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INTRODUCTION

This collection of sector assessment working papers contain anslysis and
statistical profile dats with reference to the rural poor in Costs Rica. These
papers were written as a prelude to tiie elaboration of an AID sector assessment
documeat. These papers are essentially submissions to the writers of that final
papez, and while portions of these pspers may find there way in edjusted form
into the final paper, the intent of the papers is only to provide a statistical
and ssslytical backdrop for the assessmonmt. '

These papars are not as broad in coverage as the final sector assessment.
Sector overview, socio—cultural profile, institational constraints, aad AID
strategy are all topics which are nat addressed in these papers but which uppesr
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 are expected
to chaoge them. Readers with added interest in the data or analysis are
teferred to the AID Mission in Costa Rica where the larger census data base is
housed, -

Readers are reminded that these pspers are an input into the AID documentation
process, and do not represent or imply s position on the part of the AID Mission
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 group Farms
a. LAND RESOURCES
i. Land Availability

TUTAL FARM SIZE : LAND OISTRIBUTION

In Costa Rica in 1973 thers 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 USS150 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 countrics, never more than two thirds of
any farm size are poor by the US150 percapita standard. Table 1 indicates that
up to about 2.5 Hectares the 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 small farmers who are not poor by this defin'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 1 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 1 Hectare.
As we shall see in the crop mix section, there is little hope of finding crop
combinations so intensive that this size of holding can ever produce incomes
above the poverty line.
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ARABLE LAND IN FARMS

Table 1
COSTA RICA 19713
Land Discribucion by Farm Size.

Number of Farms by Farm Size and Income Class
INCOME Landless 0/l Ha. L1/2 Ha. 2/5 Ha. 35/10 Ha. 10/20 Ha.

Poor 2,879 9,018 4,336 6,550 3,886 4,079
NonPoor 1,320 4,275 2,498 5,351 4,364 4,607
Total 64,190 13,293 5,834 12,101 4,250 8,6C6
Perceant of
Farms Poor 68.5 67.8 63.5 53.9 47.1 47.0
Percent of
All Poor 9.4 29.3 14,) 21.3 12.6 13.3
Farnms
SOURCE: Based on Kreicman, Rural Profiles, Tablae 1laA
Table 2
COSTA RICA 1973
Arable land by Farm Size
Farm Size Arable Land in 8a. Percent of Land
per farm Arable

2-3 Ha. 1.65 Ha. 70.1 Percant

5-10 Ha. 3.54 49.8

10-20 Ha. 5.32 38.2

20-50 Ha. 8.33 27.1

SOURCE: Daines, 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 bty General Use Category
Percent of All Land in Each Use Category

Fara Size Percent Cultivated Percent in Percent Pasture
Annual Crops or Permanent
in Fallow Crops

0-1 Ha.
Poor
NonPoor

1-2 Ha.
Poor
NonPuoor

2-5 Ha.
Poor
NonPoor

5-10 Ha.
Poor
NonPoor

10~20 Ha.
Poor
NonPoor

-
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SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tables 2D and 2E
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Simjle examination of the land use patterns in Table 3 reveals a comsistent
difference between the poor and NonPoor farms of all size groups. The poor
farms consistently have a lower proporticn 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 &
COSTA RICA 1973
Culcivacion Intensity for Poor and Non Poor Small Farms
Percencr of Land Cropped by Farm Size and Income Class

Farz Size . Percent of Land Cropped
Poor Farms Non Poor Farums
0-1 Ha. 83.8 82.1
l-2 Ha. 76.9 83.2
2-5 Ha. 59.5 69.1
5-10 Ha. 39.9 53.9
29.1 38.5

10-20 Ha.

SOURCE: Kreicman, Rural Profiles, Tablaes 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 small farns (10-20 Ha.) crop well under half as much of
tl.leix: land as do the smallest farms. The second conclusion is that for farms of
simliar 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
iagd Cropped

40
30 \
20

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,



Figure 2
Agronomic Regions of Costa Rica
(Utilized in the 1973 Agricultural Census)
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By selecting a féw representative farm sizes Table 5 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 Ragion
(Percent of Land in Crops or Ro:a:ion?

Region Farm Size

2 to 3 5 to 10 10 to 20 20 to S50

Ha. Ha . Ha. Ha.
Central Valley E. 67.8 46,7 34,7 24,5
Central Valley W, 79.9 64,3 48.4 4.5
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 69,7 32.0
All Regions 70.1 49.8 38.2 27.1

SOURCE: Daines, Representative Smail 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 land
redistribution, or colonization efforts whether they are encouraged by market
mechanisms or by public action.

LAND PRODUCTIVITY

While land use intunsity 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 tv estimate the value added per land unit.
Land productivity might be thouglt 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 Productivicy by Farm Size and Income Class
Gross Value of Output per Arable Hectare in Colones/Ha.

Farn Size Poor Farms Non Poor Farms All Faras
0-1 da. $,483 14,641 8,428
1-2 Ha. 3,301 3,705 5,276
2-3 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: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tablaes lA, 1B, 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 the 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 similiar to land productivity except that the viewpoint is the
farmer, and hence the measure is not the gross value of output per hectare, but
rather 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 §
presents these profitability ratios.



Table 6
' COSTA RICA 1973
Profitabilicy of Land Use by Farm Size and Income Class
Net Income Per Arable Ha. in Colones/Ha.)

Farm Sicze Poor Farms Hon Poor Farms
0~1 Ha. 3,358 8,131
l=-2 Ha,. 1,693 5,283
2=5 Ha. 1,234 4,238
5=-10 Ha. 928 3,506
10-20 Ha. 438 2,695
Over 20 Ha. 448

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Profiles, Tables 1A, 1B, and 1C

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 farns, 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

farms, 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, than do smaller farms. 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 RESGURCES AND EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS

i. Labor Supply on Small Farms

Table 7 indicates the number of man days of lsbor available from inside the
farm family 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.
It is an underestimate of both labor supply and population pressure because of
the existence of a large landless rural labor pool. It is difficult to include
the landless population in these estimates, however, because their labor is
available for work on large holdings as weil as on small ones. ’

Table 7
COSTA RICA 1973
Labor Supply oa Small Farms

Fara Sizs Man Days of Economically
Active Family Labor Available
Per Cropped Hactare

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

SOURCES: Por 0~-l Ha. farms; Academia de Centro America,

Tables 3.U and 4.0 for active workars per family, and Kreicman,
Rural Poor Profilas, Table 2c¢ for area cropped. For all other
farm sizes, Daines, Reprasentacive Small Farm Analysis, Table &
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Table 7 indicates that labor supply and hence population pressure are
extremely high in all of the small farm sizes. It is difficult to sense the
employment implication of these numbers without establishing some magnitudes on
the amm ount of labor demanded by various agricultural activities, If the
production patterns which ¢xists or Gould potentially exist, require roughly as
much labor as is supplied, then one would conciude 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,
which presents the labor demand of different agricultural activities in Costa
Rica should be reviewed keeping in mind that small farms (up te 10 Ha.) have a
labor supply of from 245 to 1,264 man days per cropped hectare. The question
addressed by Table 8 is, are their feasible crop combinations which could
provide reasonably full employment for small farms?

Table &

COSTA RICA 1973
Labor Requirements of Agriculctural 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.)
Hectare Which would be absorbed if all
Culctivated Arable land was ia this 'xop

HIGH LABOR CROPS

Onions 331-502 Man Days 45-69 Percent
Flowvers 300-500 41-69
Bananas 153-314 21=43
Tomatoes 200-232 28-32
Tobacco 150-134 21=27
Potatoes 110-20¢6 15-28
Coffae 64=208 9=-29
Beets l4y-14d 19=2
Carrots 120~140 17=-19
Lettuce 125~ 17=-
MEDIUM LABOR CROPS

Pineapple 85-913 12-13
Cabbage 78=-82 l1l-
Plantain 70-79 10~-11
Sugar Cane 61~-81 8-11
Avocado 68~ 9~
Cocos 15=7¢C 2=10
Oranges vo- 9~
Cassava 48=03 7=-9
Dairy (intensive) 54=59 7~8
Camote 55= 8-
LOW LABOR CROPS

Cozn 45-50 6=7
Sorghun 40=45 5«6
Elotes 38=-43 5=
Beacs 25-38 3=5
Vainicas 23-30 3=4
Papaya 33~ 5«
Guineo 30- b=
Rice 842 1-6
Coconuts lu=-14 1-2
Beef Livestock 4=y 5=-1

SOURCE: Academia de Centro America pages 34=-87 Cost of
Production Data NOTE: The two figures given in most cases
represent the range of labor incteasity of different
technological levels in Costa Rica.
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‘When we compare the labor demands of crop alternatives with the labor supply
of the average small farr we can see that there are no feasible crop mixes which
vould provide for reasonable employment levels for farm family labor. When we
realize that there are severe seasonal concentrations of labor demand iu 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.  Empioyment. Patterns

ON FARM EMPLOYMENT 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
.2n hours, or six (as is the case in much of Costa Rican agriculture) hours
comprise a fully employed day ? How many days a year of work comprise a fully
employed year. }f an average number for either hours per day or days per year
is used, the statistical result will be that some farm families may be more thar
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 those economically
active, a complete description of this definition is given in the population
census document. 'Using this definition there arc an average of 1,61
economically active workers per- farm family. This figure is drawn from the
Academia study Table 4,0 In 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 Academis 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 seasonmal. 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 correspoadingly, the unemployment will be less than it would
be if seasonal deta were used.
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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 even 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 fanily is hiring outside labor to supplement
its own labor supply.

For all of the reasons given above, the figures in Tabie 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
. CUOSTA RICA 1973
On Farm Employment Rates for Farm Families
by Farm Size and Income Class

Farm Size Percent of Active Family Labor Utilized in
Agriculctuvral Activities on the Farm

Poor Farms Non Poor Farms
0-1 Ha. 8.5 Percent 9.5 Percent
l-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 requiremencs for various
crops from Table 8

Table 9 demnstrates the clear trend between farmsize and employment rates.
Farms under 1 Ha. could not be expected to absorb more than 20-30 percent of
available fainily labor even with the most intensive crops, 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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Table 10 contains an account by major crop type of the origin of on farm labor
demand. °

Table 10
COSTA RICA 1973
On Parm Agriculcural Employment by Crop Type

Fara Size Percant of toctal family active labor supply
agd Incone Eaployed by Each Crop Type
ass
Careals Vagetables Coffee OQther Pascure Total
Potatoes Perma. based
Tobacco Crops Livasctock

0=-1 Ha.

Poor 1.1 0.8 5.6 0.9 0.07 8.5
Non poor 0.¢ 1.0 7.2 0.6 0.07 9.5
1-2 Ha.

Poor 4.0 2.4 11.6 2.6 0.4 21.0
Non Poor 2.7 3.2 21.5 2.4 0.3 30.1
2-5 Ha.

Poor 7.5 2.3 14.8 5.2 1.6 31.69
Non Poor 4,8 4.0 39.1 6.6 1.5 $5.9
5=-10 Ha.

Poor 10.7 3.7 13.1 9.8 5.3 42,6
Non Poor 7.8 5.0 56.6 14.9 4.7 i7.2
10-20 Ha. )

Poor 15.0 A 11.2 10.7 11.0 51.3
N-n Poor 13.8 5.8 52.4 19.4 11.4 102.8&
Over 20 Ha.

No* Poor 34.0 3.6 41.6 48,2 93.4% 221.0

SOURCE: Daines computation based or data from Kreiczan, Ruval
Poor Profiles, Tablas 24, 2B and labor rsquirscments figures
from Academia de Cencro Azerica

From Table 10 it is obvious that the most important contributor of employment
for small farms, both poor and non poor is Coffee. It is also interesting to
note that the difference in the ammount of coffee labor between the poor and the
non poor accounts for almost all of the difference in agricultural employmeant,
Table 11 presents this comparison.
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Tahle 11
COSTA RICA 1973
Coffee Enploymenr Liiferences anc Total Agriculctural
Employment Differences Between Foor and Non poor Farms

Farz Size Coffee Employment letal) Epploynment Percent of
Difference Betwveen Uifference Betweer Total Emp.
Poor and lion Poor Poor and lon Poor Diffarence

Explained by

Cozfee
0=1 Ha. 1.6 Percen: 1.0 Percent 160 Percent
i=2 ia, 9.9 9.1 109
2-5 Ha. 24,3 24.0 101
5-10 Ha. 41.7 44,95 94
10=-20 Ha. 41.2 51.5 80

SOURCE: Caines computation based on Kreitman, Rural Poor
Profiles, Tables 24, 28, and labor requiredent estimates by
Acadenia de Centro .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
COsSTA RICA 1973
Off Farm Eaployment Patterns by Farm Size

Farn Size Percent of Total Activa Family Labor Empl-yad
Iacone Class Outside the Farm
In Agriculcurs Outside All Off-Farn
Agriculture Explovment

U=1 da.

Poor 2.1 Percent 11.7 Percenc 1li.8 Percent

Non Poor 24.8 133.3 158.1
1-2 Ha.

Poor 1.0 5.6 6.6

Noa Poor 15.7 89.4 105.1
2-5 Ha.

Poor 1.0 4.4 S.a4

Noa Poor 12.4 56.9 69.}
5-10 da.

Poor 0.4 3.6 4.0

Non Poor 27.0 40.3 67.3
10-20 Ha.

Poor 1.0 3.2 4.2

Non Poor 8.6 313.90 41.6
Ovar 20 Ha.

Non Poaor 6.5 30.1 36.6

SOURCE: Daines computation based on data from Kreitmaan, Rural
;ogi P;zfélos, Tables 1A, 1B and Academia de Centro Ameria
able .

While the agricultural emaployment estimates are conmsistently 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 irmaportance, 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 QF 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
Eoployment Summary of Rural Poor Farm Families

~Tarw Size Percent of iotal active Labor Lmployed
(Poor Only)
On the Faro 0ff the Farm Total Eaployment

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 bo.6
10-20 Ha. 51.3 4.1 54.4

SOURCE: Tablaes 10 and 12

From three fourths to one half of the available economically active labor in
POor 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 farin employment.
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There are three basic policy or strategy alternatives for increasing the
employment of poor small 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
increased yields usually result in increased harvest labor, and if the increases
are based on fertilizer, improved seeds, and chemicals, and not offset by labor
losses in mechanization the net result will be increased employment)

2. Increasing the demand for off farm labor on larger farm units. This
strategy would focus on changes similar to those noted in 1. éxcept on larger
farms, °

3, Increasing the demand for off farm labor in non agricultural activities.
Agroindustry may be the most promising of these non farming alternatives, but
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 ammount 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 USS of Agriculctural USS 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 lo6 86

Colombia 154 77

brazil 112 48

Uruguay 100 9

Peru 98 61

Guatemala 61 35

Ecuador 58 19

Bolivia 3 1

SOURCES: Samuel Daines 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
Lazin 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. More 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.

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.

20



Tabla 15
COSTA RICA 1973
Estimates of Financial Profitabilicy of Small and Poor
Farms by Farm Size

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

0=-1 Ha. 141.0 Percant
1l-2 Ha. 70.0
2=-3 Ha. 73.5
5=10 Ha. . 43.3
lU=20 Ha. 17.8

SOURCE: Daines computation based on data from Kreitman, Rural
Poor Profiles, Table la

Poor target group farmers are remarkably profitable in banking terms, This
profitability drops off as farm size increases, and the rate of i“turn 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 ammount of financial resource at his disposal so that he can achieve
a higher total return 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,
farmzts, 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 targer group of rural poor for AID purposes is essentially an
attempt to identify = sub—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 class. 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 the 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

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

The second step involves using these characteristics to narrow the field for
detailled survey work on selected sub—groups. The third step involves actual
sample survey work in the selected geographic areas to establich feasible (that
is adequate for program implementation) guidlines for selection of families for
indusion 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

Incoae Definition Target Group Non Poor Percent
in Colones Per Farm Landless Tocal Families Poor
Capita Familias Families Fanm.

Low Exc. Race
Below 1100 Col. 34,705 56,412 91,117 111,787 45%
Mid Exc. Rate
Below 140U Col. 40,686 70,570 111,256 91,648 55%
High 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 pour, 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 $150 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 inost 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
Capica) Pop. Poor 42 Province

San Jose
Alajuela
Cartago
Heredia
Guanacaste
Puntarenas
Limon
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Total ' 111,256 54.8% 100.0%

SOURCE: Samuel Daines 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:

1. Aversge Poverty Provinces (those with poverty percentages close to the
nationzl 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, guanacaste is in this class. °

3. Low poverty provinces, with poverty percencages significantly below the
national average, This includes Limon and Heredxa.

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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ii. 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
Discribucion of Poor Farm Families by Province

Province Number of Poor Farm Families Percent of Poor
Uader L1100 Col Under L700 Col. Farm Families by
Per Capita Per Capita Province (under
1100 Col.)
San Jose 8,760 11,453 25.2 =
Alajuela 7,312 9,803 21.0
Cartago 3,038 3,902 8.8
Heredia 1,164 1,504 3.4
Guanacaste 5,898 7,568 17.0
Puntareanas 6,001 8,501 19.0
Limon 1,932 2,684 5.5
Tocal 34,705 45,480 100.0

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 3la

Puntarenas and San Jose have a significantly larger share of the poor farmers
than they do of the target group as a whole. This indicates that in these two
provinces a larger proportion of the target group are farmers, and a
consequently smaller relative proportion are landless laborers. This also
implies that in the poverty concentration province of guanacaste, the proportion
of landless poor in the target group is also high compared to other provinces,

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
Colon income definition. The figures in Table 20 are for farms not families,
since there are some cases of more than one family per farm the number of
families in Table 21 is slightly larger.



Tatle 19
COSTA RICA 1973
Rural Target Group Farms by Farm Size

Farm Size No. of Poor Farms No. of Non Poor Percent of

{urder 1100 Col.) Farns Farms which
are poor

“Landless"

Farma - 2,870 1,320 68.5%

0=-1 da. 9,018 4,27°% 67.68

l-2 Ha. 4,336 2,498 63.5

2=5 Ha. 6,550 3,351 54,1

5-10 Ha. 3,896 4,364 47.2

10=-20 Ha. 4,079 4,607 47.0

Over 20 Ha.-~ 0 20,945 0.0

Total 30,739 42,660 41.9

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Tables 1A, 1B, and 1lr

By this definition 42 percent of the farms (and 51 of the farm operating
populaton) in Costa Rica have less than USS150 per capita income.

