYlol 

*00*60F rRP 
0*0*00* 

tAN) UW *, *0e& 
CA TFG9llY19 1 

'lIIE I 
rATFrGOHy I1 9ANOLF.SS 

I FAt:N4 
* **0* 011 

I 
I LFSS T.IAN 

i WrCTAkI-F 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I TO 1.9 
,ECTARItS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

2 In 4.q
,qCVARFS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

-. Tn 9.9 
HECTAlE.5 

I 
1 
I 

o 
r 

TO 90.9 
HrCTAPFFS 

1 

I 
I 
I 
1 

IPE TIAN 
72 IAS. 

I 
I 
I 

ALL FARM 
5|RE. 

III NUplleFI OF FARMS et $is 161 459 459 557 0 10.71 

421 1T013 AREA Ce. 61.5 215.4 .366.e8 3.093.1 60508.6 . 13.245.6 

(3) CULTIVATE' CROP LAM) 

CA) &ANIAI.CROPS 
I 'SC'FALS 
(6 1V4F" TARLF S 
(7 ) I UI FRS 
f45ToRAccn 

(CILANO IN FALLOW 

0.n 

".5 
3.5 
0.0 
6.n 
0.n 

-3.5 

.e4 

9.5 
&.2 
10.5 
2.6 
0.0 

5.9 

41.7 

265 
22.8 
0.0 
3.6 
0.0 

17.2 

268.3 

147.7 
129.3 
n.2 

161 
0.0 

120.6 

544.2 

226.6 
201.82 
0.7 
24.6 
0I.A 

317.5 

1.659l90 

61)95.3 
053.2 

3.7 
38.0 

1.0 

964.8 

(Ier 

o0. 
.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.. 

2.531.8 

19109.0 
1.016.5 

5.2 
4.2 
0.0 

1.422.7 

(iILANO IN PERMANNFNT CROPS 

(jIIICVFFF 
(121COCuA AND COCONUT 
II3SUGAR CANE 
(114FRUITTREFS 

C.o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.7 
0.0 

76.7 

1.a 
0.2 
07 
3.9 

0. .2 

4.7 
59.6 

10.9 

622.3 

21.7 
41.2 

106 
44.4 

18.07905 

22.9 
151.0 
17. a 
64.9 

lo22n.8 

25.8 
793.5 

23.4 
125.3 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

3.049.8 

77.1 
2.04505 

249.7 

4I5)PASTU0ES 0.0 15.3 57.4 335.7 842.0 2.506.0 0.0 3.757.5 

IJ6)FnPFST 0.0 0.9 .9 32.7 171.4 1.551.5 0.0 1.758.6 

(17101FR 0 e 2.9 13.9 107.6 454.9 1.570.2 0 0 2.147.8 

---- ----- ------------------- --- -------------------FOOTNOTFS: 
CAP A FOOR FARM IS A FARM OF LESS ThAN 20 HFCTAQES ON WISICH TOTAL ANNUAL PRCAPITA INCOME (SEE TAULE IA) IS LFSS THAN 1400 COLONFS PEP FAMILY MFMeER.

F(JUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF 5850 PER CAPITA PrR YEAR IN 1969 
PR ICFF. 

901 IN i(ECTAIRFS 
(C) DEFrINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIFS ASEI 

------ ----------------- ------------­

(21TOTAL AREA = 13) * 410) * 4351 , )16)5 1).
(3)CL.TIVATIfD CROP LAND a 44) # (9). P-PMIANFNT CRllPS APE NOT INCLUDED INTHIS CATEGnRy 
(glLAtO IN FALLOW. WHEN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLE CROPPING. 
t10)LAN1 IN PFRqANFN1 CROPS a fill t (12) t (133 (14).
I71OTHFR LAND USE.S INCLUDE RU8iZ.NGS. ROADS. WINI)O3EAKS. CORRALS. ETC. 



--- --------------------------- ------------------------------------------- -------- --- - - --------- - --------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------

- ------------------------ -- -------------------------------------------- ------------------- -- -- -- -- -- ------ 

LAND US" Dy FAP14 SIZETAILE 201' NCN-FCr' FA?1MSfAl 
TOTALS PER SIZF CATFGGORVYtn 

COSTA RICA
 

I I I I I 
rAl GGlVy I tANOL'S9' I LFSS TI1AN I I TO 1.9 1 2 10 4.9 1 S TO) 4.9 193 To0IQ.9 I MOFPE THAN I ALL FARM 

LAND) 1 r *6t4**e II FAIJM% I I I CTAISF I HEC3rAqrs I HECTAPES I HFI(TA" FS I IrFCTAnFS I 21) HAS. I SIZES 

CATFGrIpYICS I I I I 

r~lim Slf I I I 

4.364 4.607 20.045 42.660III 	 NU~ftFI1 OF FAI.N4S 1.321" 4.275 2.498 5.552 

.	 2.334.364.4
ArFA 	 11.0 3.760. 3.448.5 18.167.7 31.357.0 66.604.0 2.083. (%1ftC12) 	TOTAL 


3611.9 043.3 3.695.6 S.5111.6 |1.726.6 |n9.44'2.2 21e.87.4
433 	CULTIVATED)CO LAND n.0 


9.2 1 .] 8,836.2 104.632.3456.7 3.13.3.3 4.173.2 5.049.q)441I hPN%1AL CROPS 	 47.5 
323.3 880.4 3.424.5 4.446.5 0.4R4.5 07.757.I 105.324.2
IS I C3.FALS 	 47.t 

174.8 464.3 13414.2
(6IVErF TARtLFS 	 C.0 01.3 128.1 3n1.2 250.2 
d'.q 33.0 77.7 263.0 323.2 S23.9 1.352.8 2.572.7(7 JTfWE AS 
*.n 4.9 3E.6 03.5 69.0 67.0 261.9 521.0I $1 TOflACCO 

-274.? -377.6 '100.7 2.476.2 99.56S.9 101.755.1

IQ9LANr I FALLOW 	 -47.5 -95.7 


87.456.6 124.737.1
110)L4NO IN PFRMANENT CROPS 0.q 3.n19.8 2.000.2 8.878o8 33,35.5 3,923.8 


].5 929.3 3.2.0 6.532.0 7.103.4 7.254.9 25.n'74.6 40,509.9
I II ICGF I F 
2.3 25.3 331.2 929.2 2.122.9 1.310.0 14.720.8


112)CnC'3A AND COCONUT 0.4% 

6.. 48.6 162.2 1,048.1 9.6TIA.? 2.023.4 17.469.2 22.440.4
I131SUGAP CANE 

3.n 35.8 77.9 .178.6 738.0 1,239.2 23.209.4 21682.8
I141F311T TPFF 


4.546.4 11.466.6 29.702.7 3.055.381.1 1.301.737.6
11 	 0.0' 175.1 442.5EI% IPASTUPE S 

21.5 174.6" 753.2 4.177.7 463.410.4 468.551.9116)FORFST 	 0.(0 14.2 

0.0 118.7 140.8 870.3 2.19b.9 7.073.0 27.546,2 227.946.0
4 37InTHER 

-


FOOTNOTFS: 
CA$ 	A NO4N-PCOR FARM IS OVER 20 HECTAPES ANODO& A FARM4 ON WHICH TOTAL ANN4UAL PER 

CAPITA INCOME fSFE TABLE IA) IS MORE THAN 140n COLONES PEI FAMILY 0EMER. 
EOUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF 5350 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1969 
PP ICES. 

(a) IN IECTARES
 
Cl DP.FINITIO0S OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ALE;
 

I21TOIAL AREA . 63) * CIO * 6353 4 l6i # 4171.
 
(3)CU.TIVATED CROP LAND - 443 0 49). PFMANFNT CHOPS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN
 

THIS CATEGnRY
 
19)LANO IN FALLOW. WHEN IGATIVE INDICATFS MIJLTIPLF C11OPPING. 
41O)LAND IN PERMANENT CROPS - ill f 4321 + 4131 t 4143.
 
(171THER LAND USFS INCLUDE BUILIINGS, R.ADS. WIND'RFAKS. CRRALS. ETC.
 