While there is a decreasing trend in the percext 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 CTosta 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 {amilies are shown in Table 20 with alternative definitions of poverty
This Table shows the senmsitivity of the size of the target group to differing
income level definitions,

Tadble 20
COSTA RICA 1973
Target Group Farz Families
by Alternative Definitions of Poverty

Poverty Definitrion No. of Families Population
in Target Group in Target Group

Less than 1100 Colones 34,705 261,875
Less chan 1400 Colones 40,686 283,244
Less than 1700 Colones 45,480 315,801

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural 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 Discribuction of the Faraming Population

Income Strata Population Percent of Population
(per capita) by lncoze Strata
Less than 100 Colonas~ 42,943 9 Parcent
100-300 Colones 4b,loéd 19

300-5U0 Colonas 42,5131 9

500-800 Colones 59,431 13

800=1100 Colones 50,756 11

1100-1400 Colones 61,369 9

1400-1700 Colones 32,557 7

1700-2000 Colones 26,174 6

Over 2000 Colones - 129,501 27

Tocsl - 471,670 100

SOURCE: Kreltman, Rural Poor Profiles, Tables 3A, and 33

: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 than 1100

364,837 377,160
Leass chan 1500 454,364 287,133
Less chan 1700 522,798 219,199

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Jrofile., 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 RI1CA 1973
Comparison of the Proportion of the Laadless and
Farming Populations Classed as "Poor"

Income Definition Percent of Farmin Percent of Landless

(Par Capita) Population Classe Population Classed
as "Poor" as "Poor"

Under 1100 Col. 51.3 % 49.2

Under 140U Col. 60.1 0l.3

Under 1700 Col. 67.0 70.5

SOURCE: Samuel Daines 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 12,476 17,336 22.1
Cartago 6,984 10, 351 12.4
Heredia 3,572 5,864 6.3
Guanacaste 11,914 16,232 21.1
Puntarenas 7,022 30,337 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 resuit of the large
changes which have occurred in recent years in both the tenure and production
patterns in this region as large numbers of earlier poor small farmers became
landless poor,

One of the principal concerns of any progrom aimed at the rural poor must be
employment of the lapZ'ess families. The share of landless and farm families in

the target group is indicated in Table 25.

Table 235
COSTA RICA 1973
Summary of Landless and Farm Populations in tha Target
Group Using Alternacive Poverty Definicions

Povercy Definition in Farm Poor Landlass Poor Total Poor
Colones per Capita

POPULATION

Lass than 1100 261,873 364,837 606,712
Less thaua 1400 283,244 454,864 738,108
Lass than 1700 315,801 522,798 833,599
No. FAMILIES

Less than 1100 34,705 56,412 91,117
Lass cthan 1400 40,686 70,570 111,256
Less than L70C 45,480 82,020 127,500

SOURCE: Kreitmin, Rural Poor Profiles, Table 3A

The predomizance of landless poor in the income defined target group may be
seen more clearly in Table 26 where the percentage shares of the target group
and total rural population are presented.

Table 26
COSTA RICA 1973
Rural Poor Target Group
Potccncage Share of Farm and Noan Farm Poor
of the Targec Group and of the Total Rural Populacion

Poverty bLefinicion Farm Poor Non Fara Target Tocal
in Colonas Per capica Poor Group Rural

PERCENT OF TARGET GROUP

Less than 1190 39.9 % 60.1 X 100 %

Laeass than 1400 33.4 ol.6 100

Less than 1700 37.7 62.1 100

PERCENT OF TOTAL RURAL

Less than 1100 19.9 30.1 50.0 100
Lass than 1400 23,13 37.5 50.3 100
Less chan 1700 26.0 43.1 89,1 . 100

SOURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on Kreitmam, Rurai Poor
Profilaes, Table JA
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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.

Tabl

able 2
COSTA RICA
Income Profile of the Landless Rural Population

Income Strata
in Colones
per capita

Populacion

Percent of Population

Less than 100 Colones
100 to 300 Colones
300 to 500 Colones
500 to 800 Colones
800 to 11UV Colones
1100 to 1400 Colones
1400 to 1700 Colonas
1700 to 2000 Colones
Over 2000 Colones

Total

49,400
25,750

7 Percent
3
8
16
15
12
9
8
22

100

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles,
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b. INCOME LEVEL AND SOURCES FOR FARM FAMILIES
i. Income Leve! by Farm Size

Table 28 presents the income level of poor and non poor farms by farm size.
The income definition used is the lowest, 1100 Colones per capita.

Table 28
COSTA RICA 1973
Income Lavel of Farm Familias by Fara Size

Farn size No. Poor Average laoccze Average Iacoms Poor

per capica of per capita of lacoue
Pocr Faras Noa Poor Farmas as a %
of Noa
Your
"t endless"”
Farms 2,370 470 3,238 6.6 %
0 co L1 Ha. 9,018 494 3,622 13.9
1 co 2 Ha. 4,336 502 3,867 14.6
2 to 3 Ha. 8,550 616 4,017 153.8
3 zo lU Ha. 3,490 6§63 g,égu 13.9
10 co 20 da. 4,079 532 4,732 L2.3
Over 20 Ha. 0 na 4,771 na
All Faras 30,739 562 4,449 12.6

SOUKCE: Kreitman, Rural ?oor ?rofilss, Tables 1A, and 13

The poor farm target group appears to identify a particularly disadvantaged
portion of the population. As was mentioned earlier, the disadvantaged are not
restricted to very small farm sizes, The differential between the poor and non
poor incomes is dramatic and does not appear to vary consistently with farm
size. Farms classed poor (accounting for about 4Z percent of farms, have
incomes of only 12 to 15 percent of the average incomes of non-—-poor farms,

Table 29 presents the geographic distribution of poor farms and compares the
average income per capita on poor farms by province.
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Table 29
COSTA RICA 1973
Discribution of Poor Farms by Provincs

Province Ho. of Percenc of Avaraga yper Income as a
Poor Hat. Poor capita Iacome I of MNat. Ava.
Faros Farns for Poor Firma

San Jose 8,593 28.2 558 99.3 %

Alajuala 6,767 22.2 587 104.4

Cartago 3,314 10.9% 521 93.9

Heredia 1,146 3.8 “26 75.8

Guanacaste 4,422 14.5 588 104.6

Puncarenas 4,026 15.2 566 100.7

Limon 1,053 5.4 na na

Tocal 30,521 100.0 562 100.0

SOURCE: Kreicman, Rural Poor Profiles, Table la

Except for Heredia, there appears to be less than seven percent variation in
the average income level of the poor farmers., Heredia appears to have
significantly lower average income among poor farmers, this finding will be
disaggregated to the Canton and District level tc search for geographic
concentrations of poverty in this prevince 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 Povercy

Province percent of Faras Farm Poverty Index
Wwith Under 11U0 (Province as a
Colones per casita S of Natcional %)

High Farm Poverty Provinces

Cartago . 122
San Jose 49.0 117
Average Farm Poverty Provinces

Guanacastes 40. 96
Alajuela 39.3 94
Limon 39.2 94
Low Fara Poverty Provinces

Puacarenas 36. 86
dHereadia 33.2 79
Total 41.9 100

SQURCZ: Samuel Daines compuctacion based on data in Xreicman
» Rural Poor Profiles, Tables li, and 13
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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
from off—farm sources to farm families. This table understates the 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 RICA 19713
Incoma Sources for Fara Families by Farm Size

Farm Size Percant of Income Parcaat of Incone

from ON FARM sources £from OFF FARM sourcss
‘Poor Farms Only) Poor Farms VNon Poor

"Landlass"
Farms 30.7 % 49,3 % 76.4 %
0 co 1 da. 82.3 37.7 74.3
1l co 2 Ha. 35.0 15.0 50.7
2 to 3 Ha. 0.0 10.0 3l.1
5 to 10 Ha. 92.4 7.6 19.4
10 co 20 Ha. 93.1 6.9 15.4%
All Poor Farms 3L.0 19.0 26.35

SOURCE: Kreitman, Rural Poor Profiles, Tabla LD

The impbrtance of off—farm income sources decreases consistently as farm size
increases. This is similiar 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 income is more than twice as high on non-pcor 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
0ff Farm Iacome Source by Sactor

Farm Size Parcant of Income Percest of Income
From Off Farnm From O0ff Farm
Agriculture Non Agriculture
Poor Non Poor Poor Non Poor

"Landless"

Farnos 8.3 2 4.6 2 41.0 2 59.9 %

0 to 1 Ha. 5.4 11.3 32.2 63.0

1l 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 jla. 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

SOURCZ: Xreitman, Ruzal Poor Profiles, Tables 1A, and 1B

Based on Table 32, Tablc 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 ircome varies significantly by farm size, and between the poor
and non—poor, tkere 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 RICA 1973
Proporcion of Off~Farm ILncome Originacing in
Noan Agriculrural foployaent

Fara Size Parcent of O0ff-Fara Lacome Originacting L2
: Nop=Agrigul=gral Qff-ars Saplovaent

Boor Farms You-Poor Farms

“"Landless"

Farms 33.2 7% 80.56 %

0 to 1 Ha. 85.6 84.3

1 to 2 Ha. 85.9 385.5

2 cto 5 Ha. 84,7 82.3

$ co 10 Ha. 78.7 78.8

10 co 20 Ha. 78.3 79.9

Ovar 20 da. na 83.1

All Farms 34,1 ) 83.0

SOURCZ: Samual Dairaes zoamputacion basad on daca from X-aizzan
Rural Poor Profilaes, Tablas 1A, and 13

Section 3. Market Crientation and Subsistence on Target group Farms

Subsistence agriculture is a term usually applied to farms outside, or
principally outside, the market economy, who produce most of their own inputs
and consume most of their output. Except for very limited exceptions, there
appear to be no subsistence farms by this definition in Costa Rica.

Certain crops, however, are consumed by their producers in significant
quantities. Corn and beans are examples of crops which in certain regions are
consumed in significant quantities. ‘It is proper therefore to speak of
subsistence crops but not subsistence farms since in only rare cases do these
subsistence crops make up a large share of the total value of production on
small or poor farms. Since the subsistence crops are grains, and low value per
hectare crops, the share of land dedicated to them will be a higher proportion
than their share of value of output. The share of product value and not the
share of area cultivated must be used to measure subsistence. Table 34 presents
the value of product consumed 1s a percent of the value of product sold as an
indicator of the level of subsistence for poor and non poor farms.
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Table 34
COSTA RICA 1973
Subsistence Iadax
Value of Product Cozsumed as a Percen: of Product

Value Sold
Farm Size Poor Farms Noa Poor
Farms
Puriscal Turrubares Nazional Nat. Ave.
Average
0 to 1 Ha. 9.6% 7.5% 4,02 0.92
l to 2 Ha. 8.3 14.9 5.3 1.3
2 to § Ha. 8.5 8.8 6.4 1.5
5 to 10 Ha. 7.3 7.0 5.8 1.5
10 to 20 Ha 6.2 7.4 5.6 2.1
Over 20 EHa. na na us 1.3
1l Faca Sizes 7.6% 7.9% 5.2% 1.3

SOURCE: Sazmusl Daines computaction based oz Kreirman, Rural Poor
2rofiles, Tablas 1A 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 vvident in Table 34, first, poor
farms are three to four times more subsistence oriented than non poor farms,
second, that inside the poor group as poverty deepens sa does the level of
Subsistence, third, in the noa poor subsistence increases as farm size
increases, and the jincidence of home censumption on farms over 20 Ha. is as
strong as the average,

Table 34 underestimates the level of subsistence because two important sources
of home produced consumption are not captured in the basic data used for the
tabie. 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 permunent 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
que itionaire, 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 .

36



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
merket 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 semse are involved in the market econom

Subsection q. PRODUCTION PATTERNS

The istent of this section is to provide a profile of the production patterns
and technological characteristics of farms which may 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 illustrate patterns on larger farms. °

a. CROP MIX AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION PATTERNS

The total value of production onm 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.

Tabla 335
The Concribucion of Gamaral Ccop and Livascock
Accivicies o Tocal VYalua of 2roduction on 3mall Faras
(zocluding L7 Principal Crop and Livesiock ?roduccs)

Farn Size Jarcant OfL lotal sarm value or 2roduccion”
Anaual Parmanent Liveszock Tocal

2 zo J} Ha. 13.54 % 38.90 % 48.6 X 100 %

3 co 4 Ha. 11.8 43,1 43.1 100

3 co 10 Ha. 11.3 33.3 45.4 100

10 co 20 Ha. 13.2 40.7 40,1 100

20 zo 50 iHa. 1.2 Jo.3] 32.5 100

#Produccion consumed oa zhe fara is iacludad La zatal value of
producsion. The price ¢sad =o valus 20me :onsumed produccion
{3 cthe avarage praducar pTice Izom :he Acadezia scudy.

SGURCZ: Daianas Rapraseacacive Tara inalysis Tabdble a2

37



The importanoe of permanent crops, especially coffee, is not surprising, but
the importance of animal products on ¢ven 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 Consia 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 Valu. of
Farm Production ’

Agrounomic Ragion Anaual Permanenc Livestock Tocal
and Farm Size Crops Crops Products Value
Cent. Valley East

2 to ) Ha. 3 2 48 2 39 2 100 =
. 5 to 10 Ha. 9 50 41 100

10 to 20 Ha. 9 49 45 100
Cant. Valley West

2 to ) Ha. 8 53 39 100

5 to 10 Ha. 5 69 26 100

10 to 20 Ha. 3 73 24 100
Nozth Zone

2 to 3 Ha, 13 42 45 100

5 to 10 Ha. 13 44 43 100

10 to 20 Ha. 23 70 7 100
Drz Pacific

2 to 3 Ha. 20 5 75 100

5 to 10 Ha. 15 7 78 100

10 to 20 Ha. 13 6 81 100
Cenctral Pacific

2 to 3 EHa. 10 38 52 100

5 to 10 Ha. 7 34 59 100

10 to 20 Ha. 14 40 46 100
Pacific South

2 to 3 Ha. 21 50 29 100

5 to 10 Ea. 19 52 29 100

10 to 20 Ha. 18 47 35 100
Atlantic Zone

2 to 3 Ha. 8 1 61 100

5 to 10 Ha. 10 47 43 100

10 to 20 Ha. 12 45 43 100

SOURCE: Daines, Representacive 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 \vould 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

While annual crops occupy a significant share of the land in small farms, they
are relatively unimportant in value terms. Table 37 indicates the contribution
of major annual crops to total farm value of production.

’ Tablae 37
Percentage Contribucion of Priancipal Annual Crops
to che Tocal Value of Production oo Sm@all Tarms

Crop Parcant of zocal Value of Farcm ?roduccion

2 zo 3 Ha. 5 co 10 Ha. 10 zo 20 da. 20 =9 50 Ha,
Corn 3.8 % 2.9 % 3.3 % 3.7 %
Rice 2.0 2.2 3.2 9.5
Beaans 1.7 1.4 1.9 L.8
Basic Graias 7.5 6.6 8.9 3.9
Pocatoes 1.7 1.2 1.2 0.9
Cassava 1.1 1.3 1.3 0.9
Tomatoes 1.4 0.9 0.3 0.2
Tobacco 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.2
Ocher Acnuals 3.9 4.7 4,3 2.3
All Annouals 13.4 11.3 13.2 11.2

SOURCE:‘gaans, Represancacive Small Farm Aaalysis, Tablas 22,
3

On a national basis corn is the most important annual crop for small farms,
Tomatoes and tobacco, are surprisingly important for the smallest farms. These
cropping patterns vary considerably by region. A detailed description of the
crepping patterns in each regions for each farm size is given in Daines,
Representative Small Farm Analysis Table 22. Potatoes are only important on
small farms in the central valley East, and to a lesser degree in the North
zone. In those two regions potatoes are approximately four times as important
on the smallest (2-3 Ha.) ‘farms as all basic grains together. Basic grains
predominate among annual crops in the all of the Pacific zones, though to a
lesser degree in the Pacific South where tobacco is almost as important on small
farms as basic grains. Tomatoes are an important small farm crop in both
central valley regions and yuca in the North and Atlantic zones.
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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 may be seen in Table 38.

Table 38
The Relative Importance of Anaual and Cereals Crops
in Total Valus of Farm Produczion Between Poor aad
Non~Poor Farms

Faza Size Percent of Land Perceat of Land Percent
and Income in Ceresals ir Annual Crops Additional
class Anngal Crops
V CO 4 Ra. . ]
Poor 31.5 2 37.1 2 43.8 %
Non Poor 18,2 25.8
l 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 Ha,
Poor 19.5 20.9 29.8
Nen Poor 14.0 16.1
10 zo 20 Ha.
Poor 13.3 13.9 0.7
Non Poor 12.7 13.3

SOURCE: Kreicman Table 24, 2e

Table 38 indicates that the poorer farms in the 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.

40



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 ¢n small
farms. Coffee in addition is of prime importance to the landless laborers and
small farmers as a source of employment. °

Perhaps the most important difference between the poor and mon poor small
farmer is that the non poor farin has substantially more coffee. The magnitude
of this difference has already:been presented in the employment section of this
docurent 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 3y
Coffaee Value as a Perceat of Total Valua of Production
for Small Faras by Reglon and Farm Siza

Region Fara Size
2 to 3 Ha. 35 to 10 Ha. 10 cto 20 Ha. 20 to 50 Ha

Cant. Vallay E. 42.9 % 40,8 % 38.2 1.7
Cent, Vallay W. 48.4% 61,8 63.7 67.2
North Zona 30.8 28.1 33.3 9.8
Dry Pacific 2.6 J.8 2.8 2.6
Caac, 2acific 35.9 30.3 36.2 32.9
Pacific South 45,2 45,0 38.6 24.9
Actlancic Zoue 2.3 2.7 2.1 1.8
All Ragions 29.3 30.4 31l.5 24.4

SOURCE: Daines, Raepresentative Small Fara Analysis, Table 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 only 5 percent of permanent
crop value, ‘Other important small farm permanent cops 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 Daines, Representative Small Farm Analysis, Table 24.
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Table 40
The Contributiocn of Permanent Crops (Zxcluding Coffee)
to the Tozal Value of F;:m Production on 5 to 10 Ha.
arms

Reglon Percent of total farm value of production
S3ananas ?Plantalas Guinao Cacao Sugar Cane

Cantz. Valley E. l.0
Canc. Vallev W, 0.0
torth Zona 2.1
Dry Pacific 0.3
0.6
i.6
0.0

b2

Cent. Pacific
Paczific South
Atlantic Zona 1

[=2 o o SR NENEN
e o o s o s

MONNESON

All Regions 2.2 3.3 0.3 3.0 3.8

SOUACZ: Daines, Representacive Small Farx Analysis, Tabla 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, €acao, bananas, and plantains are vital to small farm incomes in
only 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 surprisic

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.

Thea Valua of
Parcent of

Table 41
Pasture Basad Livestock Products as a
Tocal Value of Livestock Product by
Farm Size

Farm Size

Milk and Beef Value as a Percant
of Togal V £ L3 =

1.

2 to 3 Ha.
J co & Ha.
S to 10 da.
10 co 20 Ha.
20 co S50 Ha.

£y )

NN S
WO N

SOURCE: Daines, Raprasencacive Small Para: Analysis, Tabla 23

The opportunity for increasing the production of pasture based livestock om
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 Contribucion of 2ork and Poulctry
Products to Tocal Valua of 2roduction on Saall Faras
by Region and Farm Size

Regiaon Value of Producticon as a % of Totcal Fara Produccion
Pork Poultry (eaggs and aeat)
2/3 5/10 10/20 2/3 s5/10 10/20

Vallay E. 8% 6% 32 32 2z b4

Valley W. § 4 3 23 14 9

Norch Zoune 15 1l 13 5 4 22

Dry Pacific 47 31 27 L1l 7 3

C. Pacific L4 2 12 22 12 4

S. Pacific 12 10 10 9 5 4

Atlaacic J8 2 15 8 6 3

All Ragions 20% 20% 124 123 9z 8%

SOURCE: Daianes, Reprasaentative Farz Aoalysis, Tabla 25
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Subsistence on small farms 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 milk and beef are important small farm products in the
North zone. In the farm sizes from 10 to 50 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 Production
Besf Milk
2/3 5/10 10/20 2/3 5/10 10/20

Valley East 8% 92 10% 20% 242 30z
Valley West 2 4 6 4 4 6
North Zone 10 15 36 14 13 27
Dry Pacific 12 29 39 5 1l 10
C. Pacific 7 9 15 9 13 16
S. Pacific 4 7 1l 4 7 9
Atlantic 11 15 17 4 2 2
All Regiorcs s 132 1923 9% 102 14%

SOURCE: Daines, Represantative Small Farm Analysis, Table 25
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b. YIELD PATTERNS. AND TECHNOLOGICAL LEVEL ON SMALL FARMS

i. TECHNOLOGICAL INDICATORS ON SMALL FARMS

Two indicators are used to give a technological profile of small farms,
mechanical intensity, and fertilizer use.

——~MECHANICAL INTENSITY

" The number of tractor or mechanized horsepower per hectare cultivated, instead
of increasing on larger farms as one might expect, declines as is indicated in

Table 44,

Tabls 44
Machanical Iacansity of Cultivacion of Saall Faras
As Iadicated by che Number af Tractor Horsepover
per Cultivaced Hectars

Farm Size Horsapower per Mechanical Intcensicy
Culcivated Ha. fadex (Nacional Av-rnsc
HP/Ha., Cultivacad = 100)
2 to ) Ha. 0.92 158
3} co 4 Ha. 0.95 162
S to 10 Ha. 0.70 120
10 to 20 Ha. 0.61 106
20 to 50 Ha. 0.45 17

SUURCE: Daines, Raprssencative Small Fara Acalysis, Table 4

The decline in mechanical intensity does not necessarily indicate that the
smaller farms utilize a larger proportion of their total power in mechanical
form than do larger farms, Table 45 indicates that small farms utilize more
animal and human power as weil, when all power sources are added together the
smaller farms appear to be more power intensive.
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Table 45
COSTA RICA 1973
Povar Source and In:annéiy on Small Farms by Faca
FY

Pacra Size Draft Animals Total Powver Index of
per ectares Indicacor All Powver
Cultivated (Mechanical (Nat. Ava,=
Aoimal and 100)
Human)
2 to ] Ha, 0.14 2.14 232
J to 4 la, 0.14 1.82 214
5 to 10 Ha. 0.10 1.27 149
10 to 20 Ba. 0.07 1.03 122
20 to 50 Ha. 0.05 0.83 98

SOURCE: Daines, Rapresentative Saall Tarn 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.

Vhether 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 that it is perhaps better not to give
an interpretation which depends on any ons 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, °

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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———FERTILIZER USE ON SMALL FARMS

Small farms utilize significantly less fertilizer per cultivated hectare than
the national average. It is interesting to note that this is also true of
medium sized farms (from 20 to 50 Ha.), only over 50 Ha. do farms operate at
fertilizer use levels above the national average.

Table 46 presents a summary of fertilizer use in major crops per hectare
cultivated in those crops.

Table 46
COSTA RICA 1973
Percilizer Use ou Small Paras

Faru Size Rge of Percilizar Fertilizar Use Index

per Ha. Cultivacad (Nac. Ave. Kg/Ha,
Culcivaced = 100)

2 to 3 Ha. 1‘9‘9 Kg.

3 co 4 Ha. 160.8 g gg

S to 10 Ha. 158.9 71

1.0 [1-} 20 Hl. . 16106 72

20 co 50 Ha. 155.8 70

SOURCE: Dainas, Raprasencative Saall Farm Analysis, Table 7

There is little observable trend among simall and medium sized farms in the
overall use of fertilizers. All are significantly below the national average,
which is itself rather low by experiment farm standards.

Except for the dry Pacific and Atlantic regions, over half of the total
fertilizer used on small farms is used in Coffee, and in the principal coffee
areas the figure is over 75 . Even so, fertilizer use in coffee on small farms
is significantly less than the national average. The only exception to this is
in the central valley West region where small farms apply significantly more
fertilizer in coffee than the national coffee average. ‘

In the dry Pacific region two thirds of small farm fertilizer is used in rice
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 wideiy 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 only 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 simall 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
averages and may therefore reflect an innacurate view of true weighted regional
and national patterns.,

Table 47
COSTA RICA 1973
Yields in Basic Grains on Small Farams

Fara Size Physical Yield Index (Nn:ional Average
Yield in Tons/Ha. = 100)
Corn Beans Rice

2 to 3 Ha. 108 102 63

3 to 4 Ha, 105 88 64

5 to 10 Ha. 80 90 76

10 to 20 Ha. 104 103 72

20 to 50 Ha. 105 75 56

SOQURCZ: Daines, Rapresentative Small Parm 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 overail
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 parterns amoang small
farms which can be identified easily. Most of the yield differences 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 appear
to be a more efficient user of fertilizer, or at least his yields have not
suffered in any observabie, and systematic pattern from his lower fertilizer use.

Subsection J. PRODUCTION CONSTRAINTS

The eariier sections attempted to define and give a simple statistical profile
of the target group, the discussion now turns to searching for ways of improving
their situation. The method suggested in the Latin America Regional Agriculture
Assessment guidlines, 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 :omstraints . Two zeneral types of constraints will be examined, farm
level, and non—farm factors. Subsection 1 addresses just the farm level portion
of these constraints, while the other subsections address off farm coastraints
such as demand, prices, marketing and processing infrastructure, institutional
and policy limitacions.

49



Farm level, or production constraints will be grouped into categories roughly
corrzsponding to the resources utilized at the farm level and the technology
used to combine these resources in production.

Two methods of searching for probiems and feasible solutions are utilized, the
first (and preferable) method compares the production characteristics between
the pcor and non—poor farms, arnd 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 land)

3. Increase income without increasing the area cropped by
changing the combination of cops aud livestock
products from lower value per Ha. products to higher
value per Ha. products, °

4. Increase income without changing the ares cropped or
the mix of products by increasing the income yield or
productivity of land used in 2 particular crop.
The income yield per sectare may be increased by
increasing the value of output more than the
addizional costs of the technological change, or by
holding the value of output conmstint and reducing
the cost of ianputs. Changes of this type ar2 for
example utilizing more fertilizer, more pesticides,
better seed, improved management or technical
practices, increasing the number of animals per Ha,
in pasture, etc.. Most of the changes in this
category are loosely known as yield ~nproving
technological changes.
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5. Increasing the price recieved per unit of product.
This may be accomplished by either improving the
quality of the product (a technological change), or
in changing the marketing arrangement. :

In summary a farmer may increase his income by cultivating more land, growing
higher value crops, improving the income yeild per hectare, or by getting a
better price for his product. -

The above catalog of income improvement alternatives helps to structure the
discussioa of coaustraints which limit the achievement of improved income, °

a. LAND CONSTRAINTS AND THE POTENTIAL OF INCREASING THE
AREA CULTIVATED ON TARGET GROUP FARMS

It is unfortunate that noae of the data available permits a direct measure of
the quality of land in the poor and non—poor farms. It is difficult therefore,
to measure land slack and to estimate the relative importance of land as a
constraint on the improvement of target group income. Caly one category of land
in the data is ctearly an indication of land slack, the ammount of land classed
as fallow .

Table 48 indicates the percent of land in fallow for the target and non-—poor
farms by farm size.
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Table 48
COSTA RICA 1973
Land Slack Escimatas
Percent of Land Once Cultivated, oot nov Ucilized

Farm Size Poor Farms - Non=Poor Parms Difference

4

B &Moo
WMo O

Over 20 Ha.

SOURCE: Kreicman Table 2d, 2e

Using fallow land as an indicator of land slack it would appear that there is
no slack in target group farms under 2 Ha., an insignificant ammount of slack,
and only from 4-8 percent slack in target group farms above five Ha., Fallow
land may 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 necessary to operate, then a superior land slack measure
would be the excess fallow on poor farms. The net measure of land siack
indicates that from 3-5 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 rough 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
Poasible Land Slack in Psgturas and PFallow
Fara Sizas Parcent of Land in Pasture Net Land Slack on
on Poor farms Poor Farms in Fallow

and Pastura

0 to 1 Ha. 9.22 9.22
1l to 2 Ha. 15.4 15.4
2 to 5 Ha. 20.3 21.8
5 to 10 Ha. 42,0 44,8
10 to 20 Ha. 42.9 47.2

SOURCE: Kreicman Table 24, 2a
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The discussion in Subsection five on commodity mix on small farms leads us to
‘conclude that a significant part of the pasture is in relatively productive use.
Some of the net land slack in Table 49 must therefore be discounted as being in
current productive use. ° ‘

Poor farms under five hectares cultivate from 60-84 percent of their land,
farms from £ to 10 Ha. cultivate only 40 percent and from 10 to 20 Ha. only 29
percent, Even if we discount for the probable decrease in quality as farm size
increases there would appear to be considerabie land slack on target group farms
over five Ha.. It is probably reasonable to suggest that 20 percent of the land

in § to 10 Ha. farms, and 30 percent in 10 to 20 Ha. target group farms is
slack.

Land and land quality are highly regional phenomonen, and the conclusions
drawn here vary widely from region to regionm, as demonstrated in Table 50,

Table 50
COSTA RICA 13713 ) ‘
Escimacas of Laod Counstrainc on Small Farms
by Rugion for Farzzs from 10 to 20 Ha.

Region Percent of Land by Land Use Cactegory (10/20 ha.)
fallow Pasturs z:;::in Ugculcivataed
allow .

C. Valley E. 4.2% 48,12 $2.32 65.32
Ce Valley W. 1.8 45,7 47.3 51.6
North Zone 5.2 4Q0.1 45,3 68.5
Dry Pacific 3.3 64 .9 68.7 74.6
C. Pacific 9.0 46.3 $5.3 60.5
Pacific S. 9.5 3s.8 43,3 6l.7
Atlantic 9.2 29.1 38.3 50.3
All Ragions 6.3 44,9 S1.2 6l.8

SOURCE: Samusel Dalns, Reprasesntacive Saall Fara Analysis,
Tables 2 and 3

Many factors make this estimate difficult, for example in the Atlantic zone
where colonization potential is significant and  land is not a serious
constraint, Table 50 indicates that a larger than average ammount of the land in
farms is cultivated. What may be drawn from Table 50 is that there is probably
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 bz a binding constraint on the development of the
74 percent of the target group farmers who are on farms of less than five Ha,
It appears 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 may 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. °

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 non-agricultural activities is ~discussed 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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Identifying increased cultivation in this target group segment as a potential
assistance strategy leads us to a second level of farm level constraints, ie,
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 -re 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
to operate extended cultivation may be difficult to obtain. Some have suggeszed
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 fou work.
The data available do not directly address this issue, all that can be said is
that except for periods of coffee harvest there appear to be significant labor
surpluses in ail rural regions. In the absence of other evidence it must be
assumed that labor could be drawn to production alternatives at or near the
current wage rate in sufficient quantity to not present a constraint on the
_expansion of cultivation in target group farms from 10 to 20 Ha. in size. Farm
family labor on these farms could provide a large proportion of this added labor
requirement without even requiring outside workers, °

Credit and financial resources in Costa Rica are abundant, relative to other
Latin American countries as was demonstrated in Table 15. The tripartite credit

- study indicated that small and poor farms unfortunately do not have adequate
access to this credit. This issue is unclear and wil! need to be studied in
particular areas and for the specific target group areas where assistance
programs are proposed. It is possible that credit and financial constraints are
principal limiting factors which prevent the cultivation of additional area. °

Market, marketing, and technological factors may be more important limits on
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,

The availability of additional market demand at profitable prices and the
accessibility of target farmers to adequate marketing infrastructure are

probably as important limiting factors as are the farm level constraints. '
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In summary, it appears that three fourths of the target grouap 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 36—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
technoiogical 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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Table: 51
COSTA RICA 1973
Value of Production per Hactars Cultivacsad

Crop Value of Production Per Hactaras Culzivaced
(Corn value of Production par Ha. Cult. = 100)

2. 50 S Ha, Pacaa, S oo ld ds. Facas

Tomacoes 3348 2896 1)
Banscas 711 3303 4,5)
Tobacco 1245 1106 (&}
Pocatoes 496 970 1)
Caffee 769 844 2;
Sugar Cane 202 154 3
Plancains 589 623 6
Yuca 367 439 3
Cacao 118 157 7,6)
Rice 159 178 2,1
Basas. 108 229 (2}
Corna 100 100 all)

SOURCE: Daines, Rapcresagcative Szall Parm Acalysis,
Tablas 9, 10, 11, and 12

There are a wide variety of specialty and minor crops in the high value
category which are not included in the table. but which present viable small
farm alternatives. '

Livestock activities are difficult to classify according to their value per
hectare since some of them do not e¢ven inyolve land (poultry and pork) and the
ones that do use land do not generaily use cultivated land. When livestock is
based on cultivatad pasture it can be a high value activity. When dairy is
based on cultivated and improved pastures its value per Cultivated Ha. in Costa
Rica is 669 percent of corn value on 0 to 5 Ha. farms, and 376 percent on 5 to
10 Ha. farms. (2) Beef is not as high value even when based on cultivated
pasture , it is 265 of corn value on O to § Ha, farms and 155 on 5 to 10 Ha,
farms. °

The non pasture based livestock products since they require no land are among
the best alternatives for income generation on target group farms under 5 Ha..
These activities are already important income sources and familiar to a wide
range of target group families, and therefore require little new technology. In
this sense we might think of the non—pasture based animal activities (poultrv.
Pork, Homey, etc.) as very high on the list of high value. products.
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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 poor and
hon poor small farms. Table 52 presents this comparison.

Table 52
COSTA RICA 1973
Comparison of the Area Cultivated in Lov Valua Czops
Batvesn Poor and Nou-=Poor Small Faras

Crop Type Percent of Land Diffaerencs
and Fara Size Culrtivated Z Ha.
Poor Nom Poor
Lov Value Carasals
0 to 1 Ha. 31.52 18.2%2 -13.32 519 Ha
l to 2 Ha. 8.2 5 =12.7 777
2 to 5 Ha. 30.7 18.8 -11.9 2,607
5 to 10 Ha. 19.5 16.0 - 5.5 1,508
10 co 20 Ha. 13.3 12.7 - 0.6 353

SOURCE: Kraitman Tables 2d, 2

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 comstraints on shifting the crop mix are off-farm market
system constraints, In the commodities where processing plants are an integral
part of the marketing chain, nssistance 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 ceresls. Non poor farms in similiar regions on similar sized
farms 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
éNCCMGEE PRODUCTIVITY OF CULTIVATED LAND THROUGH TECHNICAL

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
yields are both lower than the national average, and very low by technical
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
Representative Small Farm Analysis (see Tables 9-13) revealed a heterogeniety of
yield patterns which defied simple analysis. There were simply no obvious
patterns. It is probable that careful analysis at the Cantonal or district
level, disaggregating by cropping type and income class would provide a serious
basis for both estimating the impact and evaluating the feasibility of yield
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.

Tabla 53
COSTA RICA 1973
Summary of Priority of Constraints and Potencial
Areas of Opporrunity for Assistancs for Income
Ilaprovement of Rural Poor Para Faniliss

Tarn Size No. of Priority Constraints Prioricy Areas
Targat at the Pazra Level for Assistancs
Familias
0 to 1 Ha. 9,018 Land Availabilicy 0ff Farm
Eaployment

Land Reform

l to 2 Ha. 4,336 Land Availabilicy 0ff Farm
Employment
Land Reform

2 to 5 Ha. 6,550 Lowv value Crop Mix High Value Crops
Lov Yields Tech, Change

5 to 10 Ha. 3,896 Low Utilization of Iacrease Cult,
o an
Lov Yields Tech. Change

10 co 20 ﬂa. 4,079 Lov Utilization of Ilacrease Culc,
Lov Yialds Tach. 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
. Fish and Seafood Products
. Edible Qils and Vegetable Fats
. Milling and Cereal Products
. Bakery Products
. Sugar Milling' and Refining
. Chocolate and Candy Products
10.0ther Food Products
11.Animal Feed and Concentrates

\O 00 3 O U B

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 incoine 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 may contribute to rural incomes. °
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PART I: GENERATING DIRECT EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME FOR THE
RURAL PCCR IN AGROINDUSIRY

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
- agroindustrial plants, this section outlines a set of characteristics for the
eleven industries vhich influence their rural employment potential.

The potential impact of the agroindustrial sector on the direct employment of -
rural poor depends in large part on five characteristics:

1. The location of the industry. If industries are concentrated in urban areas
their employment potential for the rural poor will be lessened.

2. ‘The skill requirements of the industry. 1If the industry is skill
intenstive, requiring a high proportion of trained personnel its potential for
absorbing rural farming and landless workers will be lower in comparison to
industries with lower skill requirements.

3. The ammount of capital required to generate employment. Since capital is
scarce in Costa Rica, industries which generate large ammounts of productive
employment per capital unit have a more favorable rural employment potential.

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

5. The expansion potential of the industry.

These five characteristics provide us with a way of making comparative
judgements about the potential of alternative agroindustries for improving rural
welfare in Costa Rica. These judgements will be drawn from three types of
comparisons, first a comparison between the various agroindustries themselves,
second a comparison between small scale and large scale agroindustries, and
third a comparison between the agroindustries and other industries (textiles
ete.) ‘or direct farm production alternatives. °
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A. The Absolute Size and Employment Intensity of Agroindustries in Costa Ric
l. 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 1 indicates the percent of total industrial output which is
contributed by food industries.

TABLE 1
Agroinduscrial Produccion as a Parcent of Toctal
lﬂdul:til% Production

ASA0ML.
1972 1973 1974 1975

FYood laduscry 48,6 45.6 42,7 42.0

SOURCE: Plan Opaerativo de Sactor Iadustrial para 1973, p. 34
MEIC, San Josa, 197&

Five major agroindustries account for more than three fourths of the total
agroindustrial outpit, these are cereals milling, oils, milk products, sugar,
and meat slsughter and processing, They are almost evenly sized as is indicated
in Table two,

Table 2
Value of Production as a Parcent of All Agroiaduscrias
Percent of Value of
Agroindustrial Outpuc Ou:su:
€090, 000
Milling and Careals Products 16 237.9
£dible 04ls 15 225.2
Milk Products 13 222.0
Sugar Milliag aad Rafiniag 15 219.1
Slaughcer asnd Meat Produc:ts 15 212.0
Chocolace and Candy Products 8 120,35
Pruie and 00!0:1511 Processiug 6 85.0
Fisk and Seafood Produc:ss & 58.8
Animal Feed Products 2 28.7
Othar food Produzcs 2 27.%
Bakary Products 2 22.3

SOURCE: Survey af Agroinduscsial Escsblishmuncs by MEIC 1975
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It should be noted that the sample structure of the MEIC survey results in an
underestimate of the importance of the bakery products sector due in large part
to the predomiznance of small scale establishments in this sub—sector. For the
purposcs of this paper this limitation is not serious since small scale bakery
establishments tend to locate inside urban areas near urban consumers, and are
not therefore important suurces of potential employment for the rural poor.