------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------ --------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------- ------- ---------------------------- ----- --------- --- - - -- -----------------

TARE F 3A POPULATION LIT INCOME CLASS
 
(TOTALS)
 

COSTA RICA
 
I 	 I I 
I I RURAL ZntFS I 
I I --- -------------------------------- ---------- II IIAAAN Z('rf S(AI I 	 II I 	 I I TOTALSI 
I I FARM FAMILIESEBI I NlIN-FAPM FAMILIFS I
INCOMF (LASSFS(CI I -------------------------
I- I----------------------------	 --------------------------------I I I I I 	 II 	 I 
I FAMIIIFS I PFOPLE I FAMILIJES I PE OPILF I FAMILIES I PFOPLE I FAMILIES I PEOPLE 

LFSS THfAN 301 C(OLONU5 7.664 3J.217 f. f7 42.943 10.595 &9.4119 25.066 125.5693"0 T") 300 COl.nNFS -%.noo 20.212 fi.-rSc 46.964 5.34 25&750 16.996 92.116'(IC TO ,'1 COtt.]Nr S 1.7?Q 17.938 0 .031 42.531 79641 59.240 17.403 119.709SP 0 TO 00 COLnINIS 6.%32 41.SF13 8.233 59.421 1b.243 	 31.00011q.926 	 220.990
P00 TO 2i0 c03OlNES F.122 56.314 7.073 5n.756 16.593 110.512 31.78h 217.502 
210 T) 140n c't.nL's 9.021 60.0317 5.901 41,36q 14.158 90.027 29.160 191.413
34nn TO I 70n COt. ON S 9.141 50.495 4.794 32.557 11.450 67.934 25.325 109266170n T 2onn CIx.ONfS B..'58 "1 .1A155 4.045 26.374 9.741 	 22.14452.640 	 130.169
MI PF THAN 2000 COLONES B.l.n99 403.136 
 23.n74 129.501 37.744 166.559 144.717 699.196 

TOTALS 	 140l.765 742.n57 73.399 471.676 129.505 741,997 343.0q 1.955.730 

POOF/NrN-PnOP TOTALS D 

CONSFRVATIVF OFFINITION(O)
 
l'- POORI CO COLONESI 31.146 169.254 34.705 241.875 56.412 364.637 122. 263 775.966 
I-. NON-PnOR 109.619 572.803 38.694 229.801 73.093 377.160 221.406 1.179.764
 
Cc 

MODERAITF OFFINITIONIF) 

POO0(<I1400 COLOHESI 4f.1167 229.271 40.606 203.244 70.570 454.864 151423 967.379
NON-POR 300.590 512.7a6 	 186 432 287.133
32.713 	 50.935 3929246 988.351
 

LIBERAL nEFINITION(GI
 

Pn(3p7<T00 COI.ONESI 49.300 2n7.766 45.480 315.801 n2.020 
 522.798 176.00806 1.126365
NON-POOR 	 91.457 454.291 27,919 47.405
155.075 	 219.199 16661 829.365
 

FVOTNOlFS:	 
----

IAl 	84ASn! UPON TIIF IC-73 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITIONI TilE SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN
 
AREA AND ALL CA14TON,.L CAPITALS.
 

l68 	ALL FARM FAMILIES. INCLUDING THOSE WITH URBAN RESIDENCES. ARE INCLUDED IN
 

THIS CATEGORY.
 

I1I IN 1973 COLONI-S. 

IV) 	THE FOLLOWING THRFF OFFINITIONS rF POVERTy A&F BASED UPON THE AID POVERTY

OFFINITION (IF IFSS TIiAN Sl4 PEP CAPITA PER YEAR IN I3969 PRICFS. DIFFERENCES

AOPF PAF TO T"- MULTIPLE EXCIANGE PATES WHICII WRE IN EFFFCT IN 3973. PRICES

ARE OFFLATFO USING TILE CENTRAL eANKcs COST-rF-LIVING INDEX FOP THE URBAN
 
WORKING CLASS.
 

IEIC(NS'PVATIVF fEVINITInN BASED UPON AN FXCIIANGE PATE OF 6.7 COLONES TO THE
 
DOLLAR. THIS PATE WAS FMPLOYFD AS AN INDIRFCT TAX ON COFFFE FXPORTERS.
 

F)MODIEPATE DEFINITION BASED UPN MIXED PATE r r?.7 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR. 

4GILOFRAL DFFiNITION BASED UPON FREE MAFKFT RATE OF COLONES TO TIlE8.6 	 DOLLAR 



------------ -------- ---------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------

-------------- ------------------------ ---- ------------------------------------ 
------

CLASS
INCnMF 


AVLF- 3A ITOTALS1
 
PuPULATIOtl BY 


-
POVIN 'IA= %AN JnSF 


I I LURAL ZONrS I 

- - - - - -- - - - 3I IIIAN II .....--- -- TOTALS-O----A- --
I I I 

I I fApM FAMILIESIIII 3 NON-FApM FAMILIES I 

INCOMP CLASFSICI -- - -- - - -- - - -- -!
 

........ I POPLE II FAMILES I PEoPL I FAI4LIES I PEOPLE I FAMILI1S I PEOPL.
I 


30825 7.799
2.455 .. 35.18
 
LFSS THAN i0n COLONIS J.68 7 I4.492 614 9.664 

1.242 5.954 4.999 25&24 
inn To Ion0 COLrNF S t n.600 1.611 

1.481 13.064 4.656 29.49311.262
2.146 

30.T5
7.634 3.537 


00 10 010 CnL.3IS 3.2.43
In To finn CnLAINFS 1.64f 2.1i3 35.73 3.n52 22.019 8.474 56.451

18.719 


r 

son TIn II1 COLINFS 3.930 26.190 32.950
1.83? 3.203 21.507 6.956 60.647 

9t.328 Is.B65 9.307 59.481.0.488 1.508 3.014'Inn T) 14311700 4.4.9n4 .39014€', LOL'S4ESOLONIFS I85 31.374 7.926 2.601 12.845 7.905 55.395
170 To 270 C'LOINES 4.62n 2A.300 1.023 6.568 2.259 32.450 7.902 47.338
 

Mo THAN 2000 C.nLONFS 51.995 25. 34t 5.075 27a7.7 9425 441.07 66.49 327.85
 

20.730 362.675 327.042 696t..65
 
TOTALS 8n.rS6 42u.626 17.556 33.64 


pOnp/N l N-PnRfll TOTALS1IO
 

ONSFIVATIVE DPI1 INI TInNIO7 

60.584 11.431 72.389 34.843 207.696
POORI<1100 COLONESI 14.652 75.723 8.760 469.169
91.486 92.399
8.796 52.580 17.299

66.104 345.103
NnN-POR 


MODERATF OEF3INIICN.IFI
 

10.268 70.912 14.445 90 .454 43.92 469.6?
 
PORa 4<1400 COLONESI 19.237 Ins.8S3 63.092 429.660
42.252 4.2865 72.421


61.519 315.2315 7.288
NON-POOR 


LIBERAL DEFINITIONIGI
 
52.645 322,372
17.046 306*3A9
78.838
3 3.456
24.141 37.305 74397 374.493POOR 4(!700 COLDNES 31.6(%4 56,526 

56.615 283.643 6.1198 34.326 

NON-POOR 

-

OOTNn 
TF 
 SAN JOSE METPOPOL TAN3973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION: T*IH 


AREA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.
 
I
 

83 ALL FARM FAMILIFS. INCLUDING THOSE WITH URBAN RESIDFNCES. ARE INCLUOED IN
 

THIS CATEGORY.
 

A) BASFD UPON THEf 


Cl IN 1973 CLONFS.
 

AID POVERTY
 
k960 PPICES. VIrFEn


D1 T4E FOLLOWING THPEE DEFINITIONS (IF POVERTY Anl' DASFD UPON THF F N
 

CAPITA PER YEAR IN 


APE DUF To 1IF- MULTIPLE ERC14ANGE PATFS WHICH WERE IN EFFfCT IN 1973. PRICES

'FFIIPITION OF LFSS THAN $150 PfT CES 

URBANCENTRAL BANKOS COST-OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THE
AR? DFFLAYEO USING THE 


WORKING CLASS.
 

AN EXCHANGS PATE (IF 6.7 COLONES TO THE
 

DOLLAR. THIS PATF WAS E8MPLOYED AS AN INDIPECT TAX

IFICfNSERVA[IVE OEFINITION BASFD UPON 


ON COFFFE EXPORTERS.
 

OF 7.7 COLOIWS TO T7E DOLLAR.
 CFIMCfIP.EATF OEFINITInN BASFD UPON 1413KD RAT 


OF R.6 COLONES TO TIE DOLLAR
IGILIBFIAL OEFINITION BASED UPCN FREE 4AIIKET PATE 



--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

----------------------- 

---- 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------ -- ------- - -----------------------

TA14LF 3A PIIPULATIO)N UT INCOME CLASS 

ITOTALS ) 

PPOVINCIA: ALAJIJrLA
 

I I	 ------

I 	 I Runtl. lws
I--------------------------------------------------------

I uHIIAN ENFsIAI I 	 I 

I
 

I FAMN FANILIFS4RI I NON-FAR4M FAMILIES TTL 
I I I 

I FAMIL IES 
LSFC I~nm-------------
 ---- - --- I-----------------I PF IPL f I FAIll lES I PfnPLc' I FANLIES I PEOPLE I rANILIFS I PFOPLE 

LESS THAN 104 COLONES 1.147 
 S.n47 10179 
 7.47
100 TO 300o COLONES ASS 	 2.423 11.63; 4.149 24.1603.220 19638 
 11.238 
 1.103
310 TO 500 CtI.C'NES 	 4.084 3.596 9.342
555 2.657 1.320 6.959
00 	i0 800 COLONES 827 1.800 13.772 3.675 2b.3085.282 1.676 
 12.103
AGO TO 110 COLnMFS 469 	 3.617 26.398 6*122 43.?03
6,949 1.497 
 10.957 
 3.533 22,781
1100 TO 1400 COLONES 	 5.999 40.687
1.115 7.258 
 1.306 9.6R0 
 2.740 16.993 5.235
140n T) 700 CoLtONES 	 33.931
982 6.122 iIII 
 7.753 2.120
1700 TO 2000 OLOnES 	 11.873 4.213 
 25.748
92n 5.531 q64 6.209 3.605
NE THAN 2000 COLNIES 7.428 	 8.333 3.637 21.051
359300 
 6.515 37.1R5 
 5.454 23*474 19.397 
 95.959
 
TOTALS 
 14.706 77.366 
 17.222 111.563 
 24.595 141.120 56.523 
 330.049
 

FOnR/NON-POOR TLITALS.9D)
 

CONSERVATIVE CEFIhTIONID1
 

POOR ((300 COLONES) 
 4.253 23.155 7.312 
 50.736 32.476
NON-POOR 	 79.469 24.04 I53.,60
I3.453 54.211 9.910 
 60.a27 12.119 
 61.651 
 32.402 174.609
 

MODERATE DEFINITIONIFI
 

POOR(14.o CnLONESI 
 .360 30433 8.692 601456NON-POOR 9.338 	 35.216 96.462 29.276 307.291
46.953 B.530 
 51I147 9.379 
 44.650 
 27.247 142.750
 

LiSERAL OEFINITION(G)
 

POORI(<700 COLONESI 
 6.350 36.535 9.80:1 
 68.169 37.336
NON-POOR 	 308.335 33.489 233039
8.356 40.831 79419 
 43o394 7.259 
 32.785 23.034 
 33T,01
 

FOOTNOTES: 	 - - - - - - - --- --- - - -- - - - - - - - -- -- --- - - -

AI 	EASF0 UPON THE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION$ THF SAN JOSE NETPOPOLITAN
 

AREA AMC ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.
 