2. EMPLOYMENT SHARE

The size of an industry in terms of its share of output is not as good an
indicator of its income potential for the poor as is the total magnitude of its
employment. [t is interesting to note from Table 3 that milling and cereals
products, largest industry in value terms with 16 percent of agroindustrial
value, accounts for only ¢ percent of total agroindustrial employment.

Tabla 3
Agroinduscrial Eaploymenz ia Cosca Rica 1975
SUBSECTOR Perceat of Na. of People
Agroiaduscrial Eaployed
Eaployment
Edible Oils 21 2,011
Chocolate and Candy Produccss 14 1,336
Milk Products 14 1,295
5laughcer and Muat Products 13 1,136
Prui: and Yegetadle ?rocsssiag 10 489
Sugar Hlllin! and Refiaing 4 3318
Fish aad Seafood Products 8 121
Hillxng and Cergals ?roduces 4 408
Ocher Zoo0d ?roducts 3 279
Bakery ?roducts k] 270
Aoimal Fead Produzcs L 108

SOURCE: Survey of Agroinduscrial Escablishmencs, ¥UIC 1975

The fact that the most impuitant industry in value terms is an almost
insignificant emiployer highlizhts the importance of careful employment analysis
of agroindustrial impacts.

65



3. EMPLOYMENT INTENSITY AND THE IMPACT OF EXPANSION

There is as much range in the employrent 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
gooc employment zenerating 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 dats (2) indicate that there
are 111,256 rural poor families (using a inoderate poverty definition). This
implies that there are between two and three hundred thousand rural workers. If
we assume that one hundted thousand of those man years are not productively
absorbed in priraary agriculture it would appear that only a smali fraction of
that excess supply is currently employed in agroindustries, in any case less
than 10 percent, A dcubling of the output of the milling and cereals product
industry (an additional output of €397 million) would absorb only 408 additional
man years or four tenths of one percent cf 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 thow how much employment would be generated at current

technology by expansions of agroindustrial subsectors are presented in Table 4

Table 4
The Employnent Potential of Expansion in Airotndnn:tiao
Man years of Employment Generated pear Millionm Colones
Value of Produccion

SUBSECTNR Man years of Enploynect Potsntial
Eaployment as a Percent of the
Generaced per Larin:: Agroinduactcy
Million Col. (Milling=Careals)
of Outpuc

INDUSTRIES WITH A HIGH EMPLOYMENT IMPACT IP EXPAKDED

Fish aand Seafood 12.3 1,194.0 Parcent

Baklr{ Products 12.1 1,179.0

Chocolate and Candy Prod. 11.1 1,079.6

Fruit and Vegecabla Proc. 10,5 1,018.5

Ocher Food Products 10.2 987.9

INDUSTRIES WITH A MEDIUM EMPLOYMENT IMPACT l? EXPANDED

Edibls 04ils 8.9 869.6
Milk Produccs 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
Anipal Feed Products 3.8 366,4
Milling and Cersals Prod. 1.7 100.0

SOURCE: Samuel Daines computacion based oa data from a survey
of agroindustrial escablishments in Costa Rica by MEIC 1975
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It should be remembered that these employment impact indicators refer only to
the the DIRECT employment generated perunit 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 §
presents the employment impact of expansion by scale of operation,

Table §
Eaploymene Iapact of Expansion by Scale of Operazioa
for Agroinduscrias in Cosca Rica

Scals of Operacion gan Years of Eaploymentc Average No,
[] L4

Small Scale Plancs 13.63 14.5

Yedium Scale Plan5.81 58.5

Large Scale Plancs 6.25 339.0»

SQUACE: Samuel Daines compucazion based on data from a suzvey
of agroindusctrial escablishmeats in Casts Rica coaducted by
MEIC 4a 1975

* This figura is the nedian size of large scale plants vhich
Jas g;&g aare approariace for shis, rahle than the avecage vhich
vas ¥

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 may 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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S. 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
Parcent of Small Scale Plants by Agroindustry

Othar Yood Products

Bakery Products

Milk Products

Animal Peed Products

Fruic and chn:ablc Processing
Fish and Seafood Products
Chocolats and Candy Products
Milling and Carsal Products
Sugar Milling and Refining
Slaughcter and Meat Products
Edible 0ils

Parcant

el ek S A™F ¥ AV R NENE.]
OO WL YOHO NN
® & & ¢ & & & & & 0
O~NNOLOGE &t

SQURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on data from a survey
of agroinduscrial establishments in Costa Rica by MEIC 1975

Data is available in the Industrial Census to investigate in detail the
technological differences which eoxist 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 deinand, comparative cost advantage, and
capacity utilization,
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1. CAPACITY UTILIZATION IN AGROINDUSTRIES

Expanding output where installed capacity already exists offers a particularly
attractive alternative from the point of view of benefitting the rural poor
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
materials are the most important variable cost items in agroindustries the added
expenditure would flow almost intact to rural farmers and laborers, a major
portion of whom may be rural poor. Table 7 examines the patterns of capacity
utilization for each of the eleven agroindustries,

Table 7
lascalled Capacitcy and Capacicy Utilizacion Racas
for che Agroiaduscrial Sector of Costa Rica 1975

SUBSECTOR Percant of Man Years of Direct
Lastalled Employment Addad if
Capacicy 90 Parceat of Capacicy
Ucilizad in vers Ucilized
1975
-——
Tish and Seafood 49 Parcent 6l
‘shocolata aasd Candy 33 923
Fruic and Vegecables 34 608
Bakery Produccs 55 168»
Qcher Food Products 55 L7178
Animal Yead Products 60 53
Milling Caresls Prod. 80 203
Slaughcer and Meat 6L 577
Ediblae 0ils 664 807
Milk Products 72 323
Sugar Milling and Raf. 77 137

Agroiaduscry TYocal 63 4,590

Lacraasad Zaployment as a _parcsnt
of total Zaployusat in 1975 49,1 P¢rcgnec loccsasge

Since it is unlikely that agroindustries can reach 102 percent utilization of
installed capacity, Table 7 presents the increased employmc.¢ which wonld result
if a 90 percent utilization rate were to be reached, It is interesting to note
that the industries with lower utilization rates are also industries with high
employment impact potential. The employment potential of increasing capacity
utlilization in agroindustries is significant, a 49 percent increase in
agroindustrial employment could be achieved if the industries could operate at
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
utilization would need to be studied on an industry by industry basis.
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1t would appear that projects oriented at financing operating capital for
variable cost inputs in order to more fuliy 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 caly by agroindustry tut also by scale of
operation. Table 8 presents capacity utilization and employment increase
potentiais 5 scale,

Table 8
Capacity Utilization and Employment Potsntial
for Agruindustry in Cosca Rica by Scale of Operation

SCALE Parcent of Inscalled Man Years of Addad
chnci:y Utilized in Eaploymant if 90
1978 Parcent Utilized

Small Scala (1) 46.0 Percaat 7,953 sl)
Small Scale (2) 46.0 873 (2)
Medium Scale 6l.3 602
Large Scala 63.5 3,102

(1) The sample by MEIC appears to have understandably undersampled srmu. sc?le
agroindustries. This is apparent when their sample by scale is compared with
the total numbes 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
situation for agroindustrial products, some general observations will be made in
order to orient the discussion of expansion potential toward market
considerations. Perhaps the most important limitation on the expansion of
agroindustry is market availability, this is particularly true because the
products which are most attractive from an employment generation point of view
are aiso products for which the internal market in Costa Rica, and even in the
Central American Common Market is relatively thin.

a. Internal Demand for Agroindustrial Products

In the simplest model, the growth rate of aggregate internal demand for an
agroindustrial commodity may be viewed as the product of a population growth
rate, an income growth rate, and an income elasticity of demand. If we look at
these three principal components of demand we will be more able to assess the
possible role of internal demand as a limiting factor on ag-oindustrial
expansion.

The income elasticity of demand tells us what the consumer would do with an
added colon of income, specifically what portion of an added dollar of income
would be spent on the particular commodity we wish to analyze. Income
elasticities tend to vary according to income level, hence a poor family with
substantial unsatisfied food requirements or desires would spend a larger
portion of an added colon of income than would a relatively wealthier family. °
This tendancy also explains why the overall income elasticity for food tends to
be higher in underdeveloped countriss than it is in the developed world. We
would expect therefore that the wemand for agroindustrial products would be
growing at a much faster rate in Costa Rica than in the U.S. since in addition
to a higher income elasticity, population is growing at nearly 3 percent per
year. Aggregate internal demand for food is probably growing at about § percent
per year in Costa Rica. While there is considerable difference between the
demand situation for different food products, the simple fact that demand is not
stagnant, as it has been in the U.S. for many decades, is a significant market
reality, The food industry in the U.S. lias experienced little expansion in many
years, almost all of the changes have beenm internal readjustments to new and
diffex;ent processed forms, the total food consumed per capita in the U.S. is
less today than it was before Woeld War I. Since population growth is almost
nil in the US one can understand why new food industries must effectively force
others out of existence in order to enter. The growth rite in deimand in Costa
Rica means that the food industry can double every 15 years. °
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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 my 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 market 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
Agoinduscrial Production par capita as a Percent
of Apparent Consumption per capita : An Iaodication of
Unsatisfied Intarnal Demand

AGROINDUSTRY Produccion as a Millions of Colonas
percant of internal of unsatisfied
damand internal denand

Other Food Products 62,7 Parcent 10.2

Edible 0Oils 73.4 60.1

Anixal Feed Products 89.8 2.9

Milk Products 90.7 20.6

Milling Cersals Prod. 9l.6 19.9

Baksry Products 98.4 0.4

SOURCE: Sagual Daines computation based on dats from a survey
.0f agroinduscrial estzblishmants in Cosca Rica by HEIC 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 nuinber of industries is large, the ammount of apparent unsatisfied
demand by this measure 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 10
The Employment Iapact of Iaport Subscituctiag Lo

Agroinduscries

AGROINDUSTRY Millions of colones Mao Years of
of Pocsatial Iapore Potsncial
S 2 v

Ockhar Food Producsts 10.2 105

Edidle 01ls 60,1 333

Animal Peed Products 2.9 11

tiilk Products 20.6 119

Milling Cazasls 19.9 34

TOTAL 113.7 838

SOURCEZ: Samuel Daines compuctation hased on daca from a3 survey
of agroinduscrial escablishmencs 13 Costa 2ica by MEIC L1975

The potential of agroindustrial exapansion from import substitution is not
large, only an increase of 7.8° percent of agroindustrial output could be
supported by import substitution. An increase of 8,9 'percent in agroindustrial
employment would result from expansion to substitute for current imports.

Without better information on income elasticities and other indicators of
market dimension it is difficult to estimate the slack which may exist in the
internal market which could support expansion. If profitability is very high
in a particular subsector, one would expect that there is slack demand which
expansion could absorb and drive prices down to a lower level. In order to

properly evaluate market demand income and price elasticities of demand, along
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
substantial slack demand exists at a reasonable lower profit rate of return.

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 Comsmon
Markat of Costa Rican Agroindustries _

AGROINDUSTRY : Millions of Percent of Parceat of
Colones Qutpue all Exports
Exported to Exported to Exported to
SAGH SACH

Pruit and Veg. 17.6 20,6 Percent 355.2 Percent

Chocolate/Candy 12.7 10.5 37.1

Meat Products 5.9 2.7 3.9

Edibll Otll 301 l-‘ 5200

Octher Food Prod. 3.0 10.9 100.0

Fish and Seafood 1.5 2.6 65,2

All Agroinduscries 64,2 3.0 11.3

SOURCE: Samual Daines computation based on data from a survey
of agroinduscrial establishmants in Costa Rica by MEIC 1378

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 labor 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 partnmers 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.

74



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 eoxport orientation of agroindustries to countries
outside the CACM.

Table 12
Export Orienzation of Agroimduscrias
AGROINDUSTRY Millions of Percent of Parceac of
Colonas Produccion all agso-
of Exports Exported Exporcts
(aoe CACM) {noc CACYM) (not CACM)
Sugar 149.0 68,0 43.1
Meat Products 144,83 68.0 41.8
Chocolace and Caady 21.5 9.0 6.2
Fruit aad Veg. 2zod. 14,3 16.8 4.1
Fish and Seafood 8.0 18.0 2.3
Milk Produces 6.3 3.0 1.8
Edible O4ils L.9 1.0 0.6

SOURCE: Saauel Daines computacion basad on daca from a survaey
of agroianduscrial escablishomencs in Costa licaz by MEIC L1975

C. Capital Requirements of Expansion and Employment g eneration.

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 defin:d 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 t(hirdly, 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 produccivity, and employment generation). °

1. 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
Capictal Requiresents of Eaployment Generation

Induscry C000 of Fixsd Investment Capical )
Required to Crsate Oue Man Requiransents
Jear of Saclovoent Ada.24 .

Bakery Productcs 23 37.4 X

Fish Products kDY 50.4

Milk Products 35 56.8

Chocolate and Candy Prod. &40 6§3.0

Meac Products 41 66.6

Fruic and Vab. Prod. 55 89.4

Other Food Products 56 91.0

0ils and 0il Products 86 139.8

Sugar Milling/Refining 128 203.1

Cersals Milling and Prod., 1J& 217.8

SOURCE: Samuel Daines compucation based on data gathersd in a
survey of agroindustrial escablishmencs by MEIC 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 (Bukery, 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'PATTERNS AND REQUIREMENTS

The food processing industry in Costa Rica is financed principally by short
term loans from the banking sector. Table 14 indicates the sources of finance
for the sector in 1972-73,

Table 14
COSTA 1ICA
Filoancing Agroiadussrial Production L{a L872-73

Jourcss of rinance Nec Addizioaal Percent of rocal
Tinanced 1972-73
{000 _of Calgosa! b4

Inside chs ?ira
(Raserves, Depr. aad 9,570 11.83
Uadisccibucaed Profizs)

Qucside the Pirnm 71,9358 88.22
Short Term Loans 52,868 $66.9=)
Loag tera Loans 2,908 3.53)
Stock Issues 16,1359 (19,.3%)

SQURCE: Analisis de la Zstzuccura da Tinaaclaaianco al 3ectar
laduscrial, MEIC and ONUDLI 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 30 of
its requirements from internal sources. The sactor$ 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
fXpansion,

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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Costa Ricaa industry impacts on the foreign exchange balance in threc ways

1. The industry requires foreign capital goods and hence draws on foreign

exchenge reserves to purchase the equipment. Though this may be done in the
short run by foreign borrowing tne foreign exchange drain is simpily postponed to
a future time period.

2. 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

fey the domestic market which substitute ior imported goods.

Table 15 deals with the first of these considerations, the requirement for
external capital goods. and hence for external borrowing to finance their

purchase.

Table 15 .
Origis of Tinance Zor C;pztal Goods La Tood Processiag
Seczor af Coesta Rica

Subfaczor Exceaznal rinaanced fxtaznal as & 2
Capizal GCoods of Tatal Capital
(msiliocs of Col.)

Tiauglter and Nea:z i5.4 312
Rila Produces 6.0 Q
Frut: and veg. Proc. 9.4 203
Tisn and Sea Food &, 0 135
Lie i70.1 982
Sereals NMiLlisg <8.9 332
Sanery Producys 0.0 0
Sugsr Hilling, Aefinilag 0.0 0
Shecholace and Candy led 33
Otaer 7oeé lnduszirty .7 112
Aaidsl Teads 0.0 0

soun::z sead a2 a Survey af agrotadussrial Iscablishasacs b

)
nEgss, W?

.
3

it is interesting to note that thes industries with the highest externsl

{inarc- dependance are also industiies which process products (basic grains znd
oils) which 3ic not high value per hectare, and are therzfore of lesser
importance o tazget group small farmers.
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One of the printipal problems of industrial development in Latin America has
been the foreign erchange drain caused by the high level of dependance of many
industries on imported inputs. The food and agroindustries as a whole are very
attractive from this perspective because they by and iarge process materials of
national origin. Table 16 presents the import dependance of each food
processing sector.

Tabla 16
Iapors Cacendance of Agzoinduscrias in Costa ica

Sector faporced Inpnts as 2 Parcenc
of Tocal Value of Produccion

Slaughcar aand Yeat Products
4ilk Products

Fruic aod VYegatabla Procassinag
Fish s0d Sea Food Praoduces
Zdible 0ils

Careals Milliag

Bakery Produc:s

Sugar Milling and Refiaing
Chocolace and Caundy

Othar Yood Producets

Aniaal feeds and Coucectracas

L 1]

~ e
LWNMOE AR O M

IFNIANNRE

FLae e

~3

SOURCE: 3ased on a Survey of Agroinduscrial Escablishmeacs by
MELIC 1975

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

The role of agroindustry as a contributor to the foreign exchange balauce
through exports, or the substitution of imports has already been discussed. In
exports varirus industries figure as important. The meat products industry
exports 71 of its product, fruit and vegetables 36 , Fish 21 , Sugar 63 , a
Chocolate 27

In summary, the food industry offers a significant opportunity for industrial
expansion and for-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 Intensity of Production in Agroinduscrias
Subseczor Parcent of Eaployees by Class
Managers Skilled Workers Tocal

& Technicians Skilled
Slaughtear & Heat 14 2 38 2 52 2
Hilk Products 21 % 7 28
Fruit & Veg. Prod. 18 8 26
Fish & Ses Fcod 5 1 6
Edible 04ils 21 4 23
Careals Milling 18 36 54
Bakary Produccs 18 56 74
Sugar Milling & Ref., 1l 36 &7
Chocolate & Candy 13 15 28
Ocher Food Prod. 21 8 29
Aniaal Feeds 21 2 23

SOURCE: Based oo a survey of Agroindustrial establishmeats by
MEIC 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 2und technical personnmel. ‘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 II |
INDIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACT OF AGROINDUSTRIAL EXPANSION

In addition to the direct employment which agroindustrics generate, there is a
stream of employment impacts both backward to agriculture due to the employment
created in the production of the primary material, and forward to marketing of
the final product. These indirect employment streams in some cases may be more
important than the direct employment itself. In order to estimate these impacts
it is necessary to fizst define a commodity chain commencing at the farm level,
and ending with the marketing of processed products in final markets. °

In elaborating these chains the intent {s to estimate which of the
agroindustries are likely to create the most direct and indirect employment. A
series of factors will be integrated into this judgement.

1. The employment intensity of the industry itself
——its direct employment impact

2. The skill intemsity of its direct employment
requirements

3. The import dependance of inputs. If an industry
imports a large proportion of its primary material
the backward part of the employment chain is lost.