403 AI.L FARN FAMILIES. 
INCLUDING THOSE WITH URNAN RFSIOEHCFS. ARE INCLUDED IN
 
THIS CATEGORY.
 

ICI IN 1973 COLCNES.
 

101 THE FOLLOWING THRFE DEFINITIONS OF POVERTY ARE BASED UPON THE AID POVERTY
OFFINITION OF LESS THAN $150 
PER CAPITA PeR YEAR 
IN 1969 PRICES. DIFFERENCES
ARF DUE TO TI. MULTIPLE FXCHANGE RATES WHICH WERE IN EFFECT IN 1973. PRICESARE DEFLATED USING THE CENTRAL 
RANIKS COST-rF-LIVING INDEX FOP 
THE URBAN
 
WORK IN. CLASS.
 

IFICCNSERVATIVE DEFINITION BASED UI'ON 
AN EXCHANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES TO THF
DOLLAR. THIS RATE WAS eMPLOYED AS AN INDIPECT TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS.
 

IFINnOERATE DEFINITION BASED UPCN MIXED PATE OF 7.7 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR.
 

(GILIRERAL DEFINITION BASED UPON FPEE MARKET RATE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR 

http:TLITALS.9D


/,ULt JA POPULATION rV INCOME CLASS 

ITOIALSI 

OPOV INC IA: C4IJTAGO 

I I I 
I 
I 

I 
I ------

RURAL LONFS 
----------

i
I 

I UIHAN ZONfSIAl I I I TOTALS 
I I I I 
I I FARM FAMILISI1UI I NONIFAI4M FAMILIES I 

INCOME CLASSESCI I -I I I-------------
I 
I FAMI& IES 

I 
I PEOP t 

I 
I IAMBI IES 

I 
I PEDO1LE 

I 
I FAMILIES 

I 
I PEOPLE 

I 
I FAMILIES 

I 
I PEOPLE 

LFSS THAN nlO CCILtDNEfS 64% 3.294 5Ab 4.127 1.f6 6.130 2.247 12.651 
I1ld TO 300 COLOPFS 1I% 1.899 724 -3,06 475 2.041 1.71 9.246 
30r I 50 " (CoLnNFr 416 2.026 542 3.614 B41 7.62 1.799 13.434 
flg, TO afla COL'M4i'S 5.374 4.476 17,722 27. 2719 	 6t3 2.372 3.734 ? 

Bnei TO 1900 C('LOMfS" I.mnz 7.365 520 3.972 2.290 IS,-738 3.820 27.075 

star TO 14h. CCIL(IE S 3.40 7.10A 4?4 3.456 1.989 12,016 3.59%3 23.20 
140' to 17n, COL(Jfs '053 6.204 390 2.696 1.378 8.156 2.721 17.056 
970.' ILI 2001) COLI4S 1in 5.339 324 2.i73 1.244 6.660 2o426 14.172 

MOF THAN 20011 COLN-S 6.334 31.614 2.231 12.711 3.640 16.812 12.205 61.137
 

TOTALS 	 12.478 70.225 6.457 43.131 I b. 235 92.667 34.170 205,923
 

POOH/NIN-1'OIIN TOTALS DI 

CONSIE VATIVE I)FINITIONII)I 

PI005111 1O 0 COLOwS) 3.293 19.960 3.034 22.1196 6.984 480.223 13.315 900278 
NON-POOr 	 9.180 60.266 3.419 21.036 6.251 44.344 20.6655 11.64S
 

MlnDfRATE EFINI IINIFIl
 

PDORI41400 COLONMES 4.333 27.0eb" 3.512 25.551 8.9 3 60.939 86.818 113.58 
NON-POOR .145 43.157 2.945 97.580 6.262 31.626 17.352 920361 

L IIIEIAL DEFINITICNIGI 

POOUR4. 700 COLONESI 5.286 13.272 3.902 2d.247 10.351 69.096 19.539 130.614
 
NON-PotIp 7.392 36.953 2.55 140184 4.0884 23.472 14*638 760309
 

FOOTNOTES: 
1A3 BASED UPON 11-1 19111 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITIONi THE SAN JOSE METnOPOLITAN 

AREA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS. 

401 	ALL FANM FAMILIES. INCLUDING THOSE WIT" URUAN RSIDIENCFr. ARE INCLUDED IN 
TillS CATEGORY. 

4C) 	IN £973 COLONrS. 

ID) 	THE FOLWIING ItHfF DEFINITICNS OF POVEISTY AR: uAS-o UPON Tlw AID POVERTY 
DE1FINITIDN OF LESS THAN 51.. PER CAPITA PER YFAk IN I0II) IRICES. OIFFRIIENCES 
ARF DUEF TO TIfi: kiLTIPLE EXCHAINGE RATES WHICH bElf IN rFFECT IN 1973. PIIICES 
ARF DEFLAIin tsSING thE CENTRAL eANKfS COST-OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THE URIBAN 
wCIKING CLASS. 

IEICC-NSERVATIVL E FINITIION BASED UIIN AN FAC IANG: RATE (F 1.7 COLO4ES TO THE 
DcMLAR. THIS RATE WAf EMPLOYED AS AN INDIHCT TAR OIN CfFEE EXPOPTERS. 

(F INCRi-ATE DEFINITION BASED UPON MIXED PATE- OF 7.7 COi991.S TO THE DOLLAR. 

(GILIURiAL DEFINITION BIASED UPON fipF MAR4KET PATF OF 8.1 COLONES TO THi DOLLAR 



--------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TAIPI F 3A 	 64OPULATION flV INCOMf CLASS 

(TOTALS$ 

PpRVINCIA: IVPrnlA 

I I 
I I RURAL LOmS 

I
I 

tao iaN ZUNrSiA) 
Ia------------------
II 

-- II 
-------- II TOTALS 

I I EARN FAMILIES(03 a NON-EAFM FAMILIES I 
INCOPM CI.ASSFS(C) I ----------I ------------ II I III 

I FAMI irs I PFOPLF I FAMILIES I PEOPLF I FAMILIES I PEOPLF I FAMILIFS I POPLE 

Lf'SS T1am 10') CnLCNFS 329 1.547 $111 1.I06 695 3.062 1.212 5.795 
ton To 30oe CnLrNFS 362 I.J37 228 1.5n0 266 1.171 8t~e. 4.068 
3"0" In 50' COL1MT S 21%, 10143 219 1.475 43a 0 3,298 893 5o936 
SO 	Ino ano cI]Nr S 366 2.559SI7 0 1.640 981 7.559 8.616 11.958 
00 Tr) I3I00 C(94FS 153) 3.719 259 1.749 1,212 8.713 2e010 14.201 

lIOn TO 140n COLXnFS SA1O 3.987 2"0 1.50 1.231 8.406 2.019 13.913 

1400 r.1 170n Cnt. iNrs Sol) 3.965 192 1*3911 1.o61 6.853 1.843 12.216 
I 4n 11 2100 CrllttNES 568 .1.628 187 1.277 )54 5.603 1.709 10.508 

1OPF THAN 2000 CpILOnES 5.266 26.999 1*701 99735 4.05.0 20.24 11.0I7 56*756 

21760 10.868 64.689 23*13i 1359.153
TOTALS 	 P.855 48.904 3.452 


FOOst'NoN-POOP TOTALSID0 

CONSERVATIVE DEFINITION(Ol 

10.325 1164 7.830 .-,572 23,803 6.5 7 41.958
 
NON-POnR 7.004 38.579 2.288 43.930 1.296 40.886 16.588 93.395
 
POORE(3l00 CLONE'S) 1.851 


MOi'EIATE DPFINITION(FI 

POOR(3<400 CnLnNES) 2.431 14.312 1.372 9.350 4.803 32.209 e.606 55.871 
NON-POOR 6.424 34.592 2.080 12.410 6.065 32,48n 14.569 79.482 

LIBERAL. OEFINIT3ONIG
 

POOR(<1700 COLONES) 3.121 111.277 1.564 10.74q 5.864 39.062 10.449 68.087 
NON-POO 5,834 30.627 1.6588 1.012 5.014 25.627 32.726 67,266 

FVOTNO IFS: 
IAI 	RASED tPON THE 1973 COSTA PICA CENSUS DEFINITION; THE SAN JOS METROPOLITIN 

CANTONAL CAPITALS.
AREA &NO ALL 


(0) 	ALL FARM FAMILIES. INCLUDING THOSE WITH URBAN RESIVENCES, ARE INCLUDED IN 
THIS CATFGORY. 

IC) 	IN 1973 COLONFS.
 

403 	THE FOLLOWING THRFF DEFIKITIChS OF PcoVrRTT APE DASFO UPON TIE AID POVFRTY 
1'-FINITION OF LFSS THAN SIO PFR CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1069 PRICES. DIFFFRENCES
 
ARE DUF TO TH" MuLrIPLF EXCHANGE RATES WHICH WE6iE IN EFFECT IN 1973. PRICES
 
ARF DEFLATFO USING THE CENTPAL EANKOS COST-nF-LIVING INDEX FOP THE URBAN
 
WORKING CLASS.
 

(E)CCNSERVTIvF VEFINITION BASED UPON AN FXCHANGE RATE OF 6.Y COLONES TO THE
 
nOLLAn. THIS PATF WAS EMPLfYED AS AN INDIRFCT TAX ON COFFFF EXPORTFRS.
 

4FIMODERATE DEFINITiON SASFO UPON MIXFO PATE OF 7.7 COLIINFS TO THE DOLLAR. 

IGILFIAPAL PFFINITION BASED UPCN FRFF MAKFT RATF OF A.6 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR 



- ---------

---------------------------------------------------------------- 
-------------------- -----

------------- ------------------------------- -------

T1LF' 3A 	 IP'LuLATION LIV INCOME CLAS 

(TUTALSi 

PROVINC IA: GUANACASTF 

I I 	 I 
I 	 I PURAL &iNfE: I 
I 	 I aTOWALS110,3h Zftd'SifA I 	 I 

I A FAR 	 06-FAP| FAMILIFiAI4LIESIUS3 I 


INCONI' CLASS.3SIC) II ---------- ----------- I I I
---- ------ I------------------ ----- --------

I FAMIL IES PEUPLE I FAMILIES I PEOPLF I VArCILIES I PFOPLE
SfAMlk It's I PFOfLF 

n14 3.32, 8.393 9.049 2.C.5t lt.2ig 41.050 22.433
L.SS TIAN 14n CC'LCNfS 7,587 2.73? 17,39

n00TO 3n10 CnLnIP4FS .62 26216 972 7.236 8.261 
7.624 1.9t.3 14.749 3.333 24.59534- TO .'sI COL(V4FS 356 2.222 8.016 

5041 TO U00. COLONES .414 4.154 1.393 10.489 .455 26.463 6.435 41.026 
4.926 34.31213.24 80.261 1.176 21.409"no4'Ti1 114 COLlINfS 626 4.642 

6.12 2.467 15.983 3.943 26.768
3300n 1. 4(141 CC3. 3NFS 576 4.0o3 950' 

11.487 3170 20.66
3404 111 374n C.l-liIeS 557 3.724 720 4.944 I.40I 

2.35 13.93&597 3.035 1.413 7.647 
NflRE THA6N 2004 COLONES 3.233 36.2382 2.639 96.537 4.12 20.469 16.261 62.08204ll ONES9700n TO .OL 375 2.454 

236i336.013 40.238/1114(S252.342TOTALS 	 7.&07 42.680 13804 71.649 O£) 21 .627 

FO(]l|11 NON-FOOIR TTALSIO S 
.----. ................------


CONSERVAfIVE O'ffIkITIONID 

16.57 s.8i98 42.629 11.44 t8.427 20401 139.405PllRp(i080 COLDNESS 2.609 	 . 167 3.9379.QI3 65.686 	 1,4t*-POOR 	 4.736 2a.323 5.06 33.na2 


MODERATE fF 1NIT IONif 3 

34.333 96.410 24.424 166.363POOR ( 1400 COLONESS 3.245 20.420 0848 49.333 
24*316 	 39.603 95.8314 06.170


NON-POOR 4.362 22.260 4.156 	 7.496 


LI1bERAL DE INITIONIGI 

3. 5(.z 24.344 7.568 .4.277 16.232 107.097 27.602 216.311
POOI(I 700 COLOE SI 

28.836 	 66.024
19.372 5595 	 12.636
NON-POOR 	 3.605 18.536 30436 

FCOT NO TST 
(A) 	BASED UPON TIHE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITIONa THE SAN JOSE ETPOPOLITAN 

AREA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS. 

til 	 ALL EARN FAMILIES. INCLtING THOSE WIT" URBAN RESIOfNCES. ARE INCLUDED IN 

THIS CATIEGORY. 

ICI 	IN 1973 ClLONES. 

403 Itif fELLCWWING T1i4Rff 9EF~hTIC-S OF POVERTV ARtE IIAS-O UPON TalE AID PnvERTV
 
OFFINITIr|N nF LFSS THAN 11356 PFA CAPITA PEP yEAR IN 1969 PRICES. DIFFERFNCES
 
APE D4i4 TO Ttif MULTIPL EXCHIANGE RATES iICtI WERES IN EFECT IN 1973. PRICES
 
ARF DEFLATID USING THE CENTRAL EANKeS COST--W-LIVING INDEX FOR TiE URBAN
 
WORKING CLASS.
 
JFIIINSFRVATi VE DEFINITION BASLO UPON AN FCIIANGL 4A4f uO 6.7 COLONES TO THE 

DIOLAR. TlIS PATE WAS EMPLOYFO AS AN INOIPFCT TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS. 

4F)M4OPSI,4ATE OFINITIO'N BASED UPON 1IllEP RATE OF 7.7 COL.(NES TO TIE DOLLAR. 

IGILIHERIAL I-FINITION BASED UPCI, FRiFF MARHKT RATE OF 0.6 COLONS TO THE DOLLAR 



TPOLr 3A 	 POPULATION UY INCONF CLASS 

ITOTALSI
 

PIpOVINCIA: PUNIAFKrAS 

I I I 
I I NUF-AL ZONES I 

III tirtiAN lr'NrS(Aj I I I I I nTTALS 

I a rARN FAMILIESI01 I NON-FARM FAMILIES I 
INCOME CLASSESIC1 I--------------------------I-------------------------- I---------- --------

I 
I FA4ILIFS 

I 
I PEOPLE 

I 
I FAMILIES 

I 
I PrOPLe-

I 
I fANILIES 

I 
I PEOPLE 

I 
I FAMILIS , 

I 
I PFOPLt 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

tFrS THAN 100 CLONFS 678 2.961 1.431' 9.175 1.205 5.594 3.321 17.730 
In TO 300 COLONFS 440 1,644 1.071 7.4.3 719 3.207 2.230 12,424 
30n TO 500 COLONES 265 1.252 i0099 7.925 904 6.VI0 2v268 16.R07 
500 t 9f1 c Ot.ONI'S 446 3.042 1.605 119423 1.985 14.01? 4.036 20.402 
ao t0 i00 Cni.fnH4 592 4,.e 1.3080 9.f6a 2.209 13.710 4.380 27.5S6 
1100 TO 1400 COLONES 656 4.274 10038 6.951 1.027 I131Q3 3.521 22.418 
140n TO 1700 CnLrINFS 615 3.667 062 5.766 1.488 8357 2E9.5 17.770 
1700 In 2000 CnLONFS 563 3.241 705 4.444 1.342 6.943 2.610 14.624 

MOF THAN 2000 COLONES 4.609 19.490 3.659 10.600i 6.684 24.552 1499s2 69.642 

TOTALS 	 0.864 43.739 12.865 810437 18.363 94.563 40.092 219.739
 

POOP./NO-POnR TOTALSIDI
 

CONSFRVATIVF 'EFINITEON(ID
 

.POODRI<S10 C'LONFSI 2.421 13.067 6.601 45.696 7.C22 43.518 16.044 102.261 
I-. NON-POOR 6.443 30.672 6.264 35.741 31341 510045 24*048 117.450 

MnOFRATE DEFINIT|ON(F)
 

POOR(<1400 COLONES) 3.077 1*341 7.639 52.647 0.0149 54.711 39.565 124.699
 
NON-POOR 5.7 7 26.398 E.226 28,790 9*514 39.852 20*527 95.040
 

LIBERAL OFINITIONIGI
 

POORI(1700 COLONES) 3.692 21.008 "*5So 50.393 10.337 63.068 22.530 1429469 
NON-POOR 5.172 22.731 4.364 23.044 8.026 31,495 17.562 77.270 

F CO3TNOTFS -
CAS BASE.D JPON THE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION; TIW SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN
 

AREP. AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.
 

(81 ALL FARM FAMILIES. INCLUDING THOSE WITH URBAN RESIDENCES, ARE INCLUDED IN
 

THIS CATEGORY.
 

IC) 	IN 1971 CnLONES.
 

(DO 	 THE FOLLOWING THIVEF OEFINITIChS OF POVERTY ARE OASED UPON THE AID POVERTY 
DEFINITIOM OF LFSS THAN S650 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1969 PRICES& DIFFERENCFS 
ARE DJF TO THF MULTIPLE EXCHANGE PATES WHICH WFPF IN EFFECT IN 1973. PRICES 
ARE OFFLATED USING THE CENTRAL bANK$S COST-OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN 
Wr)PKING CLASS. 

(EICONSRVATIVF DEFINITION BASED UPON AN FXCHANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES TO THE 

DOLLAR. Tills RATE WAS EMNPLOYED AS AN INDIRFCT TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS. 

IF)OMIERATE DEFINITION BASED UFEN mIXED RATF OF 7.7 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR. 