4, The employment intensity of the primary agricultural
product which the industry processes

Logically this list should also include the employment intensity of the
forward link to employment creation in marketing. The reason this is not
included is that while marketing employment impacts are sizeable, they do not
vary significantly according to the type of product marketed. That is to say,
there is no reason to estimate the marketing impact since it will be very
similiar for all products and will not therefore assist in making inter—product
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 Direct and Indirect Ezploymant Generated
48 a Rasult of Agroinduscrial Production

Subsector Direct Eaployment Indirect Employment gvc:all
: apact

Toctal Unskillaed Use of On Fara

Eap. Eaployment Local Eaployment

lapace Iapace Ioputs lapace
Heat Prod. Med, Low High Low Low
Milk Prod. Med. Mad. High Med. Med.
Fruic & Veg. High Med. Med. High High
Figh Bigh High Med. Low Med.,
Edible Oils Med. Med. Med. Liow Low
Milling Low Low Low Low Vary Low
Bakery High Lov Low» lLow Lov
Sugar M1i1l. Lov Lov High ‘Iigh Med,
Choecolaca Bigh Med . High Bigh High
Othar Prod, High Med. High High Bigh
Animal Faeed Low Mad. Low Low Very Low

* The inmport depandance of Bakery should actually depend on the

cereals milling industry wvhaere flour zroduc:l originate. Sincae

the 3111112 iadustry imports nmarly all of icts primary inpucs,

g:k.ryz;c: vity loses its backward employment impact to Costa
can farms.

SOURCES: Tables 16, 17, 4, and the eaploynent section of tha
Analysis of che Rural Poor vorking paper.

82



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 YVegetable Processing

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

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

VEZRY LOW EMPLOYMENT IMPACT SECTORS
10, Animal Feeds and Concentrates
11, Cereals Milling

While the agroindustries rated low.. on employment impact do not compare
favorably with the other agroindustries, their employment impacts are superior
to much of the remaining manufacturing industry. Four industries which process
primary materials originating in the rural sector, and which have excsllent
employment 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 in this vaver are based upon work done by Acaqg
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 of 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 questiomnaire), 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 ¢) producing some preliminary tables
based upon a dirsggregation of the population into poor and non-} yor
categories, .3/ The tables below present summary, preliminary results

frox this first stage of the project., To understand these tables
proserly aand appreciate their strengths and limitations as a source
ol :rnformation about the target group, it is necessary to go into
the background of the data and the methodology used to produce the
tables,

1 The 1973 Censuses

In May, 1973, the Costa Rica Bureau of Statistics and Census
{LGEC) conducted a nationwide Census of Population and Housing
Lovering over 95% of the households in the country and, according
tc a U.S, Census Bureau evaluation, achieving a high degree of
iccwracy., A Census of Agriculture, reaching the same levels of
covwcrage and accuracy, was taken separately during the same week
2 May, 1973,

1/ This project, funded under PIO/T No, 515-122-3-50043, was con-
tTracted to the local consulting firm of Academia de Centro America
comprised of Alberto Di Mare, Eduardo Lizano, Victor H. Céspedes and
Claudio Gonzdles, They in turn sub-contracted Dr, Manuel Carvajal,

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 arnum
was used as the arbitrary lire diving 'poor' and 'non-poor',
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The Population and Housing Census collected informatioa on the
.ze,/sex distribution of the population, education levels, migratioa,
2conoaic activity, occupation, wage/salaries, size and condition of
nousing, 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,
aaimal and animal production, use of energy aril sources of power,
possession and use of agricultural machinery, and the use of fertilizer
and irrigation, (See facsimile Census form, ) The Agricule
tural Census collected no data concerning monetary values of production
sold or cests of production, 1/

Matching the Censuses

Though the censuses were taken during the same week, they were
sept 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 ™y the DGEC staff who had
produced individual punch cards with the matching codes for each farm
family questionnaire and each farm questionnaire, which were storad
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 farus owned by partaer=-
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 the 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 6% of the farms.

Y The Census results are contained in a series of volumes published
by the DGEC with separate editions for the Populationm, Housing, and
Agricultural results. The series is entitled Censos Nacionales de 1973.
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Eggome Deternination

Once the censuses were matched the next step was to calculate
family income from the census information and divide by the number of
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, aaod
eating at the same table, This excluded domesting servants, guards,
etc, and their families,

To arrive at the necessary Per Capita Annual Income estimnate,
wotal Net Income of each family was calculated by pooling the income
of that fomily irom all sources and dividing by the number of people
(all ages) in th2 fawmily unit. This family Pus Capita Net Income
figure was the basis om which a family and its members vere 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,
b) An Imputed Rental income for salf-owned housing, aad

¢) Yet income from agricultural production (for farm families
Only) .

Individually they are:

a) Salaries and Vages

The wages or salaries of all family members reported in the
census were pooled in the family income account, The families of those
individuals reported as being employed at a stated occupation but with-
out reporting a wage or salary (because of self-employment or other
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-farn wages for farm families were ealculated as the number
of days, that a family could work on its own farm, sultiplied by a staad=-
ardized regional rates, The number of adult males in the family (135-64
years old) was multiplied by 280 to give an estizate of potential family
working days in the year, and this estimate of potential on-fara labor
was compared with estizated fara labor requirements, 1f family labor
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availability was greater than farm labor requirements, the family was
awvarded income equal to the total labor requirements (no hired labor),
If farm requireme¢nts 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 delinitions were poor, regular,
good) located in the same cantén,

¢) Net Income from Farm Production

This was by far the moat complex and difficult part of the
study. As can be seen from the facsimile census quastionnaire reproduced
telow no econcmic (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 de Centro America was asked to search
out and review all available agriculturzl price and costs-ol-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 livestcck 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 cantén
assumed to receive the same price, (For a limited number of products,
the cantonal prices were differentiated for different scales of operation)
The estimate piice 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 a2 given farm and urop was based upon the
yield, use of technology, and use of machinery, as reported, For
example, in the case of coffee, costs were determined according to five
geographical zones, five scale strata in each zone, and two levels of
technology for each strata, A given coffee operation,s inctome was there-
fore calculated from one fifty separate sets of cost parameters, based
upon region, size of operation, and reported use of technology. 1In
corn production four technologies were da2fined, In beef, four zones
and and three technologies.
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The contractor was requested to, as far as possihle, separa-
tely estimate these cost of production parameters, Each technology,
rone, and input called for an individual decision, - Though each such
docision 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,

0f course, such a procedure of applying general parameters
chosen a posteriori to specific cases is fraught 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, locatiom,
and occupation, they were assignred an estimated income, (See zbove p.
This procedure held little chance for serious estimation bias, and as
such the income estimated for the Rural non-farm poor and urbam 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’', 3/

1/ A sensitivity analysis in the preliminary computer tabulations
ondicated that the results are not highly sensitive to errors in price
estimation. A 5% increase in the assumed farm gate price for corn,
veans, vegetables, coffee, and sugar cane resulted in a diminution of
the member of poor farm families by 0,7%, 0.6%, 0,6%, 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 preseated in an
unpublx;hed document entitled Algunas Condiciones de Vida de la Pobla-
cién Rural de Costa Rica, by Di Mare, Lizano, Céspedes, and Gonzdlez,
of Academia de Centro America. )
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The major diZferences 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,
farn 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 USS150 per cupita 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 Per
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 averaje of the tamily 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 2 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 {irst be imagined, for it in part compensates for an
error of ommission which was very difficult to deal with, This error
was the omnission of coffee harvest income from the income estimations,
The coffec harvest, held mainly in November, Decenmber, and January, is
a major source of income for the target groups, both rural and urbaa,

" farm and non-farm, While families turn out and earn money needed to

pay off debts, purcnase household durables and clothing, and buy Christuas
gifts, In the census year 1872-1973, an estimated 140,00C,000 colones
were paid to cofice pickers, Some of this income is captured in the
tablec 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
i1t 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
{mportant off-farm income sources, In terms of numbers, the on-farm
wage bill in Table 1A totals approximately ¢39,C00,0C0, which also
equals the quantity of over-estimated wages, For Tabls 1B, the total is
approximately £62,000,000, or approximately ¢100,000,000 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, 1E, iF, give a precise measure of the relative size of income
overestimation over the different farm sizes, Based upon experience
with the preliminary tables and the current tabulations we would esti =
mate that the number of farms calculated as being poor would rise *o
about 35,000 from the current 50,739 wcre the tables re-estimated with
On-Farm Wapges subtracted from Gross Farm Sales,

Table 2 - Land Use Patterns

Table 2 followr the same category format as Table 1,
and permits comparisons of land use patterns with incomes and income
sources, The only notable error in this Table is that Limes (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 contzins 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 aand the couatry
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 claborate
Tables 1 and 2, the reader may wonder why the discrepancy between
the 30,739 poor farms in Table 1lA and the 40, 686 poor farms in Table
3A. The reason is that those farms over twenty hectares which had per
capita incomes under 1,400 colones were excluded from Table 1A (See
footnote A in Tables 1A 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 cuntains 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 and 61,6% of the rural poor., In
contrast, Poor Farm Families comprise only 14,5% of national popuiation,
23.3% of the rural population, 29,3% of 2ll poor and 38,4% of the rural
peoor,

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, ¢) changing the exchange rate definition, d) substracting the
double-counted Guanacaste farm families, etc,

B, Land Use Patterns,

Comparing Tables 24 and 25 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 Jf 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
48.8%. similarly in the smallest size classes the poor farms have higher

96



S8R ( 1400)
People
% of poor

% of Nat'/Pop

MOM POOR
Peonle
% of dNon=coor

% of Nat'/Pop

TABLE A

Urban Rural Zones Totals

L Zones fFarm Non-Farm

" 229.271] 283.204 usk.86h| 167.379

. (23.7) (29.3) (&47.0) (100.0)
(11.7) | (14.5) (23.3) | (49.5)
512.786| 188.432 287.133] 782.351
(51.9) | (19.1) (29.0) | 100.1)
(26.2) | (9.68) (14.7) | (50.5)
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StfaFarm
Ag. Sector

Othar

NON POOR FAPMS

CtfaFarn
Ag. Sector

Qthar

ALL FARMS

Cffafarm

TATLE »#

OFF-FARM [MCOME AS A % OF TCTAL

FAMILY INCOME

FAnN S1IES

Land)ase 1 le1.9 2-h.0 542,90 [10-19,9 20 |AlY Size
he3 | o .150 .089 076 | .089 .000 .10
.083 | .o54 .021 015 | Lot | Lot .000 .030
410 | L322 .128 .083 .059 | .05 .000 .159
Juh | 703 .507 310 ST TR 54 .265
Jue |3 073 .053 L0681 | Lo3 .026 045
.599 | .630 433 .256 J52 | 23 .128 219
670 | .6u6 411 .263 a7 | wo 254 .256
125 | .o097 .059 045 037 | .028 .02 .ol
Sl |58 .352 .218 Ja37 1 o2 128 21

98




C. Income Sources,

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 incometotal
Family income, Table B, taken from table 1D, 1E, and 1F, gives a good
plcture of this situation, For the first farm size categories the
differences between poor nad non-poor fdrms are highly.significant,
For all farms over sizes, off-farm income is over 25% of the total, For
all farms of S5 hectares and under, it accounts for aproxinately 45% of
the total family income, while for all farms under 10 hectares the
figure is aproxizately 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
provide auswers to., One such area is the adoption of new technology.
Farmers can easily be divided by technology level on specific crops and
the characteristics of adopters and nomn-adopters compared., Similarly,
many of these results indicate a need go test hypotheses concerning
the geographical location of the target groups aund their aconomic
characteristics., As an example, if off-farm income is such an important
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 ylelds, or the rural wage rate?,

99



oor

TAALE 1A PDOR FAURMS(A) FANM FAMILY JHCONME
(FARM AVCRAGES)
COSTA RICA
:-o-ooot FARN SI2F ] [ 1 t |} 1 [ ] 1 -
XTYXYYY] CATEGOHY § SLANDLFSS® 1 LESS THAN § 1 TO 3.9 | 2 TU 4.9 1 % TC 9,9 ] 10 TO 19,9 | MOKE TrHiaN | ALL FAAN
INCONME (Y XYY NY 1) | FaRustp) { I HeCcvaneg | HECTARES EC TARES | HECTARES { HECTARES | 20 HAS.tCHI SILZES
SNURCFS (D) [XTTYTY T ] ] ] 1 1 1 ] ]
I8) NUMBER OF FARNS 2.8%9 3.988 4,311 6,508 3,840 4,021 ] 30,320
125 wACF INCOME I L LT XY 145950 1,60%,9 2:026.7 2:.508 .4 24096 .8 ©.0 2-0N8.3
€3) CN-FaRM 3it. 441 .9 1060.0 15814 2+125.5 2,615,858 0.0 1+250.68
(&) COFF~-FARN 1.570-7 1.151.5 345.3 445.0 374.8 334 .9 8.0 T4%9.7
(%) AG. SECTYOR [ X34 166.3 80.3 T72.0 a%.3 T4.3 0.0 1283
(63 OVTHER SECTNRS .301-0 9058,0 4384,7 37 2.9 2089.3 280.6 0.0 428.8
(7) FAPKM PRAODUCTION BNCONE $e0038.3 1+104,.4 1622418 1:952.,7 1,894,838 1e2158 0.0 1s403,7
t8) GHOSS FAHX SALES 34067.9 1.987.9 3Jo981.7 8406113.9 6+297.9 6+047.1 Q.0 4,268,0
(9) PRODUCTION COSTS 2:0290.6 6823.9 2:319.08 2:661,18 4,403.0 6+831.7 .0 278162
(I0)HIRED LABOR 66.5 6243 185.,0 239,5 371.0 1s200.4 [ XY} 332.0
CIBIMNATERSALS 1.989.4 T22.8 1:974.58 =:024,) 3,357.4 8.081.9 Q.0 2.217,2
CL2IVRANSPORTAVION [ 7% 38.2 190.0 287.2 4T4.3 853,3 0.0 231 .9
1310714 R INCOME 274,86 305.4 435.1% 528.7 606.7 716.2 0.0 460,48
C18) AUTOCCNSUNFTICN 8.5 79.7 207.3 297.4 35643 454,.3 6.0 222.0
C13)HOUSING 2608.) 225.6 227.0 2312 240,.4 2461.8 0.0 237.8
Ci6ITOTAL NET FRutLy INCCME 35199.0 3.083,)3 3.663.2 4.508.1 5:005.7 4,882.1 0.0 3,932.5
C1IT7IACN=-CASH INCOME 1.1 TA47,.3 L4495.7 2.1(0.4 2,736.3 J+331.8 0.0 1:719.0
CI18)CASH INCOME Z-BIJ-O 2+:316.0 21374 2:397.7 2¢26903 1.850,3 0.0 2:233.8
CL9IAVERAGE FAMILY SIIE 8.8 63 [.%-) 7.0 7.3 T3 0.0 6.8
C(20)PTR CAPITA NET IMCOME 470.4 4%4.7 S61.8 ©306.1 643.3 5081.8 0.0 8622
(21 INET INCOME PER 0.0 3. 30146 1:699.6 1:234.2 9l4.C 436.9 0.0 1,660.5
ARABLE HECTARE
122|vALUE PRONUCT PER 0.0 8,4068.6 3.315.4 2+782.2 2.913.8 3.035.9 0.0 Je437.8
ADLE . FCTARE
FCOTNOTES?

(A} A FOOF FARM (S A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 MLCTARES IN WHICH TOTAL NET PER CAPI'IA INCOME (LINE 20} 1S LESS THAN
1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER, FOUIVALENT TO THE AID POVERTY DEFINIYION

1]
C)
D)

- o - - -

1969 PRICES.
‘LANDLESS®
ENTVERPRISES SUCH AS PG,
FARMS OVER 20 MECTARES ARE CEFINED AS
THE METHODMILOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCW ATING THE

Nmmwmw Do dldn

JMAGE LINCCME = (33 » (A)

JON-FARM LABDR INCOME = TCTAL FARM LAOOR REQUIREMENTISIIN COLONES) MINUI
VOFF-FARM INCGME = (5) ¢(é€).

$FARM PROLUCTION (NCOME = (8) - (9). (RETUANS TO LAND AND CAP(T.AL)
IPRODUCTION CNSTYS = (10) ¢ (11D ¢ t12).

JIOTHER INCOME = (14) ¢ (13).

SIHOUSING = 13X OF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUF OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON,
G)TOTAL NEY FAMILY INCOME = (2) ¢ (T7) ¢ (13)s OR ALTERNATIVELY, (l?) L]
TINON-CASH INCOME = {(3) ¢ (14) ¢+ (15},

A)CASH INCCHE = (4) ¢ (7).

LINETY INCOME PER ARABLE HECTARS = (7)/TOTAL ARAHLE HFCTARES AS REPORIFD 1M
2)VALUE PRODUCT PER ARABLE MECYAHME = (B)/TOYAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED

ALL VALUES 1IN 1973 COLONFS.
POUL TRY

BUDGEY [ITEMS APE AS FOLLOWS ]

ULTURAL

€181 .NET RETURNS TO LAND,

31350 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN

FAPNS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FAPHS OF INDETERAMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICWL TURAL
AND OAIRY PRPOOUCERS wHO HAVE NO AGRICUL L
*NON-POOR®* REGARDLESS OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES.

AND IN PRODUCTION,

HIRED LABOR COSTS(ITEM 10).

LABOR.

THE AG CFNSUS.
IN THE AG CENSUS,

AND CAPITAL.
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YAOLE 1A: POOH FAAMSLA) FARM FAMILY INCOME
LFARM AVERAGES)

PRNVINCLASL SAN JUSE

[YXRXIREX 3 FAkM SQ2F

o - - - ———

) 1 1 T 1 1 1 1
TP CaTFCORY | SLANDLESS® 1 LOSS Than 1 1 TO 1.2 3 2 IC 4.9 1 8 IC 9.9 1 10 IC 19.9 1 MORE THAN 1 ALL TARM
INCOWF . ] "LPNPRSTR) § 8 WICTAME | MECTARES [ WECTARFS 1 HECTAPES 1 WECTARFS 1 20 HAS.(CM S12ES
SAURCES (D) ) 1 i ] : 1 [ 1
(1) NUMBEF NF FARNS a0e 2.398 1.398 2.012 1.160 9 2 0.593
(2) WAGF INCUME 1+932.3 1.679.3 Le748.2 2.212.9 2,860.5 3.414.0. 0.0 2.177.8
(3) C(N-FARK a01.0 460.2 10189.8 1.860,8 2:59547 3e11lel 0.0 14492.0
ta) OFF=F ARM 1¢%£30.0 162193 552, 352.4 266.8 302.9 0.0 665.8
131 AG. SECIOR 33¢,6 185.7 o7.3 64,3 7.7 103.8 0.0 15.5
(6) OFVHER SECVORS 1e0174.2 1.063.5 264.6 28A.0 1%9.0 199.9 0.0 2 0.3
(7)1 FARM PROOUCTION INCOKE 165.4 949.8 1.488.0 1.916.3 1.748.0 971 <) 0.0 1:376.9
$8) CROSS £ARM SALES 2.20€.2 Le786.1 3.444.7 4:945.4 7.502.8 9.784.3 0.0 44773
€9) PROVUCTION COSTS 1.440.8 836.2 1.956.7 3.,029.1 8.,754.8 €.813.2 0.0 3.100.3
100+ 1REO LABOR 2¢.9 59.9 157.2 282.% 710.4 1.422.3 0.0 361,
CLLIMAVERLZ:S 1+013.9 695.6 1:336.9 2.038.4 3.803.2 53,9053 0.0 2,138.6
(12) TRANSPORTAT 1OM 0.3 80.7 462.5 70841 1.241.2 1.485.4 6.0 596.9
C1310THEH INCOME 191.7 251.6 363.8 463.6 563.0 631.5 0.0 a01.7
€180 AUTOCCNSUNPTILN 13.5 7.1 206.1 310.2 414,86 483.1 0.0 201.3
€ 151 HOUS ING 8.2 1748 157.7 153.3 148.4 188.3 0.0 160.4
(16)TOTAL NET FAMILY INCOME 2,809.4 2.0681.0 3.593.4 4.592.9 5,177.6 5.016.7 0.0 3.9%56.6
11 7)NCN-CASH INCOME 592, 1 711.8 155340 2,324.1 3.162.8 3,782 .6 0.0 1+093.8
(180 CASH INCONE 2.296.2 2.169.1 2.040.1 2.2608.7 2.014.8 1.274.1 0.0 2,062.7
L19)AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE €.8 6.0 6.3 7.0 7.5 T8 0.0 6.7
(20 )PER CAP1TA NET INCOMF a34.4 a81.2 376.4 46,6 616.0 527.9 0.0 _558.0
(21 )INET INCCNE PER 0.0 2.929.8 1.365.5 1:137.9 774.8 289. 0.0 15205
ARABLE HECTYARE
(22 )VALUE PRCDUCT PER 0.0 S.177.8 3.374.2 2,894.5 3,166.0 3.5720L3 0.0 3.,6340.9
ARAULE HWECTARE
FOOVNOTF S: -
(A) A FONE FAAM 15 A FaALM €53 THAN 20 HECTAHES_IN which TOVAL NET PER CAPLIA 1HCOH

oF L
FAON COLONES PER FAMILY MENBER, EQUIVALENT YO THE AlD POVERYY DEF INITION
1969 PRICES, ALL VALUES 1M 1673 CCLONES,
‘LANDLESS' FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CAYEGORY FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINAY

ENTFRPRISES SUCH AS PIG, POULTRY, AND DAIRY PROODUCERS witd HAVE HO AGRICUL
C) Fanms OVFR 20 +ECTAHES ARE DEFINED AS SHON-POOR® REGARDLESS OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA TNCOMES.
) THE METMODCLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING VHF BUDGET ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOVS]

aF 3150 P

E(LINE 209 1S LFSS THAN
ER CAPETA PZR VEAR IN

€ VENANCY AND/OR AGR ICUL TURAL
TURAL LARD IN PRODUCTION.