IGILIBERAL DEFINITION BASED UPCN FREF MARKFT RATE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR 



TAILF 34 el3PULATION UV INCOME 
STOfALSI 

CLASS 
-

P84VINCIA- LIMC-

I IOWI RUA14UNAL L0M 5 I 

INCOM. CLASSESCI 

a MANi te 

I 
I---
I 
I FA4LIFS 

N NFSIAI{PFS 

I 
I Pra.W 1LE 

I 

I 

I 
I 

fARM fAMILIEStUI 
- - - -

I 
FAMIL IRS I PEOPLE 

II 

I 

I 
I 

NON-FA' 

FAMILIES 

FAMILIFS 
------
I 
I PEOPLE 

I 

a 

I 
I 

TTALS 

-
I 

FAMILIS I PEOPL E 

LFIS THAN $On C LO E S 
6A9% TO 300 C L INE S 
30n TO Son COL.NES 
San to Ono C OLL.*FS 
alo To lad COL(*IfS 

$ni3300 1400 COLINES 
t4on In0 170 COLONF$ 
3700 In 2004 COLONfSMOPE TliAM 200 COLOMES 

TOTALS 

677 
283 
242 
149 
456 
469 
S40 
4464.237 

7.A99 

2.743 
1.198 
3,5n2 
2.453 
3.261 
3.239 
3.439 
2.66215.310 

3631 7 

399 
331 
300 
463 
460 
423 
329 
34i,3.564 

4.843 

Z.021 
2.029 
1.96. 
1a7 

1.317 
2.722 
2.094 
1.6407.996 

26.972 

765 
272 
235 
779
912 
940 
93 
7244.309 

9.aa1 

2*95 
526 

16835 
6.748
6.654 
$6671 
6.313 
4.02617,16* 

60170 

1.,31 
066 
771 

. SilIl501's 
1 .12 
1.177 
3.47f610.400 

22.429 

7.710 
4.063 
4.796 

l13,1St 
18.631 
3a.m46 
&.63643.467 

965.469 

POIF/NfN-POUR 107ALSI 01 

CONSERVATIVE DEFINITIONIDI 

PoO3I(cIOo COLON4ES) 
NON-POOR 

2.007 
5.692 

10e667 
27.650 

1.932 
2.913 

2.313 
34.6S9 

3:013 
6.024 

lea0 
32.56t 

6.962 
16.477 

40.906 
74.471 

MODERATE DEFINIION4FI 

PODHi (1400 COLONES 
NO-PO0A 

2.476 
5.223 

13.906 
249411 

2356 
2.48 

65.035 
116937 

3.963 
6.934 

23.67 
*6.491 

09 "764 
33,646 

2.626 
62.839 

LIBERAL DEiPIN I ONiGI 

PDa[1(<.IO0 C0LtII 
NON-POOR 

3SI.036 
4.663 

1..146 
20.972 

2 684 8 7129 
0.843 

4 6d4 
5.i33 

24,912 
23.370 

30.664 
It3S9i1.576 

63:166 
58.993 

- ­ ------------------- ------ -------------

FOOTNOIFS 
IAW fSlEi UPON 16IW. 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DIEFINITIONI THlE SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN 

AREA AND ALL CA#T4ONAL CAPITALS. 

405 ALL FAlNm fAMILIES. INCLUDING THOSE WII UROAN RIESIDtNCES. A E INCLUDED IN 

THIS CATEGORY. 

EId 

ID0 

IN 1973 CLwNFS. 

ThE F-LLCWING THI(FEF OFfklTICt4S Of POVESTV ARE HASFO UPON TIHE AID POVEHIT 

OFFINITICIN OF LESS THAN SIS0 PER CAPITA PEP yFAR IN 8369 PRICES. DIFFFRFNCES 
AiF IrKJFTO Tt* MULTIPLE EXCiANGE RATES WHIICIIWERE IN .FFECT IN 3973. PRICES 

A1E DF'FLATED USING IHE CENTRAL eANK'S CnST-OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THF URSANh 
WORKING CLASS. 

IEICONSEIIVAIIVE OFINITION bASED UPON AN EXCHIANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES To T1"I 

EILLAR. TiS RATE WAS EMPLOYED AS AN INDIR.CT TAK ON COFFFF EXPORTERS. 

IfIM003,RATE OEFINIIION BASED UPON M1MII RATE Of 7.7 COL13HES TO THE DOLLAN. 

IGILI tRAL DEFINITION IASED UPCN fAFF MARKfT PATE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR 
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This part of the small farm profile analysis is aimed at providing
a detailed statistical view of the principal economic and agroonomiccharacteristics of smal farms in Costa Rica. This information will
be selectively used in the writing of the small farmer profile section
of the Costa Rica Agriculture -. ctor Assessment. 

The characteriscics selected for inclusion can be seen by reviewing
the list of tables, or in more detail. by examining the tables them­
salves. 

The data was drawn from the Costa Rica Agricultural Census for
1973. All small farms in the selected siz, range were included inthe computation, which means that the reliability of the data do notdepend on sample tss.es, the numbers represent a compucaticu based on

the c*plete universe (at least As complete as the census) for each

farm type. 
 The number of farms included in the computations is
Indicated in the first colum of each table. 

In m=ay cases product values and production coefficients forlivestock inventor7 patterns were drawn from the AID financed study,
by Academia do Centro Amrica, 'AL NlAS CONDICIONES DE VIDA DE LA
POBLACION RMUL DE COSTA RICA', San Jose, 1976. 

Five farm sizes were chosen as representative of the small farmpopulation which AID was both intreced in and hoped to be able to 
access with their possible loan activity. Theme farm sizes are: 

2 - 3 Has.
 
3 - 4 Has.
 
5 - 10 Has.
 

10 - 20 Has.
 
20 -50 Has.
 

The 20-50 Has. group was included not because it was a targetgroup focus but to provide a comparison of the characteristics of
the smaller farm units with a larger group. 

The regions were agronomically defined in the Census itself, a 
map of which L'j reproduced, 
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LW? WVTAKES 

PUT A: LiO AVAI.AIILITY AM0LW USE PATINNXSONSMALLFANG 

TelIf I. Land Use a" Cultivatim Paterns
 

Table 1. MrtOM of Landto too FM
t by i8 Catepay
 

TWe 3. LII Us* In Lifw"ea IAciveitlis
 

PT ,: IkI01CLT01M LEM DIpuu FAruIOF T.ECOLOGICAL O 


T'Al 4. Teclelogical Level: POW Sourc 4A M ihCaical Intlitty
 

Table S. TachmaulIocil Level: Fertilize 
 Use in Cffee. Saar Cane. Tobacco, R4* lomasa
 

Table S. Tecsmoleical Level: Fertllizer USe IN Rice. COn. Potatoes and Toatoes
 

Taile Y. Fertillize Ui Index- Major Ct. Only
 

Table I. Tec oleglcal Level: lr1gatl.n In Major Croea
 

PAff C: YIELDA.D PRCOUCTIlO 0 IAIGPATTMARS SMALL 

Table 9. Yield aM Production Pattwna 4 Balc Grais
 

Table 10. field and Prod cto Patter s in Coffee. Suopr Can. and Camao
 

TiII 11. Yield in Productilo Patterns In Tobecco. PloIaIn. aid Bans
 

Table 12. yield a* production Patterns In Potatoes. Tcca. aNdTommioes
 

Table 13. Llnetacs Yields and Productlon Patterns In kaf and 1, lk
 

Table 14. Limetoci Production Pattemrs In Pork and Pftltry 

PART0: PATTIM INCAP CMINATIORS On11ALL FA2I 

Table 1S. CreeMin - Major Crow
 

Table 14. Croo ix - ijer Crmos (Cnt.)
 

Table 17. Croo i, 1)y Yale.- Mdjor Crem (Ceseall and AJ ll Crgl)
 

Table 15 Cye Mix by Valve • jer Cre (Pesma"t Cross) 

OF PRODUCTIONPARTC: VALUE PATTIS OR SMALLFAIM 

Tale I9. Sumry of linestact Prodtl v Patwers 

Table 22 Value in Crops as a % of All Farm Value

Table 21 Value of Crops as a 0/o' 
 All Farm Value (Cont.) 
Table 24 Value of Crops as a % of ALl Farm Value (Cont.) 
Table 25 Value of Crops as a % of All Farm Value (Cont.) 
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Costa IcA Scall Far ;rfil 
Analysis of theAve&4011u111For"for (ach Rt0914 And FAr Size 
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69 . 2, 7:0it . 0.01 3.4Is f SPac , "42 1101.17 0.4 0. 1 0.4
$okt .
 

Ave. $.4 Ha. 3,328 14.71 2.1 1.203 


Pacif S 14 20 


$1 43.66 1.0 1..26 0.14 0.17 3.5 

farms 10-20 Has.	 4.0 46.72 0.57 . 
18i2.17
Cent. Valley E. 8.01 22, 	 .3:l '6.72.19 0.46
,70 '?"D 4.3 8I I 6 O 

Ce.t. valley V. 113 .79 4012 	 0.3 0. 2. 2.4?
'4.93 4127: 33 5.18 3 9.71 1.79

lory P ic 1,43 	 2.0 ?: 0. 1, 3.S),15.1entl,cif, i ,.,0 ,8.9 2;.19 T.31 6.3 
3 15!
10.43 14 1.
.9
P.ii,, t ,7. 20.77 1 7 


.1.6 1.71 0.61 2.67 0. 1 0 44
 
Atlintic Zone 950 9.12 39.24 1.2 


0.27 0.96 S.32
 
Awe. 10"2049s. 1,777 10,44 18.8 1.94 6.6 39.23 1.06 2.63 


Fort% 6.10 0.30 0.66 4.86
0-SO HIS..
 
22 4.60 34.:s 0.61 

,ent. 	valley C. 884 .79 .18 
0.123 1.I' 0.24 0.39 6.7"
 

Valley . . 7 7 4.70 1.70 2. '8.39 .
Cent. 	 6.1 3.143.90 1.41 0.71 0M31 
'Iorin Zan, 1.04 10.06 1272 2.20 

33 916 1.39 .0 . 1 3 3 	 11 
CiryOcIfle 1.7 11.59 2.49 	 1.90 0.31 1.13 1.16.1 18 31.7 1 .06
1S.1 1
Central oPacificm.142	 3.74 0 1.s .30,74r3 	 So
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1.33 
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In !P4 COSU 1RI1 .74twale.22 
e urnt: lasld an Sel L llna' co.1uit37 lon Iroa basic data CoRUI34 I 
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ANelvii Of the Anveree S-411frm for acn Reqdio Foe- Si:n
an 

'I-t -. - . , -

Faes 2-3 Mat.
 

Cent. Val, C. I. 2.4! 44S.71 21.80 0.03 8a.:*;0 )17

Ctt Va:lley4 1 1.4 I 123 1.3 0.54 6 21 .S 81 '011 3. 
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Z*R is 
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Farms 10.20 iA.
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5 :1 8.44 0.7 62.
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Farms 20.10 meS.
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:01 . 1 
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Co urtV : ae E an 81e . iatson I,, b i c di te co a nneg in ee COSta ia 1973 3tcultral Celsiu.1 aanescmo 
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Cosu ticsSmallfarmProfile
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o7 3 0.z9 	 i.10 I .T 0.;
13 a!o f:21H 3 


lose ,Z,6,.o :6:i
a,..1, 1o., 1.,1,6, 	 o:o 

1 421If? Ii . 

lV. 3.4 "al. .328 1411 44.02 717.63 93.34 72.47 346.19 305.74 

1 ,,0 2.
FtS-O 
 Ijf.9, 0.0
4 1.11 .31 	 .3NI 

F.n, . 20,l. 	 .0
 

96l 11:1I2 a lCli:,,C WE:s 1., 6 i1 ,4..0 1., : .r.::Flitc i3 30 	 1'J 
Lvi.~~~~ 12.1 36.4 a.21,3.3al 1227.) .1 71,227 31.79 

871.97 	 '16.29 0.00Coen 44one C. 88 199.12 60.11 220.8577.18 176.3821.82 772.7 367.341,,. 10lO Cis. 1,77 13.11 40.30 641.80 
d6,I,,j: 6. 1,1' 6 .5$'? 2.10 4,I. 1 .,3 7:1.0 2.:6 03 0 

Panut95,cs 'acifi4.. 7. 1,7I0-I0.1 ). 43:6 7.11 102.30 7 27.78I,'L) 3.73 

4.1H
9.135; 13.13 0.0991. 


a9o.3 101.4 33.91 1I;.l 163.$1 2 7.:l 4I.'.1 1 •321 

.71,2 .8 13l.7
*4CanflC one 


C.0.8 172.0 	 110 . 10s.e 	 4AV*t. a 902S 3.1s I.S7 
1 . 60 .10 17.31 773.4 


: t 1:U3 ,n:if .1 6 , 12 1 7,.5, |, 0ZS 

t VrLalley E. 

. $3.N
IO.a 2 .9 


n 	 . 1t 12 l S0. t .Z 6 71107 dS.| . 01 0 3 

11) 13tO.1 3G1.oI 1$639.14.1. 	 I. 4.37 

7 ;
fce~ri~ d~ f :;sCtl 1 .1 
. . JIS 1.26.11C ,: SIfftalel 1.3 I lISz 12 S.*3l i'~75p Ja '6 	$0 a ,...""C 

It . $ .11 7 1 3 .2 

?S|).19
AV*. 10-10 NO$,I.1.7 ISM S; 40.3l 641.80 	 I20.111 I:1.82 6116 6.4 


A.
,ola.in 103,,.,.1346 .+ , 141 '9 ... 

forit 20-S Has
 

a 

a:'13~~£3311o:1*~ 
.030 0 . 

9 

,N o o.!: 20.:11'* 

3Z.02 311.41 

.00 6.p

.3
t4.o7 


. .:*
 
0.0I S.c;?so1
 

. 21o 

I . a 

28.68 Z70.SO 

.0 o.:; 26.E.­

0i :
 
31GAS.430.0 0.0": 47.1.32.89 34.20
 
.00 .: , .,, 

oZou 1, |.0; h:/;i

0.00 .17 

12.11• 1 7
 
1.61 .44.11 .­

a a: 01 1 
10 00.{1,l. :* 8 1, 

.0 0 0.7 S. '! 

:j.o o.t 1 

.12 I1.1C 71.:
01.1I 


32 324.91
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TASL[II 
Yield ol PrleCtlm Past"%s InPOUOI. lTatcad Tlea 

Costs tics Smll Fir profile
Analli1 of veraco Sma I Fa forf(io At,,o I". Fe" 1l:q 

1.rJ* 0.. n -~o f e & hI $ 0 

'erg' £oJ not. ~~.
 
Cont. Yolloy C. 1.9011.42 109.14 198.71 52 06 7.4 
 97 74 .1.2 20
 

mat. 0.rt0 ZJo3 ING 1v." 1. a2. 

PacitcYo it. 0.901 10. 174.9 3.32 5. 1 199.3£ 9.752.87 1.4
 
At9nc Zone 312 0.00 0 0.00 : 10620 . 0. 2 0.0 - 4 I.0
C34a .. : 00 4 0103 A M0 421"
 

Aee. 2.0 HaS. 6.4S4 3.11 
 35.17 ='1.26 1.08 76.40 232.39 1.41 43.79 1.125.19nt V4 * 22 0 11.40 30 .3~.~i ,i.133~z, . : 1 All, fi. |: 7o.1 

airas 3-4 IS.
 
Cent. Valloy 5 31.1 11.33 21 I8 .S~i*I 16.3


9
47 188 04 I os 
ortn Z on. . ' " 19 9 .. 4.1 , 3 1 1 ,03 .: .0:0.00 . 2.85 2 190.97 0.15 4.451 1 0.73 

PCntra $Oc~fi" 11 .0 0*0 .1Atl ntt on'h 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.6 ?37 01 81.64 2.S6.$9 0.1845191
1.05 88.75
t. 0 0 o. o .o 5.6 1,..2 12. 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 3 : 0 0 0 1.11 

AVG. 3 4 Hla . 6.328 .45S 21.47Cent. valley g. IeH?.2 10.77 14..24 4 104.8 116.90. 270.13 5.l 4 .28 1.125.10934 16041 to 
Fares $.10 His. .96 ..
Cetn, C... ,l oAo 0. ,:,o 1.9
 
C e n t. valley C . 1 1 1 1 1 1 . 2 3 1 0 B . 9 2 99. 7 1 .0 0 75 . 18 4. 9 3 1 4. , 7 1 1.0 4 , 18 3 1 7 .4 1 
North Zone 3.13 2 F 10.41 439.00 5.4911 J 11 

9:Z , 18.08 40::
 
Ae. 3.10me$. 9.01 4.1 9 21.S8 723.24 .91 68.49 1 ,liS.17 8.47 £.0 1,47 .48 

Fares 10-20 has. 
o t . Vo ll e y C. O 8 ' 1 1 .2 1 0 7 .5 4 9 2 .1 2 . 0 5 9 1 .0 1 3 . 8 1 47 .3 4 , 1 1 8 7 1 5 70 4
 

tet Vle..3 V 1 70
North Zoel g G 603 16.77 67.3 5..8 115.498. 9424.67 .00 10.46 87.43 2.Iil.72S 56.09
 
Dnry Pitifl 1 . O tO. .09. 3. 0 9.70 0.0 .00 0.0 14
17 IT 


,:,r0 0.00191.1 .1.0 16
 
.] Z.$
ot .1 Z|$ 3l~|.62 54.44 Z23.Cj 1.45 1S 31.78 8.0 

t&'IotltiZnn 
 le0 0.3 0,+0 o.o0 6.691 00.69 2)0.o81 0.00 0.00 0.00 41.34
 

Ace. t0-20 liis.6.777 6.62 48.77 447.16 5.43 81.76 315.15 4.05 32.32 340.5) 

Cent. Valley C. 848 10.11 102.20 899.34 2.0 42.2)15IS.15 6.) 54.40 1,330.S1 277.1£S. S 1 0. 2 46 ,.05 14. 26 3 4.47tl . 4 5 . 89 
Nortn Zone 2.308 4.25 40.19 416.21 9.07 126.48 581.27 0.71 .5.67 163.46 83.100r7 PrIC~l 717 4:1 37 421.17 1.26 79.11 372.41 4.96 0.9I010 6 a.
t a l6 i7s.3 .03 2 0.a6 66 229 C04
P tCIf )Valle U. 13 1 3 1 1 1 .4 8 8 3 . 1 .1 6 914.9 .i c lot h . 3 . 9 10 .4 g9 3 8 .8 2 142 .5 5 8. S4 0 . 6 2Atl vet S.-1ene .,11 1.98 a9,4 34W.ag 4 a.41 :, 14 .33t 0.00 0,00 1.31 