HIARED LABOR COSTSIITEM 10).

O LAND.

(21WAGE INCCKNE = (3) ¢ (4}

( IION-FARKM LABOR INCOME = TOTAL FARM LABOR REUUIREMENTSLIN COLONES) MINUS

(A)OFF-FARM INCOME = (B) ele)e

(7)FARM PRCCUCTIUN INCONME = (8) = (9). (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPLITAL)

(9IPROLUCY (NN €COSTS = (10} ¢ (1) ¢ (320

TI3IDNTEFR INCOME = (14} ¢ (150,

L1SIHAUSING = 133 OF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME TN THAT CANTON.

(16)TOTAL NEY FAMILY ENCOMF = (23 ¢ (7) ¢ (13), DR ALTERNATIVELY, (170 & (100 NET AETURNS ¥
T17INCA=CASH IMCCME = (3) ¢ (ay ¢ 13).

(EadcasH INCOME = (&) ¢ (7).

121 INET INCCME PER ARABLE HECTARE = (73/TOTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED 18 ¥HE 216G CENSUS «
(223VALUE PRNDUCT PER ARABLE HECTAHE = (8N TOVTAL ARAILE HECTARES AS REPOHTED IN THE AG CENSUSe

AND CAPITAL.
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TABLF §A: FCOR FARMS(A)

PROVINCEAS ALA JUELA

FARM FAMILY INCOME
(FARMN AVERAGES)

-

(XTI YT Y Y] FARM SI1Z2E i 1 1 [} 1 1 |
2000 +000 CATFGORY SLANDLFSS® | LFSS THa» 1 } 1O 1.9 1 2 TO 4.9 T ST 9.9 1 10 TN 19.9 | MORE THAN | ALL FARKM
INCUME soeevsos FAHRMSIO) 1 1 MECYANE | HFCYARES 1 HFCTAHES 1 HECTARES 1 HECYARFS [ 20 HAS.(CHI] S1ZES
S ILHCFS D) sesscee [ [ ] 1 1 1 [
1) KUNBER CF FaRms 527 2,734 1030 1234 (217 376 Q 6. 767
€2) #ACE [INCOMF 1°0695.9 1+548.6 106577 2+042.7 2+299.14 2.479 .0 Q.0 1017012
€3) CN=FARM 2%7.9 a24c8 1e056.5 1,608.2 1:98U.53 2.2€8 .8 Q.0 102643
(4) QOFF~FARM 14132.9 1024.2 601 .2 a4l.5 3i6.5 21608 Q. 790.7
{%) AG. SECTIOR 139.0 191 .5 8. 56.3 €9 3.7 0.0 14,6
{6) OTHER SECTORS 1:298.9 932.6 542.0 38%.1 251.6 214 .6 0.0 676.1
€7) FARM PROCUCT ICN INCONME 83¢.0 1¢300.7 2+:366. 1 2:.870.,0 2:095 46 2+108.7 0.0 1:,934.6
{8) GHOSS FARM SALFS S.857.% 10948.5 3.680,0Q 4,926.1 %:970.4 6,820.3 0.0 3.850.1
€9) PRONDUCTION COSTS S:021.4 £47.8 Fe321.08 2:056.0 3.2768.06 4.715.35 0.0 1:943.4
(lOlHIRED LABCR 151 .4 603 155.6 300.5 608.9 11368.5 0.0 269.3
(LA IMATERLALS 4,0670.0 547.3 1,043.0 1+578.5 2.504,.3 3.494.8 0.0 1.583.9
{12)YRANSPORYATICN 0.0 40.1 122.3 17649 165,93 8243 0.0 89.9
C13)0YHFR INCOANMF 19¢8.1 273.7 399,58 42444 519.8 50% .2 0.0 358,0
€14)AUTOCCNSUNMFTION 1.5 7240 166.5 224.7 J2T7.0 39S5.1 0.0 160.5
¢ 1S HOUSENG 193, 6 201.7 192.9 199.6 192.0 19048 0.0 197. 4
(LA)TOTAL NEV FAMILY INCOME 272742 3.123.1 4,363.5 5433741 S+H10.06 5.179.8 0.0 4,089.8
(I 7INON-CASH BACOME 453.1 698.1 1.4106.1 2:025.6 250004 2+846.6 0.0 1+s304,3
€18 CASH INCOME 2+274.0 2,424.9 2,967.4 3Je311.8 3,010.2 2+333,2 0.0 2,708.4
(19 )AVFRAGE FAMILY SIZF 806 6.3 6.0 Ted Tebd TS 0.0 S8
(20 IPER CAPITA HET INCOME 396.3 504.8 645.1 712.8 697.9 6534 0.0 386.7
(21 INFT INCOME PER 0.0 3:6706 .7 2¢232.0 1:726.6 1033%.2 870.6 0.0 203533
ARADLE HFCTARE
122)VALUE PRONDUCT PER 0.0 S 305.6 3¢470.7 2:977.3 2:99%8.2 33,0774 0.0 3.,0804.4

ARAALE HECTARE

FOOTNODTES:

€A) » POOF FARM IS A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 HECTARES IN WHICH TOVAL NIV PER CAPITA INCOMELLINE 20) IS LESS THAN

1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MFMBER,
19€9 PRICESe ALL VALUES s 1973 CCLONES,

EUYUIVALENT TO THE AID POVERTY OEFINITION OF 8150 PER CAPITA PER YEAR

8) ‘LANDLESS® FARMS ARE A RESIDAL CENSUS CATEGURY FOR FARKT OF INDFTERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL
ENVERPRISES SUCH AS PIGe POULTRY, ANO DAIRY PRODUCERS WHO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTION.
{C) FARMS OVER 20 HFCTYARES ARE DEFINED AS *NON-POOR® REGARDLESS OF COMPUTFD PER CAPITVA INCOMES.
(D) THE METYHOCOLOGIES EMPLOYID FOR CALCULATING VI BUDGETY ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS]
C2)WAGE INCOME = (3) ¢ ()
(3I0N-FARM LADOR INCOME = TOTAL FARM LABOR REQUIRFHKINTS(IN COLONES) MINUS HIRED LABDR COSTYS(ITEM 10).
(AJOFF—FARM INCOME = (S) ¢(6),
C7)FARM PRODUCTION INCOME > (B) - (9). (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPITAL)
(9)PROOUCTY 1ON COSTS = (103 ¢ (11D &+ (12},
(I3)CTHER INCOME = (14) ¢ (I1S5).
CISIHOUSING = (SX OF [MPUTEODO RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON,
(16)TOTAL NET FAMILY INCOME = (23 + (7) ¢ (13)s OR ALYERNAFIVELY.s (I7) ¢ (1B8).NET RETURNS TO LAND, LABORe: AND CAPITAL.
CITININ-CASH ENCOME = (3) ¢ (14) ¢ (1S},
L18 )CASH INCOME = (&) ¢ (7).,
(21 INET INCOME PER ARABLE HECTARE = (7)/TOTAL ARABLE MECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
(22)VALUE PROOUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE =

(8)/TOTAL ARADLE HECTARES AS RFPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
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TARLFE 14! POOR FARNMS(A) FARM FAMILY INCONE
(FARKM AVERAGES)

PROVINCIAZ CARTAGO

- -

essoss e FARNM SIZF 1 1 1 I ] [} t ] .
00460000 CATEGNRY § *LANDLESS® ] LFSS THAN 1 1 O 1.9 1 2 10 4.9 I % 7O $«9 ! 10 7O 19.9 | MOKE VHAN | ALL FARM
INCOME *0 ettt 1 FARNMSIA) 1 1 MECTYARE 1| HECTARES 1 HECTARES | HECTARES HFCTANES 1 20 HAS.(CHL S12€S
SOLRCES (D) esesene] t t t [} [ | 1 ]
(1) ANUMBER CF FARMS 503 1e348 an9 583 2%0 143 [} 3,318
(2) WACE INCOMF 2.€94.7 1:636.7 1.734.5 2¢383.1 2:9%1 .3 3.269.2 0.0 2,109.9
(3) CN=FARM 32¢.0 a77.2 142182 1s612.3 2,122.6 2.£24.06 0.0 981.6
(4) OFF=F ARM 2,368.7 1+159.4 Sil6.2 770.9 7739.6 644 .6 0.0 1.128.2
(%) AG. SECTOR 349.9 176.7 92.7 166.0 217.9 259.1 0.0 195.4
{Aa) OYHFR SECTYORS 2,010.8 9N2.6 4235 608,93 557.6 383 .4 [ 932.7
€7) FAFRM PFCOUCT ICN INCOME 084.5 1.063.6 2+224.6 20353.2 2.312.5 850 .7 0.0 10519.95
(8) GROSS FARM SaLFS 5.09:-5 1:799.6 3.787.13 4,837.1 CeB8R2 9¢313.7 0.0 3+362.1
t9) FRODUCTION COSIS 1.212,0 736.0 1:562.06 2.483.0 A4,272.6 8+463.0 0.0 1.842.6
CI0INMIRED LABCR T7 46.0 110.8 27€.9 472.2 1.752.8 0.0 200.6
(L1 IMATFREALS PelBA.2 688.0 1 o8A6A 2:191.0 3,784.5 6,685.0 0.0 1+635.6
(1 2) TRANSPORTATICN 0.0 1.9 5.3 13.3 15,9 25.1 0.0 6.3
C13)0T+ER INCONE 227.7 248,.7 290.2 314.8 374 .4 422.3 0.0 280.)
C€14) AUTOCGNSUNPTION 1.6 31 .0 Theb 96.9 157.8 209.6 Q.0 61.8
{1SIHQUSING 22¢€.1 216.9 218.6 217.9 216.9 212.7 0.0 218. 8
(36)TOTAL NEY FAMILY [INCONMNE 3,807, 2:9489.1 4,249.4 5:051.2 5:.5088.2 4,:542.4 0.0 3.909.08
¢ 27INON-CASH INCCME 553.7 726.0 1508.4 19274 2¢500.0 3.047.0 0.0 1+262.0
€18)CASH [INCONRE 3,253.3 2+223.0 2+740.9 3.123.8 3J.028.1 1:895.3 0.0 2:6487.7
(19 )AVERAGE FANMILY SILE Ted 6.9 6.9 Te?7 Te9 Tel 0.0 T2
(20 )1PER CAPITA NET [NCOME 493.8 429.2 618.4 620.08 ' 658.1 4089.08 0.0 520.93
(21 INFT INCOME PER 0.0 3,390.3 2920304 15159 126448 $92,.0 0.0 2.0088.0
ARABLE HECTARE

€22)vALUE PRODUCY PER 0.0 SeTi0l 3.857.0 3el92.2 3,401%,.7 3¢938,2 0.0 3.875.8
ARARLE MECTARE : .

FCOTNDIFS:
tA) A POOF FAPM IS A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 HECTARES IN wHICH TOTAL NET PER CAPITA INCONME(LINE 20) IS LESS THAN
1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER. FQUIVALENT TO THF ALD PUVERTY DEF INITION OF 3130 PER CAPITA PER YEAR IN
1569 PRICES, ALL VALUES N 1973 COLONES,
B) SLANOLESS® FARKS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS PIGe PCULTRY, AND DAIRY PRODUCERS WHO HAVE NO AGRECULTURAL LAND 1H PRODUC TINNC
€C) FARMS OVER 20 HECTARES ARE DEFINED AS °*NON- POUR* REGARDLESS NF COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCUMES.
(D) THE METHUDOLOGIES EMPLOYFD FOR CALCULATING THE BUDGET 1TFMS ARE AS FOLLOUWS}
2)WAGE INCOM = (3} ¢ (&)
JON-FARM LARQOR [NCOME = TOTAL FARM LABOR RFOUIREMFNTS(IN COLONES) MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTSUITEM 10).
JOFF-FARM INCOME = (5) ¢(6).
FARM PRODUCTION INCOME = {B) ~ (S)e (RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPLITAL)
PRODUCTY ION COSTS = (10) ¢ (L1} ¢ (82},
IONTHER INCOME = (14) ¢+ (I13).
JHOUSING = 15X OF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON.
JTOYAL NET FAMILY INCOmc > (20 ¢ (7) ¢ €13), DR ALTERNATIVELY. (87) + (18).NEY RETURNS TO LAND, LABOR: AND CAPIVAL.
INON-CASH INCOME = (3) & (14} ¢ (IS).
JCASH INCOME = (&) 4 (7).
wEI INCCME PER ARABLE HECTARE = (7)/TOTAL AHAHLE MECTARES AS REPORYED IN THE AG CENSUS.

ALUF PRODUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE = (8)/T0TAL ARAILE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.

. gy Sy gy G S Sy
NRI s oo o O o S L)
NI A=


http:2.403.01

por

TADLE JA: PCOR FARMS(A)

PROVINCEAS WEREFC A

FAUM FAMILY FNCOMI
(FARM AVERAGES)

XYY IX Y FARWM SIZE I [ ] 1 1 1 [}
I XL r) CAYEGURY | SLANUDLFES® LESS TiAN 1 70 3.9 1 2 TO 4.% 5 5 TO 99 1 10 YU 19,9 1 MONE THAN [ ALL FARM
INCONME socsntee 1 FARKS(N) 1 HECTARE MECTARTCS | HEC TARES | HECTARES | HFCTARFS [ 20 HAS.(C)] S1IFES
SOURCFS (D) XY YT Y ] ! 4 ! 1
€1) NUMAFAR OF FaPNMS 19 706 131 %0 a8 62 [} 1st146
€2) WAGE INCOME 2.,440.0 2.0%2.0 1.967.7 20499.2 1:4944,9 3.290.0 0.0 24779
{3) CN-~FAFRN £34.0 406.0 122449 $s60¢€ed 145516 2411067 . TA6.3
(4) OFF-F ARM 1.942.0 1.0486,7 742.8 892.7 393.2 1.179.2 0.0 1.431.6
(S5) AG. SECTOR 5$3.6 156,95 199.2 0.0 115.9 124,2 . 135.8
(A) OTHER SICTORS 1.858.8 1.490.10 543.5 892.7 277.7 1.,09%,0 0.0 1+295,7
(7) FARM PRODUCTICN INCONME 1e7423.4 1.462.0 -3,382.7 ~-4,439.8 1e779.0 1s134.7 0.0 aTi .6
(8) CROSS FARM SALES 2:951%.1 2¢054.9 19.982.3 Te64601 4:637.9 602638 0.0 4096448
€9) PHODUCTION COSTS 16207.7 592.8 23.,325.0 12.086.0 2,858.8 5,120.6 0.0 4,492.7
(10)HIREL LABOH 64.5 103.8 a8a6.3 653.6 451.3 1:222.4 0.0 300.0
(U LIMATERJALS 1.142,4 487.0 22.422.5 11,420.% 24394418 3.873.7 0.0 4317846
(12) TRANSPORTATICN 0.7 1.8 14,2 . Bte7 13, 32 .4 0.0 6o
(13)0FTHER INCOME 260448 2%3,9 270.3 303.6 340.0 614 .6 0.0 283.4
€14) AUYOCONSUMPT ION Gel 27.8 58.8 913 120.9 370.8 0.0 STel
€ 15) HOUS ING 253.9 226 .0 2118 212.0 219.0 237.0 0.0 226.3
(I6)TOTAL NET FAMILY INCOME 4:449,6 3,76B.8 “lel0a.6 ~=1:637.0 4,064,0 5:039 .4 0.0 2.933.0
(8 T7INON-CASH §NCOME 79441 660.,0 L e495.2 1.910.0 1:89146 27273 0.0 1,029.7
(18)CASH INCOME 3.65%.4 3.108.8 —2¢599.9 =3+547.0 2.072.3 PR § RPN ) 0,0 1¢903.3
(19 )AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.2 6.3 6.9 7.0 6.7 L9 0.0 67
(20)PER CAPITA NET [INCOME 538.7 59647 -~367.9 -93.3 . 6085 B870.6 0.0 42%5.9
€21 INET INCCME PER 0.0 S: 1753 3.,031.2 1,264.2 7784 365.8 0.0 3,603.9
ARABLE HECYARE
(22 )VALUF PRODUCT PER 0.0 Ts176.9 4:654.1 2+065.0 1.677.9 1.368.2 0.0 5+259.9

ARADLE HECTARE

FOOTNOTES:

(A) A FOOF FARM IS A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 WICTARES IN WHICH VOYAL NEY PCR Caplta

1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER.,
1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES IN 1973 COLONES.

-~ -

- gy gy S S S g, gy
WA e o O

8)
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS PIG,
C) FARNMS NVER 20 WECTARES ARE DEFINED AS °*NON~{’OOR®
D) THE METHODOLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING VTHE UUDGEY ITEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS
(2)wAGE INCOKE = (1) ¢ (4A)
IJON-FARM LABOKR INCOME = TOTAL FARN LAROR KEQUIREMENTS(IN COLONRES) MINUS
JOFF-FARM INCOME = (5) ¢{6),
FARM PRODUCTION INCOME = {(8) - (9).