0 "a s 1,093 36.18 10.47 11 .5
F e. 20- . 3.1 24.1 71 679.92 5.3 ' 4 .42 1+Z05.17 

valrcle ySN o n lec ll 8. 1t1lth in eS' c tet e ails u n d in t oeCo$ ta 1 iC 1973 r3lC1l.es5.as le iro n n 

http:1+Z05.17
http:1,330.S1
http:42.2)15IS.15
http:2.Iil.72
http:1.125.10
http:1.125.19
http:9.752.87
http:1.9011.42


TAK3 13
 
Livestc ields aei P eacti Pact""os I(ef a milk 

Costa Rica Small raa tfills
 
Asalysils of tce Averse Stil Fam fac 4cc Laiam fora Sze
 

tl. = .	 O00 €30- O0. - ex2w a.-W ia 

... 	 C4Na.%I 	 C c O 

krfs Z3 ows.
 

tn1 alley , ,04f .42.S4 4S4.3 151.90 5,41.09 315.26 723.S 142.13 61.37 223.10 72.54
 
t. 	 ae . i SW,1:S5.60 125,.0 !,.HS. s 2SZ.51 64 77 18.76 j .l 130.18 6o.:z 

Mpeo 82S., 253.33 92.!5 3.;Q44.$2 23Z.19 &&8.Is 33.9 1 1.23
I93, 76,... 33. 9 21.09 4.. 5.1H 2.1
ry acfic 1,24.31 ;37.2 


913.7338 3011 11313 1,3I.17 29;. i16.37 43.47 4, . o0.3 11.23gctrII PacIfic 191~ 562:791} 112,56 0 so. 559102161' a4711f~ 9,1 .3,:01,l .ZZ4,O 

3o2 743.7S ZZ.J7 119,53 4.3,3 41.1 435.30 a I.5' .3384,i 


Ave. 1-3 "as. 4.44 914.24 232.49 121.53 4,71.93 2119.02 701.71 

arms 3.4 haS. 
si.Valley E. 497 1.2O~S 318 6.7 371 4. 6|S 1,| 4.6 I }27 

MI,. Vile 77 6'1 :40 lU0.7 "OSO I 4,8 $3 3,0:3 501.6 8,Z t,3 77,8a 

2 


ort; Zo1eFy4 35 , 11.$31S,7 73 :9 12.3 64S.36 1:S6 01-103 SA.IO43.801~~t Z.I4 3D 111:1i 21. 

ryP8 73 14A.319 89.8.10 .. 1 133


1:,1 	 1:1,9 S:,231.II 1. 19.53 11:13
 

PI.C .6 . a 	 3 40.04 195.40 131.13 41.,1 26.95 18.3 0.19

87.25 	 '40( 31.24 1.52tlstc¢ Soc $193 37.. J,733|6 232.15 101.03u, 'j g,0.65: IC.6O ~ tcfi 1ll6 7 i411.c11074 200.94 9*~ S*.~a I I .4 

£ci.3*4.iia. 3.32 71.79 232.3 113.13 3,814.1? 213.81 173.2f 

ares .10 ist. 

eat. yaliey r. 1.211 8a5.1 21.0 11 2.po13.4 17.Z3 '?O.71 11.2 138.30 723.9? 72.53 
:ct . W. 1S.1.1 74,:I . 1934 I1S.41 37 .41 1,0? 37L.67 341.$9 44.90 . 0 


1ect 1e50 416. 	 4 1 11 0 1.3 2tA245.51 23 45,.91 1,8. 
1*15 31 * . 44 1 26,.: 

ecteaI Pacific 1 23| ,6 , 1 4 2 6:1 145:54 270.1. 3.4
*rp pacIfiC 1,63 4, 952 i,4. 3,a44o " '' 43a.3l 

1, ITj,:2 MO 5 . .J1 L 
4tfic Ia 1.703 377.3' 114,43 12.42 2,90.77 116.62 29S.19 333 14 .3 714.1 45,3t 
,*liat. Zo1e 3 4f 31 1132 /13y,114,N0 110, 1. 3.41 10.i 9.83 11.73 

1-0 as. I.03S 145.99 117.31 111.11 Z.710.2i 15.35 401.02
 

'spot 30.20 "as. 

V0alley E. 35$14 11590 201.01 93a 	2.6 1. l 3124.3 302.9 671.,00 Z2,47 13.47 74!9c475.1
.et,. diley W. ,3.231 421341 |2.30 	 40.03 2 1.00 1441 316.34 2"47 2137' . 7.0! 
If 26 	 1A.4 1 '21 47 4.~oroZne 	 1.1:1 44. 1372 710 224.:11 a ~ 

?uy PaCfi'c l,7) 412.05 144.69 	 31.91 2,700,65 113 "'97.72 134,21. 923.94 1, 3 
S2.961 ,991.1 309.38 256.68 21414 222.04 47,31 S.23esitral Pacific 1,Oo4 37.3 306.6I 	 57.40 211 40.41~ 301.,'S 148.08 43.86Pac!fic loath 2.025 304.78 54.91 	 42.441,.737.96 


LIliaic lace 930 42.43 t32.1 	 4.35 Z2.4} 339.36 217.43 22.44 363.03 381.66 12.35 

i'e.304O Hal. 8.777 443.11 131.21 55.10 Z223.56 121.20 340.22
 
;rms 4.11
20.10 


lt, 	 Valley . 328 321.15 291.S3 114.48 2.4I.I" 12.4 301.41 1,903.01 101.60 2,313.44 71,14 
matey 11I.02 340.21 1,013.02C e. . 313 375.21 	 6.54 .1232.43 107.1. 444, 0 144.53 45.02 

.94' 	 2,394.00 4 394.241 .412.3 3.0 39.02teat aicy 3L3.$O I1.11 	 45.60 122.9 17.,1 1 .0 

163.1 5 73.54 40.29Cretr.lPacIfic loathPaiict J.2'3.|4 259.10 H113,913l,9433.44 	 43.1013.21 3.6C3,96 94.25I4.41 2237.71S.71 322.36444.0 S41.70 .10 31.11267.02 l.30 

Atlactic 2o:. 1.222 299.17 339.12 18.24 2.24713 321.97 231.20 11.46 433.64 41.3 0 33.2
 

iv., 20-10 caS.I', 
4 

a17.31 125.08 .35 1,273.33 110.13 3M0.13 

Source- Based on ~Il. A. Doinus cOoamiati.O from Rusic Oau coauoa" in t4 Costa Rica 1973 Alricaltural Ceus,. 
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http:1,273.33
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http:2,313.44
http:1,903.01
http:42.441,.737.96
http:Z.710.2i
http:S:,231.II


TA4LC14 
LItetsocs Prodgtion Patteflw In Park dad Poultry 

CostaRicakWillFir Profile 
AAlIyo1 of the 4vtrio S.-Al Firm foP tici2t411A sodFrm SW:e 

IL .. E S -0.0 -S..­

. o. c 11. c No. c c O0 c 0000 

Firms A4 etas.
Cent. Valley E. I,4 .S 09 S.5208 14 72
 

C.lllJ va 0-10 .
:0,S1:35 le

0.a flah.

1
9 7:12,01.5 5.4
Dorcn Clo 405 1.64 0.4 3153.s 1:15 211.25 15.12 I7.3D .1 14. 4 

S.01.323 .4..4 4 1.: s
0 1 


a4lft1@g 10t I'i 1~ 21,1 f3:11 17 50.I. 

Ant. 2.2 Has. 6.454 1.41 0.3 1,1117.32 1.68 321.11 4S.06 194.24
 

forms3.4 HS. 

11 I 17 170VA ley . IfNt. 1:o .. 014.30 043:1

f"Ze. .I., Al 13. ".04 1., .
0 i..
F2 .
 A1 5..0 . 1r.1 4045.
 

c,y Ilisojlc 0 9 27.55 62.4 , ,,',4
I 34 . 1.4. 1.77 " 4
 

'cItlout 1~ne 0.48 10.: s 3.64 .0 :1
l ~.8 I:, 4.,21 HA I .
 
Ave. 3 4 No. 3321 .04 
 0.4 1,231.44 421.93
1.l0 1.03 100.84 

C1, Sa~ic 1,a I~ :2 1~IZ .9 402 19 7.3 1::1,Forms 10O "4.
 

Z,5.5910
ltIS!ils715.1. 4 3
o.Vlo 1 7.5 1.0 " I .14 ,1. ! , 1 1.: 9., 1. p..,
,oo. 

9l fic .3 .* . .1 2 . 2 0
01 . 1 .14 I 0.8 81
AtlafI¢S ZwstC:t 0 0 5 :.59 42.0
616. 101 ,.017
10-o0.,Atas . '11 go 2 ,9 ,1s 69 1.
,, ., as 11,s77. 9 1 oz 1 , 249.7. o ,, 0 . sis7f.C
:;3.02:0
 
3ryoPafie 'S 7.S1 0.64 1.91.IS 2.20 !,0SI.24340. 4 57.351.3) 105.14247.20 39.10
Ave.-S-10 H,. 9.0piS 4.33 0.1l 1.466.02 1.47 51.51 

0enra PacIfIc 1,4 .356 .44 2.54 2 .C 123.49
7.1 l.'0l.Z2 424.02 61.12 15.45 
Faros 10-50 Hs.
 