PCULTRY,

]

JCASH INCOME = (4) ¢ (7).
INETY INCGME PER ARABLE HECYARPE = (7)/TQTAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
IVALUYE PRODUCT PER ARABLE HECTARE =

) {RETUKNS TO LAND
JPRODUCT ICA COSTS = (10) ¢ ¢H1) ¢ (12).
3)OTHER INCOME = (14) ¢ (15).
SIHQUSING = 15X DF IMPUTED RENTAL VALUF OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON.
GITOTAL NFT FAMILY ENCOME = (2) ¢ (7) ¢ (13),

TINON-CASH INCOME = (3} ¢ (14) ¢ (15).

A

]

2

OR ALTERNATIVELY,

EQUIVALENT TD THE AID POVERTY DEFINITVION C.

AND CAPITAL)

'NCOMEC(LINE 20) 1S LESS THAKN
»150 PER CAPI VA PER YFAR IN

'LANNDLESS® FAHMS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOH FARMS OF INDETEHRMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICWL TURAL
AND DAIRY PROOUCEKRS Wil HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND
NPEGARDLESS OF COMPUTFD PER CAPLITYA INCOMES.

IN PRODUCTION.

HIRED LABOR COSVYSCITEN 10).

(171 ¢ C1B)«NET RETURNS TO LAND,

CB)/TOVAL ARAILE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.

LABOR, AND CAPITAL. -
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TABLE 1A: PLOR FARMS(A) FARM FAMILY INCONME
(FARM AVFRAGES)
PROVINCIAZ GUANACASTE
svosesve FAar¥ SIZE 1 1] 1 1 [ 1
(XXX XYY CATEGORY | CLANDLIES® LESS THAN | 2 TO 1.9 [} 2 TO 4.9 3 Y0 9.9 10 TN 19,9 1 MUKRE THAN 1 ALL FARM
TNC ONMNF XY YYYY L) 1 FARNS (D) § 1 MECTARE 1 MECTARES HEC TARE S HECTARES HECYARES f 20 HAS.ICML S3ZES
SOULRCFS D) sscevesny t t 1 LB [
€1) NUMRER OF F AakkS 6% T8A 596 1,061 626 7006 0 a04822
(23 WACE ENCIME 1.656.9 1+240.8 1:302.5 1:952.3 2,403.7 J.182.8 0«0 1.969.4
13) C(n-FARy» 294 .86 485.7 953.3 1:290.6 2.,090.2 2.005.7 0.0 1¢357.8
(4) OFF=F ARM 1+362.3 T75Se.1 4292 461.6 36%.4 347.0 0.0 611.6
{5) AG. SECTOH 302.9 101.0 60,7 80.3 02.0 100.4 0.0 117.9
{6) DTHER SECYORS 1.,059.3 6%4 .0 3en.S 381.3 2R03,.4 246 .06 0.0 493.6
(7) FAFRNM PRCDUCTICN INCOME 1.26%,.9 1,349.08 1¢560.6 3e7720: 18674 1e105,9 0.0 15013
{@8) GROSS FAPM SALES 2+791 .68 2.087.3 3,695.5 4.811.8 €s8130.6 Q9237 .4 0.0 5,0806
(9) PRONUCTION COSTS 1e525.9 1e¢537.5 2:¢126.9 3+039.6 2 B8+131.5 0.0 3.510.1
C10)HIRED LARLRA 93.3 T76.3 119.8 185.5 1:810.6 0.0 377.0
CLIIMATERIALS 1.430.3 1:446.6 1:,964.0 2:776.7 6590 o8 0.0 3.072,)
(12) TRANSPORTATION 12 14.4 43, T73 121 .4 0.0 607
C13)O0THER INCUME 333.0 509.9 73%.0 ati.o 802.9 849.7 N.0 68L e
€14) AUTOCONSUMPTION 18.6 204 .6 437.0 537.9 540.1 504 .4 0.0 398.9
(13) HOUSING 3t4.4 308.2 297.8 273.8 262.7 248.2 0.0 2682.93
C16)TOTAL HEY FAMILY INCCNME 3e2588,9 34100.6 3,686.8 4:536.3 S5:133.0 S.108.5 0 A, 1528
§17INON-CASH TACONME 627.7 99%8.6 1.668.9 2+4302.5 2:901 .1 3,655.5 0.0 2:039.3
(18)CASH ENCOKE 2062802 2.104.9 1.997.8 2¢233.8 2¢232.9 1.452.9 0.0 2.113.83
(I9)AVERAGE FAMILY SIZIE 6.6 (. TX ) 6.8 Te2 Teb T o8 0.0 T 0
(20 )PER CAPITA NET INCOMF 503.6 5175 564808 630.1 673.6 6185 0.0 3675
(21 INEY INCCHME PEPR 0.0 3,320.4 1¢336.9 I/oaz-] 1.007.0 422.,6 0.0 1.238.9
ARABLE HECTARE
(22 )ValUE PRODUCTY PER 0.0 6:894,.5 J.134.8 2:¢912.9 3449¢€.9 40333.6 0.0 3.8248.10

ARABLE HECTARE

FOCOYINDOTES?

(A) A FOOF FARN IS A FARM OF LESS THAN 20 HECTARES IN
1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMBER.

1969 PRICES.
SLANDLESS®
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS P
(C)
2)WAGE INCCHMT = (3) ¢
OFF-FAANM INCCME = (

PRODUC TICH COSTS =

YCASH TACONE = (&)

3
4
7
9
13
15
16
1T INON=CASH INCOME =
1a
21
22

IVALUE PRODUCY PER

FARKS OVER 20 FECTAKRES ARE
(D) VHE METHOOCLNGIES EMPLOYED

a)
=0N—FARM LADOR INCOKE =
}FARH PROCUCTION ENCOME
INCOME = (140

1Ge POULTRY,

3) ol
-
{10

¢ {7

INET INCORE PER ARABLE HECTARE =

ARABLE HECTARE

v
[}
t
q

WHICH TOYAL NFT PER CAPITA INCOME(LEINE 20)

IS LESS THAN

EQUIVALENT TO THE A
ALL VALUES IN 1973 COLONES.
FARMS ARE A RESIDUAL CEMNSUS CATEGORY FOR F
AND DAILRY
DI'F INED AS

PROVUCERS wHO
*NON-POOR®* REGARDLESS OF C
FCR CALCULATING THE BUDGET ITENS ARE AS FOlLOwS S

3O PUVERTY DEFINITION OF $150 PER CAPLITA

OMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES.

H zgnﬂmus TO LAND AND CAPITAL)
1 .

ALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME IN THAT CANTON.

7
Sy
k4
=

b ¢ L1,

(8)/TOTA

OR ALVERNATIVELY.,

$/TOVAL ARABLE HECVARES AS

C3T) + (18).NET RETURNS TO

REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.

PER YEAR 1IN

ARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICWLTURAL
HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTION.

YOTAL FARM LABDR RFOUIREXENTS(IN COLONES) MINUS HIRED LAROR COSTSCITEM 100.
- (9.

LAND. LABORs AND CAPITAL.

L ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.
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TABLF 1A 1 OUR FaARNS(A)

FARM FAMBLY INCOMF
(FARM AVERAGES)

PROVINCIA: PUNTARENAS

LTI RTY FAR% SiIF ! 1 ! ] ' ] 1 L]
$00scene CATEGORY | SLANNLESS® | LESS YHAN | 1 YO 149 1 2 70 6.9 1 5 70 2,9 3 i 0 199 1| MOKF THAN | - ALL FARM
INCOMF 6800488 [} FARNSIO) T 8 MECYARE | HECTARES § HECTARES | HECTARES | WHECTARFS | 2C HAS.(C)I SIZES
SOURCFS D) %0000} t [ ] 1 L | I [} ]
€1) NUSPBER CF FAHMS I} 697 505 1.021 ¢9s t.122 o 4624
(2) WACE INCOMF 1.4R%,5 127043 1 +157.5 1e657.4 Ze0194D 2.7138,7 0.0 e MN93, 9
€3) CN~FARNM 278 .3 38G.3 TREa 4 1s3)5.0 2.047,4 2.463.6 D0 Le372.6
(4) OFF—F ARM 1s204,2 890.2 3Nt.0 3460 272.1 250 .0 0.0 a20 .
I5) AG. SECYOR 242.6 177.5 861 77.8 635.5 470 Qe 105.9
(6} OTHER SECTORS 9T1 .6 T712.7 2084,.9 268,.3 30¢.5 202,0 [ 415.8
(7)) FARM PRODUCT ION 1h2'COME 1e168.2 1:161.0 1.378.7 1:602.8 10468,.,9 903.4 0.0 $+287.0
€8) CRNSS FARM SALES 2.476.4 22 269.7 2:.604,9 3¢620.0 5.3062.4 Te01S5.0 0.0 40258.0
(9) PRODUCTINN COSTS <338l 1+108.6 1+306.2 2,088.0 3:983.5 6el11.5 0.0 Ze991 )
(10MHIRFO LABODR Je.a 86.9 [ 3.1% -] 178.6 299.4 790,18 Q.0 302,
CILIMATER] ALS 1.271.0 1.043.4 1.210.6 1e8 "») 34250.0 4,688,8 0.0 2.476.0
(1 2)TRANSPORTATION 0.6 10.2 27.0 ul.0 22442 636 .6 0.9 201,
C(13)0THER INCOE 301.1 549,48 634.1 689.8 776.4 a56.4 0.0 677.3
(184 ) AUTOCONSUNPTION Gel 120.8 237.53 32649 40A.06 409 .4 0.0 298.4
€ 15) FOUSING 37&.0 420.5 396.6 362,08 376.7 366.9 2,0 378.9
(16)TOTAL NET FANILY INCOME 34035.0 2-.960,8 3.070.4 3+950,.0 4,667.9 4:,475.06 0.0 30083
(17)AON-CA5H [NCONKE 652+5 929.5 1:420.6 2.000.08 2.826.0 3:322.0 0.0 24049,.8
(18)CASH INCOME 2+382,8 2,081.2 10749.7 1e949,2 feB841.0 8.053.5 0.0 1+788,.5
(I9)AVERAGE FAMILY SIZ2E 6.4 6.2 6.0 67 Tel 7.0 0.0 8.7
(20)PFR CAPITA NETY INCOME 492.6 506 .6 S44.8 397.4 63G.,6 874 ,.6 0.0 8635.3
(21 INET INCCME PER 0.0 2¢096.2 1+355,5 81.7 682,08 J49.5 0.0 874,10
ARZGLF HECTARE
€22)vALUT PRADUCT FER 0.0 3.918.9 2:679.4 2.2082.8 2,671, 2.203,2 0,0 203410, 8

ARARBLE HECTARE

FCOINOTES:

(A) A FCOF FANP IS A FARM OF (ESS THAN 20 FECTARES IN WHICH TOVAL NE
1400 COLONFS PER FANMILY MEMBDER. FOQUIVALENT TO THE -

1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES 1IN 1973 COLONES.

SLANDLESS® FAHMS ARE A RESTIDUAL CEANSUS
ENTERPRISES SUCH AS PIG. POULTRY,
) FARMS OVER 20 WFCTARES ARE CEFINED
) YHE METHODNLDGIES EMPL(‘!xfo FOR

(1) ¢

112).

(2)WAGE INCCME = (3) ¢
(IVON=FARM LABOP INCOME =

LAJOFF-FARM INCUMF = (S)

(7)FARM PROCUCTION INCCFE = (B) — (9),
(S)IPRODUCTION COSTS = (10) ¢

(I3)OTHER INCOKE = (1a4) ¢ (1S).
(ISIHOLSENG = 18X OF {MPUTED REWTAL VALUE
C16)ITOTAL NFT FAMILY ENCOME = (2) ¢ (T) +
CIT7INON-CASH INCOME = (3) ¢ (14) ¢ (15}
€1B)CASH INCOME = (4) ¢ (T74.

$21 INET INCOME PER ARABLE HECTARE = (T73/T0TAL AR
(22)VALUE PRODUCT PER ARANLE FECTARE a2

CATEGORY FOR F

AND DAIRY PRODUCERS

AS "NON-POOR® REGARULESS

CALCULATING THE NUDGET ITFMS ARE

.:g}’AL FARM LAROR REQUIREMENTS (I COLONES) MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTSIITEM 100,
.

(RETURNS TO LAND AND CAPJTAL)

€8)/707 A

AID POQVCRTY DE

ARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGH ICUL TURAL

AVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PROD

COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES,
AS FOLLOwS

OF A SIMILAR HOME [N THAT C
€13)s OR ALTVERNATIVELY,

wiHo Mo

T PER CAPITA INCOMEILINE 20) §S LESS THAN
FINITION OF 3150 PER CAPRTA PER YEAR IN

(17

ANTON .
)+ 1

ABLE HECYARES AS REPORTED IM THE AG CENSUS.
L ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.

UZTION,

B).NEY RETURNS TO LANDs LABOR, AND CAPITAL.
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TABLE 162 NIN-POCK FANNSLAY FARM FARILY IACONE
(FARN AVENWAGES)

COSY¥A RICA

c———— -— - ————
1

eedece e FAkm SIZE 1 [ ] |} [} 1 1 | ]
eeevcces CATECOMY § SLANDLESS® I LESS THAN § 8 T0 1.9 1 2 10 4.6 [ o 1C 9.9 1 10 70 19.9 § MORF Yuan 1 ALL FARM
ENCONE T YN Y ] [] FarRnSLa) | 1 HECTARE | HECIARES | HECTARES | HECTARES | HECTARES § 20 nAS.(CHE si2es8
SNURCES (D) eesvveel ] 1 ] 1 ] | [] [ ]
(30 NMUMBER OF FARMS 1.31818 4,207 2.480 S.514 4.308 40600 19,8063 6}.200
423 wAGF INCUNMF 13.127.2 $13.971.2 10,405.9 8.680.1) de2a8.1 8,218.6 8.449.0 9, 238.2
430 ON-FARK t9%.5 T708.2 beb26.3 2:730.3 3.897.1 4.695.8 6+382.8 39707
{A) OFF-F alm 12.521.7 13.269.9 8.,8139.8 5.809.8 4.3451.0 3.8519.7 3:,066.5 Be2606.9
(5) AG. SECTOW 2.442.5 2,019.3 1.278.3 1.,003.4 92l.a 708,2 527.2 908 .1
(6) QTHER SECTORS 10079.2 11.250.6 T:560 .18 4.0808.3 3,419.9 2.,011.8 24539.3 40362.3
(7) Fadu PRODUCTION INCOME 3,273.5 3.588.0 6.4082.8 9,698.6 12,504.5 13.653.13 10349, 6 9:805.3
(8) CFCSS FARM SALFS Ted19.4 6.820.9 11.,031.3 i14,06067.0 21.823.8 22,790 .9 S0 S80 .9 31.885.3
(9) PHONUCTION CDSTS 4.145.9 3,276.4 4.548.4 4.,9648.4 8.,019.3 9.1137.7 40,238.2 22.080.0
G100 HIREDN L ABOR 128.8 118.8 192.6 407.5 1.,092,2 §.790.0 13,044,138 60515.0
(S0 IMAVERLALS 4:016.3 3. 182.3 .253.3 4,408.2 &.681 .8 7.020.0 26 .530.8 15, 160.8
{12} TRANSPORTATION 1.0 18.3 97.4 182.6 245.4 327.8 687.08 a96.0
CI3NDTHER INCUNME 302.0 3t12.0 379.9 440.7 539.7 T28.2 880.2 66T.3
€14) AUTOCENSUNMPTION 8.9 ol.2 187.9 212.3 312.8 47442 84246 427.4
€ 131 HOUS ING 293.9 250.8 231.9 234.4 227.8 247.0 237.5 236.8
CIODVYNTAL NETY FAMILY INCOME 16.,753. 0 17.0827 .8 170.328,.7 18.685.0 22:292.4 22,590 .0 19 .,678.9 +9:T710.8
CAT7INON-CASIH INCOME 958,12 1.033.3 2.,0006.2 3077408 4,416.8 SedtT.1 6:262.7 4,0639.0
(18)CASH INCOME 15.798.2 36.B100.4 15.322.4 168.508.4 t7.855.98 17.122.9 13.416.2 18.078.0
(19)AVERAGE FaniLy SIZE S.8 5.4 6.0 Sed Ge7 S.8 6.7 [ 7% )
C(20)PER CAPITA NET INCOME 3,265,.5 3.613.2 38279 4,098.1 4,820.9 44707.7 4 .749,.8 404830.0
C210NET INCONE PER Q.0 8,535.1 S.278.6 ¥e254,1 3.531.2 2.719.6 448.6 2.847.8
ARABL E HECTARE
(22 )VALUE PRODUCT PER 0.0 14,0640.4 8,694.3 64853.5 S$.890.0 8.,040,.2 $.949.4 6:.819.2
ARABLE HECTARE
FOOINOITES?S

(A) A NON-POOR FaRy IS OVER 20 MECTARES AND/OR A FAKK 1N wHICr TOTAL NEY PER CAPITA INCUME (LINE 200 1S MORE THAR
3400 COLONES PER FaNILY MEMBER, EQUIVALENT TO Tt AID POVERTY DEF INE TION OF 8150 PER CAPITA PER VEAR IN
1969 PRICES. ALL VALUES In 1973 COLONMNES.

{B) SLANDLESS® FARNS ARE A RESIDUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOP FARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY AND/OR AGRICULTURAL
ENTFRPRISES SUCH AS PIG, PCULTRY, AND DAIRY PROODUCENS wis) HAVE NO AGRICULTUHAL LAAD 1IN PROODUCTION.

(C) FARMS NVER 20 HECYARES ARE DEF INED aS ¢ NON-POORY REGANDLESS 0OF CONPUTED PER CAPIYA INCOMES.

(D3 THE METHODOLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR CALCULATING THE BUDGET IVEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS;

2)WAGE INCCHME = (3) ¢ (4)

ION-FaRHd | ABIR INCOME = 10T AL FARM LAVOR HEUUIREMENTS L IN COLONES? MINUS HIRED LABOR COSTSIITEN 10).

OFF-FARM INCUNE = ({5) efc).

Famp PACCUCTION InCORE = (8) ~ (9)« (HETURNS YO LAND AND CaAPITal )

RODUC YT ION CASYS = (103 ¢ (1) ¢ (120,
OTFER INCOME 2 (34D ¢ (15).
HOLSING = 15X OF IMPUTED HENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR IHINE (N THAT CANTON

NCA~CASH IRCOME = (3) ¢ (14} ¢ (15), :
CASH INCNME = [4) & (7).

NET INCCHE PER ARABLE RECTAKE = (T)/TUVTAL ARAULE 1ECTARES AS KEPORTED M TrE AG CENSUS.
VALUE PRODUCY PER ARAHMLE HECTARE = (8)/7TOT AL AHAWLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CENSUS.