Clot. Valley C. 555 9.Zy 2.59 1.07.25 2E7..5 .4. 3.02 .12 al.5
as' 

Caot. Vllle0 0. 135 786 .l 1,11.6 42.5t .0
t 1.55 4 1 97.5- 11SA 3481"rhZone 1:4 ?.21 1.0 2.. 1..4 3.2 36 .5. 84 4, ,4 55.02! 45 


. 9 .701.1911. 1 ,01.40 19.33
1.3 71 .1 1. 


Atlo t lcle on |$0 .54 0. 2,057.S2 Z.24 411 .25 21.14 1 10.11 1 5 1. 7 1.11
 
Cota ',c,€fI , :S 9.4.3 1 


Ave. 10-20 Hll. 4.777 1.6f 1.42 1.564.40 2.35 77S.56 42.03 1it.11
 

Forms ?O-SO 1:5 1.1acnfic lciti|Has. . 2,19..S 3.2010.09 92 1261427.A9 S.145
~S 232.5 


Cn. Valley E.IZ.4 .4 11. 6 2,1.47 .2 4.11 23.47
 

3.~99.0 349 10.45 27.34 117.24 749.29 200.94
 

valle 11.60 1o otn dSen1the RItaI12 SC un. a. 113 . M Costa .2zth Zenot 2,0 24.0z3 9,1.06 3.3J 359.03 1N.S 93.1 -: 0 8.93

Dry PIc $€ J!. I '.01 1 :19 ]:.Isz.]S 5.1 9.9 .1 14 1,0 .0 179)
Clnt~r~ciPl"C| H asl IS.93 1.91 2.194.119 .0S ' 1 3 1'3.:14.3'D '5OH .1:1 126 7 .09 
PltIl o M: 1, .02 0.47 ,320.5$a 4 $ . 2. 1 11. 7 .9 100.11121
Nainlcon :Z60 0.27 1:21SE.J '.4 171.315 1 1,4 Il0.II 179,11 ;11 

Avg. 20*SO Hil. If.ill 11.6T 3.16 2.171.4? 3.26 433.11 23.47 101.17 

$ov~ct* asset on Samuel 4. 01104s' comlputation from baila4 s conltained OR the Costs Itic&1771 Aqr"
 

Cee 4s. 

http:3.2010.09
http:1.564.40
http:l.'0l.Z2
http:1.466.02
http:1,231.44
http:1,1117.32


TAKE[ IS 
CMp ol - FAJGFCrms 

Costs8ic4Smail Faru Profile 
AuleIil of toe Averaoe FarStole1 for(sceaoemn Jndfirm Size 

. .i -. A.4.- : . 4. -4. 

1 1 *6a 
409 *6O 4 6646 6 

f-. Z-4 HAS.7
 
4 4.79 4* 00 

cst.4. E. 


3.40 . 00 3.195 ,.1az IS0s6o AS . IS . ,121..1, 13:045 :0 . 7 ,i

1 . a. .9 1 1Paci 1 71 1:9 , 1" 1.
1.1
Pave 

l.S9 1.7 U8.6921.60 10.0438.57 7.89 9.59 0.14 105.28J.43 41.24 2.97 25.879 145 0 .39A,*. 2-3 HAS. 0.24 49.58 42 7.67 


fares 34 Hs ..
 
CnrIPciC 139 


7 32~
08.72Valley L. 497 103 :t 6.2 1.4 0779 I6t74 UO2t 053cent. 3 "As U::?11 OM .7 10.34cent. Illy 4. 1oe 9.86 2 9 14.2it 0 0 9*1.
 
Mr;0444 .44 1.65 0.48 0.002 

C0ne
go15°t 14.8 .49 4.1 .7 

1.15 169.818.31 19.57 10.35 1.54 
4,e. 3.4 Has. 3.321 31.24 2.63 121.43 7.43 

Famrm$*0 Kt.
 
Cen,. ,,11. 1 4'It1 12.,7 4., 50.61 17.,, 0.1, ,.0 3. 4.84 0.10 8.98 

0.01 2.21 157.7468.7'1 .0A 1 .7 'a'S ?.11 7 .1.0 IN.,

Pali4f Cost..Va0.e2 0. 1..7Drtvey 
 O
0.0
I a61 ,71 0.76 98.01 

'Pacific 'es? !o.*8 :d 4. .81 2.74 I to o5o: 
2.93 1 3. 2

P1 .: 31 2.77 21.4612.84 0.22 0.00952 15.48 2. 2.26 0.94 .41 
1.6 1.49 90.1610.01 26.64 9.44


Ave. S-10 H4s. 9.096 41.10 2.55 32.79 0.70 

Far s 10-20 Has. 5.73 0.27 86.21o.5 9.23 2.98Cet.9117C. 2.7 6.0 203 1.6 0.08 5.558S 0.2721.35 0O.26Cent. Valley' 1.335 .45 0.36 64.89 
69.071.1S 34.28 6.67 15.21 10.30 10.95 15. 1 0.18 1.88

!,orth Zone 
0.22 6.38 2.65 30.76 31.20 18.i7 0.01 0.21 89.11 

O11 Piflc 1.705 40.0 94.376.49 13.03 20.5S 14.02 0.01 0.14 
1.039 53.62 0.1S 24.39PntvelPICIfI¢ 57.1 0.71 30.61 2.56 15.75 25.72 16.48 0.00 0.70 92.66

Pacific lOPtS 1,339 0.00 3.0 25.382.85 11.10 0.41SO 19.43 2.05 2.20 0.48Atlotit loe 
9.13 .0.94 1.50 79.06

Ae. 10.20 Nit. 8.777 38.6# 2.4S 23.29 8.83 11.45 17.69 


FerlS 100Has.
 006 o0
. 1.17 ,8. 0 72 0 . o. 8Cm,.. f.Ley 48 1.7 1 .0 0.90 10.02 
. 0.1

Cen. elly 91 1.s9 
0.00 0. 8 83.7i1.512.'
. 7 
r e5 0 0 0 64
 

7 91 6.05 . .2 26 2. 

Oera Pacific 
 00 0.8 .,
2 i I: .1 0.SS0 .1 25.70 2.8 21.,4 27.1 11.22 0.02
1,4 6". 17.16oqnia Iat ?:J 0.00 3.2 , ,ietS SowS 2.85 41.8931.19 1.10 0.00 


* 3 36.6 2.bs 1.64 0.69 4.29
AtlWtlC 


0.84 75.64
18.92 9.714 1.14 

A.e. 20.50 N62.12.436 42.65 .1.99 23.74 7.21 13.91 


ba*IC data cositllmod
In toeCoststice191734qfiCitgral Co"Ies.
 COFutitivIOfffpA. uIRIe'
Iitce: lised on Smul 

http:Has.5.73


TW.[ II 
CP min * .- jor Cron 

Cosu Alca S all FAr- Profile 
Analysis of e Avoca*# Srell Famf , (o eston, "4 Form Sols 

* - ­ ..
 

* .4: -WA - -'C A A 

Cm. vale 4 a- 0 23*.2 33090 3.3
Firns w-j has. 

10 2 0 041 1. SOr 7~1afoic 1 4 Z O09 0 . 0 0.4.4 - oooCan a f I.79 0. a 0 0-:t 16 I4 .3 0 0: 9 1. 6 
4 0 o. 2 .18 a 2,24 

3.34PC nt. n . 04 2 2.31 .78ot s Zone 0 0 0.00 0.3 0.00 0. 1 .. 0.. N s 30.4 1 0 : a .36.S2 .4o 0:01 0 .0 14.10 , 6.1 
a 0 0 3.07 3 .OJ 

Ave. 2-3 his. 6.44 3.85 3.95 
 5.38 5.07 
 1.37 1.14 13.41 34.29 13.28 21.01 
Famru 3.4 Ras. 

Ce . Valley ! 9 30534 303 41.7 18.36 12 0.:
:.tVl :eo0 43 01, 1.; : .00 0.0 

Alantic Zone 0.0 0 0.001 6.a 6.23 0 00 1 1 0: . 

Awn. 3.4 Nle. 3.321 5.04 5.04 8.9i 8.94 2.26 1.418 24.71 56.42 19.01 
 37.40
 
Fetus $1*0 ii41, 

Cent. +:Il:; 1:61S 715a ;:k+ 1:1 16n.48 0.00 0.00 1311:1 0.80 .85 24.89 1.88
sorts oe 859 0:01 0.01 0.40 0.04 T,7 8.00 .4,1.45 0.79 0.00 0.76 3.45 0.43 3.01 
Osy4Pacifc i .1r 
 1.17 1.57 0.00 0.08 3.40 0.S. 2.84CtrIPCf 0.28 0.2wPc ifI' Iout 0 7011 0 07 0 0 0.4. .90 1.20 0.00 0.030 3.54 1.40 1fatina 102 As. 21 , t, , n, i, Z o n0 ', 3 . 0, 0. 0 , 1 5.1 6... 1 0. 0 0 8, 14 2 1.
 

Ae. 3.10His. 9.055 5.41 1.41 3.30 5.54 1.23 
 1.40 27.22 41.74 1.33 35.40 
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Table 22
 
Costa Rica
 

Representative Small Farm Analysis
 

Value of Croo Production as A Percent of All Farm Value of Production
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Table 23
 
Cost& Rica
 

Reoresentative Small Farm Analysis
 

Value of Croo Production as a Percent of all Farm Value of Production
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Table 24
 
Costa Rica
 

Representative Small Farm Analysis
 

Value of Crop Production as a Percent of all 
Farm Value of Production
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Table 25
 
Costa Rica
 

Representative Sral Farm Analysis
 

Value of Croo Production as a Percent of all Farm Value of Production 
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