. P S Sy gy S Gy P oy
NNmmmmem Dot bW

I

:

:lnn.. NET FAMILY INCOME = 123 ¢ (7) ¢ (030, Ok ALVERNATIVELY, (37 ¢ (ial-tEl HETURNS TO LAND, LABDR, AND CAPITAL.
)

)

)
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TABLE 1C: ALL FARMS(A)

FARKM FAMILY INCOMF
(FAHM AVFRAGES)

COSYA RICA

-— -

00000000 FARM SIZF [} t 1
e0s0 0000 CATEGORY *LANDLESS® 1 LESS THAN 1 7O 1. I 2 10 4.9 s TO 9.9 § 10 Y0 319.9 MORF THAN ALL FARM
INCOMF se0cosee FARNMSIO) § | HUCYARF HECTVARFES § HEC TARES MECTARES | HECTARFS 20 HAS,.IC) SU12€S
SOULRCES (D) ceeevesn t H i
€30 NUNAFR CF FARMS 4170 13,258 64791 12,013 8132 8:.5629 19.86) T2.778
(2} wWACF INCUMF 5.43%.9 5:.570.0 4.841.4 5.019.9 Se+341.8 873303 B8,449,0 6e206.1
(3) CN-FARM 419.5 525.4 1.267.2 2+.104.0 3:064.3 Je718.1 S,3A2.9 2¢833.0
€A} OFF-F aRM 5.016.3 B.0%2.6 3e576.2 2.507.0 2:477.8 2.088.2 3.066.5 3,372.2
€3) AG. SECVOR 950,.7 162.9 5510.0 499.4 532.8 409. 527.2 878.8
(6) CTHER SECTORS 4,06%8.5 4,209.8 3,086,.2 2,407.8 1:944,06 1+608.8 2:539.3 2796 44
(7) FARM PRODUCT ICN ENCOME lel41.0 1:930,.0 3,397.2 3,507.5 8:034,2 Te729.3 10 ,349.6 €e3i%e
(8) GFOSS FARM SALES 4,436.0 Je383.7 6s330.7 9¢227.5 14,349,.06 15.840.0 50,580.9 20,301.7
9% PAODUCTION COSTS 2,694.9 §+6013.1 3.133.5 3,720.0 6:315.4 B,0Q50 .6 40.,231,.2 13.97.6.3
C10IHIRFD LABOR 88.1 80.5 170.6 322.0 846.6 1+519.6 13,044.1 3+921.9
S11IMATERTIALS 2.60€.1 1.801,.7 2.806.7 3:172.4 S.115.3 6+096.9 26+530.0 Q7371
(1 2) TRANSPORTATICN 0.6 30.8 186.2 2235.9 353.3 434,0 657.0 327.2
(I3)CYHER INCOME 203.3 307.5 15,0 4911 571.3 718.0 880.2 530.9
CI4) AUTNCONSURPTION 8.6 73.7 18%5.6 25844 337.9 464 .0 642.€ 3.6
€13 HOUSING 274.8 233.7 229.3 232.7 233.3 234.0 237.8 238.8
GI6)TOTAL NET FAMILY INCCME 7¢460.4 Te816.2 8:653,6 15.014.9 14,007.3 14,241.6 1S.,676.9 13.102.0
C1TIRON~-CASH INCOME 703.0 e32.9 1:682,2 2¢399.9 3,63%.06 44434,0 126247 3e0434.4
(18 CASH INCOIF 6.T5T7.4 6,983.2 6:971 .48 BedlA.6 10.511,.7 9.807 .6 13.481662 9.,0687,.93
C19)AVERAGE FAMILY SIZE 6.5 6.0 6.0 6e2 6.4 6.3 67 6.4
{20)PEF CAPITA WET INCOME 10346,0 1,490,.,6 1+754.53 22217 2¢746.8 2476246 4:749.5 2,008.4
€21 INET INCUMF PER 0.0 8,898.3 3.0006.,6 2,620.1 2¢298.0 1o643.4 448.6 2: 1777
ARABLE HECTAWE
€22)vALUE PRODUCT PER 0.0 8.436.6 5,279.7 4,634.4 4,408.0 4,093,2 5¢949.4 85.400.9
ARABLE HECTARE :
-
FCOTNROTES:
£8) *LANDLFSS® FARNS ARE RPESINUAL CENSUS CATEGORY FOR FARMS OF INDETERMINATE TENANCY ANDZOR ACRICULIURAL
ENTFRPRISES SUCH AS PIGs PCULTRY, AND DAIRY PRODUCERS wHO HAVE NO AGRICULTURAL LAND IN PRODUCTION.

(C) FARMS OVER 20 HECTARES ARE DEFINED

2)WAGE INCOME = (3}

B Gy gy B S S gy S gy BN g
NN oner o mos Ol &a

L

ON-FARM LABOR INCOM{
OFF-FARM INCUME = (5) ¢{6
FARM PRODUCTION IHCOME = (B) -
PROAUCT ICN COSTS = (203 + (21) ¢
INTHER INCOME = (14) ¢ (1S},
JHNUSING = 15X OF IMPUTED R

(73

JTOVAL NETV FAMILY INCOME = (2)
INDA=CASH INCOME = (3) ¢ (14) ¢ (iS).
BCASH INCOME = (4) ¢
)

NET INCTME PER ARABLE hECTARE
VALUE PFODUCT PER ARABLE HECTVARE

AS *NON-POOR®
{D) VTHE HMETHNOCLAQGIES ENPL?IED FOR CALCULATING
)

(9),

+

t12).

£7)

AND CAPITAL)

ENTAL VALUE OF A SIMILAR HOME 18 THAT CANTON.
*+ (132, OR ALTERNATIVELY, (1T7) ¢ (§B).NET RETURNS TO LANDs LABORs AND CAPITAL,

REGARDLESS OF COMPUTED PER CAPITA INCOMES.
THE BUDGET ETEMS ARE AS FOLLOWS}

IO}AL FARM LABDR REQUlhEHFNISIlN COLONES) MINUS FHIRFD LABOR COSYSEITEM 10).
(RETURNS TO LANOD

C7)/7TOVAL ARAMLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IRh THE AG CENSUS.
(B)/TOVAL ARABLE HECTARES AS REPORTED IN THE AG CCNSUS.
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TABLF 2A: PONP FANNSIA)

LAND UST pY FabM Siav

1
TOTALS PFRE STZF CATEGNMYIUD

cOsSTA RICA

[TXXY X T FAMNM SIZF 1 [} [ ] t [} 1
se0s0000 CATEGORY CLANDLESS® § LESS THAN | 8 TO 149 1 2 10 4.9 1 5 70 2.9 1 11 IO 199 § MOFE THAN §  ALL FARM
LAND USF sssseces FAKMS I 8 ECTARF § HECTAReES HECTARFS 1 HECTARTS [ WCCTARES § 25 HAS. [] ste=s
CATFGNNYLC) s000ben 1 H 1 1 [ 1 ]
(1) RNUMNER CF FARMS 2. 070 9.019 44338 64950 3,880 4,079 n 1,739
(2) YOTAL aAREA Geh 3.906.9 5.038 .6 20:%930.3 27.371.9 S58.86C.4 0.0 316,%2%3,.9
133 CULTIVATED CHOP LAND N0 1.216.5 2:247.0 Tol3let 6, 969. 6 12,989.9 0.0 30,9%5%.)
(a)ARNUAL CHOPS h8,.9 1,430.0 2.52%.0 6e810e3 Se730eN 8:234.3 0.0 24,040,1
{SECFRFALS re .9 t,213.2 2.234.3 6.,308.8 %¢330.4 T.250.8 0.0 23,072.7
{AIVFGFTABLES 1.5 37.5 867,10 7.9 363 2408 0.C 319.1
(T ITUBENS Ned Al.3 102.3 170.2 135,85 137.2 Nn.0 6273
(a)v08ACCH 0 ar.8 i120.1 234.2 21640 213.7 0.0 832.9
(QILAND IN FALLOW -808.9 -230 .4 -278.0 319.8 162382 4,755.3 0.0 S+ 708014
CINHLAND IN PEAMANENT CRNPS N0 2.0061.0 242%0.7 8,115.0 3,990.6 A.104,.4 ¢.0 17.632,.8
(LI CUFFFF 0.9 !-525.] ..bll.‘s 2280 48 1530418 8+375.9 0.0 8:908.4
(121 COCOHOA AND COCONUT 0.0 «0 .3 479.6 829.7 949 0.0 2¢338.4
€ 13} SUGAR CANF 0.0 I65.2 2‘5.6 483.9 434.4 400410 0.0 $.829.5
(14 ) FRULT TREFS a.n 73.8 99.¢ 289.0 292.2 S0) .6 0.0 1+2%8.2
(1SIPASTURES 0.0 3%9.8 904,7 6+021.3 11,3112 25.268.9 0.0 €4.,0806.)
{16 RFORF ST 0.0 28.3 1.6 415.7 1e¢352.6 69791 0.0 B8.837.5
(ITIOTHER 0.0 237.9 3A0.4 1¢843.0 3:047.7 QedI7.9 0.9 18,447,0
FOOTNOIFS S

(A) A CONR FARM S A FARM OF LESS THAN 20

CAPITA INCOME (SEEF TABLE MIA) IS LESS
EQUEIVALENT TD AID POVFRTY OEFINITION OF 3150 PER CAPITA PFR YFAR IN 1969

PRICES.
IN HECTARES

HMECTAPES ON wHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER

THAN J400 CULONES PER FAMILY MEMBER.

)
(C) OF. INET LONS OF LANG-USE CATEGORIFS ART

ct
Juis carecoay

JOTAL AREA = (3) ¢ (103 ¢ ¢38) ¢ (o) ¢ (37
ILTEVATED CHNP LAND = (&) & (9). PERNANENT CRm‘—S ARE NOT INCLUDED IN
AND TN FALLOW: WHEN MEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIRLE CROPPING.

AILAND IN PERIRANENY CROPS = (1L} ¢
TIDTHFR . AND USES THCLUDE BUSLDINGS, ROADS. @ INDDREAXSs CORRALS, EVCe

€120 ¢ (13) ¢ Q1a),
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TARLF 2Aa: POOH FalMS(A)

PROVINC A2 SAN JISF

- - - -~ - ————————— - ——

LAND USF BY FaGLM S5(2r
TOTALS PER SUIZF CATFGNRY(N)

[ XIY YN XY - FARM S)2F ] 5 ] [ | | | ]
dvdovuee CATFGROhY YLANDLFSS® | LESS THaN | t TO 1.9 ) 2 70 4,9 ) S TO 9.% 1 10 TO 19.9 | MOPF THAN | ALL FARM
LAND USE LIE XYY Y FAlMS ] 1 HICTARE | HICTARES | HECTVARES HECTAFFS & IMCYARTS | 20 MAS, 1 S12ES
CAYFGRAYLC) doassen ] ] [} ! 1 ]
€1) NIFAFR OF FaARMS ane 2.%990 1+390 244012 Lo 1850 91 ¢ 8:39)
€2) INTAL ARFEA B0 telfA9.8 * he9lB,t 6571604 Be 332,33 T 12.804,6 06l 30.941 .4
€3) CULTIVATFED CROP LAND [+ %] 337.8 €82.1% ?olﬁ?.é 221313 2.7138.) 0.0 8.338.2
(8 )annUAL CENPS 151 443,2 RRG. 8 2+ 370,53 $4972,3 1:948.0 0.0 T+616.0
(S)ICFRF ALS 14,0 390.1 730.% 2,129,3 Be77%,2 1770 a3 H.0 6.88).3
(AIVFGE TAHLES Q.0 15.0 Teb 8,3 4.4 a.9 .0 A40.8
(7 ITUNFRS n.,3 Pe2 7.0 25.2 28 e 66 11.8 D0 732
IATINBACEN D0 We? 1INl 2N7 .1 191.2 181.2 0.0 698.8
(Q)LAND IN FALLLW =15.1 -10%.3 -164,2 -202.8 138.7 T6T o4 0.0 18,2
(IR JLAND IN PFRMANENT CROPS 0.0 6T3.6 fe0. 4 1+96A.9% t¢304,0 LelR2,.8 0.0 S,589.2
CIL)COIFEF 0.0 ST7.0 697,.7 1¢9559.6 93t.7 789,08 N0 43599
112)CnEna AND COCONUT 0.N 0.0 0e0 . Cod 0.9 0.0 0.3
§1I)SUGAR CANF 0.0 20,7 679 178. 4 162, 6 179.3 0.0 ©13.1
CIA)FRUITY TRFFS 0.0 11.2 17,7 48.4 aT. 48,3 0.0 169.,9
CISIPASYURES 0.0 93.5 247.0 1902.6 3.831.18 6,166.2 0.0 11:942,8
(16 )FNORF ST 0.0 5.8 167 129 .8 328.3 871.9 [ 1] 1:352.6
(L7)0THER .0 571 111,6 SaT¥.N 14037.3 1.8608,7 0.0 3:622.7
FOOINQTFS:

(A) A FONR FARM 1S A FARM OF LFSS THA
CAPITA INCOME (SFF TAULE 1A)
EQUIVALENT TN AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF s\

PRICES .
(B) IN HECTARFS
([ 4]

IS LESS THAN

OFF INITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARE}

[ X4
([}
HIS CATEGORY
{9
«
o

LAND IM PEAMANENT CRDPS

[«

\

l'.Aw IN FALL Ow. WHEN NEGA
[4

JOTHER LAND USES INCLUDE BUlLDINGS

VOTAL AREA = (3) ¢ (10D ¢ €18) ¢ (16) ¢ (17).
ULVIVATED CROP LANC = (4) o

N 20 HECTARES ON WHEICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
1400 COLONFS PER FAMI' ¥ MEMBER,
3D PER CAPITA PFR YEAR IN 1969

(9). PEFMANENT CRAPS ARE NOT INCLUDED 1IN

TIVE INDICATES MULTIPLE CRNPPING.
(82) ¢ (133 ¢ (1
¢ ROADS: WINDAREAKS,

CORRALS, ETC.
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TARLF 2A: PONF FAIuSCA) LAND USF Y ("ARM SI27
TOTALS PER SIIC CATEGORYIR)
PRNVINCI A2 AL AJUFLA
cessascs FaoM S§2F 1 1 1 [ ] ] ]
teossesee CATFGORY CLANLISS® | LFSS THAN 3 TO .9 2 YO 4.9 T 5 5 9.9 1 10 TN 19,9 1 KOFPE Taan | sLL FARM
LANHD USF Sos oo FARME ] I MFCTAPE | HECTARFS | HFCTARES | HECTAPES | MHICTARFS | 20 HAS, [ | s12¢£8
CAIFGORY (C) (YTIXT Y] 1 1 | ] [ | 1 ]
(13 NUNBFR OF FAHNS s27 2754 1.036 1e2%4 éac a7e n G THY
(2) TOTAL ARES N.0 1¢179.6 1:404,06 3,8%9.,9 4,5%%.9 Besl104 .0 0.0 19,104,.1
€3) CHL TIVATFD CROFP LAND 0.0 28t1.1 408,.,9 02%5.1 788, 3 1.200.3 0.0 3,56%.9
{a)ANNUAL CROPS 1.3 346.2 43641 T795.1 653.3 T6hed f.0 2:997.%
(S )CFRF LS 1.3 274, 8 349.3 6602 566.3 718.0 0.0 2:567.8
{AJVFGETANLES N 24 .4 29.2 92.7 20.7 8.9 €0 136.2
(7 3TUNERS 0.0 333 37.% 455.9 55.8 37.9 0.0 217.2
{271 00ACCN tc.n 17.0 20,0 27.0 10.4 1.3 0.0 76,0
(19)LAND IN FALLOW ~1e3 ~05.0 -30.2 293 134,9 495,9 0.0 $63.4
(P ILAND IN PERMANENT CROPS o« 734.48 €17 1+32%01 765,06 TiA.3 0.0 4,235.3
CILDCOFFFF . 31%9.% 433.5 6R2.7 29A, 2 203.8 .0 2¢134.0
€12)COCNA AND COCONUT 0.0 N0 0.3 4T .6 68.9 l15.0 0.0 252.8
€13)SUGAR CANF C.0 102.8 119.¢ 27643 129.6 0.0 718.0
(34)FRUTIT TREES 0.0 18.4 26.3 T1 .0 67.9 I".’ Q.0 204,.0
(1SIPASTURE S N.0 11t.2 233.5 $¢327.9 2,054,808 3.202.4 0.0 T+¢009.7
(16 )FORFSY 0.0 TeS 12.0 N2.2 301.2 1429101 0.0 8:694.3
[(SRA1AE, L Q.0 45,1 [y ) 299.8 [.23. % 4 1551 .0 8.0 2,603.8
FOOTNNTFSS

4A) A FOOR FARM 1S

PRICES,

A FATM OF LESS TrHaAN 20 HF CTARES ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
CAPITA INCOME (SEF TABLE 1A) IS LFSS THAN 1400 COLONFS PER FAMIL.
CAQUIVALENT TO ALD POVERTY DEFINITION OF

MNFMBER o

$15) PER CAPITA FER YEAR IN 1969

(B85 IN HECTARFS
4C) DFFINTIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIFS APl
(2)TOTAL AREA = (39 ¢ (10D ¢ (13) ¢ (1€) ¢ CUITH,
CVIICWTIVATED CROWP LAND = (4) ¢ [(9). PEPMANFNY rﬂOPS ARF NOY INCLUDFD IN
THIS CATEGHRY
(9ILAND IN FALLOW., WHEN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULTIPLF CRNDPPING.
CI0ILAND TN PrRMANENT CROPS s (11) ¢ (12) ¢ (13} ¢ (18D,
(17)0THFR LAND USES INCLUDE BUILDINGS, ROADS, WINDRREAXS, CORRALS, FTC.
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LAND USF BY FARM Si¢F

TADLF 2a: PO VarMata) :
TO7ALS PER SIIF CATEGNRY{IB)

PRNVINCIA: (W LANYF)]

- - —— et - - - - - D LT YT g -

[IITYY Y Fabs S0 (] 1 14 t | ] . ] [ ] 1
LA A XL RS CATFGNRY T *L ANDLI'SS® | LL S5 FHAN 1 1 0 1.9 [ ] 2 70 4,9 I S ¥0 9,9 T 10 7O 1949 ) MOFF THAN 1 ALL FARM
L AND USH sacss e ] FARMS I 1 WFCYARE 1 HWECTARES HECVARFS | HECTAFES | HECTARFS [ 20 HaS. [ ] SIZES
CATFGNUY(C) sesesae] ] 1 ] ] 1 1 ]
(1) NUNGFR OF FaARuS SNy 1344 an9 583 250 148 o 3310
€2) TOTaL ANEA Cen %$533.9 665,2 1.228,9 1+793.0 1+998.6 0.0 4,819,808
€3) CULTIVATED CROP LAND 0,0 14,3 182,9 345,77 208%.0 253.3 0.0 1e131.8
(a)anNUAL CRUFS 25 137.1 12%.9 186.3 I .3 7.8 0.0 €30,
{S)ICFREALS 2448 [ XX | 66 .6 114,7 0nee. 3 82.1 0.0 ateL.6
(AIVEGFTARLFS 0.0 3n.2 1.3 24 .8 3.3 12 O.0 8S.3
{7) TUHFRS Cot 30.6 41.0 468 16.6 14 .4 0.0 149,7
ta)ToRaccn 0.0 - N.0 0.0 Nn.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(QILAND IN FALLOW -2.9 27.2 3649 159.4 t08,7 155,83 0.0 4813 .4
(INILARND IN PEFRMANFNY CROPS D0 297.0 324.06 361.0 27T.2 0.0 1,879,.08
(VLI CNFFEF [\C R 2119 226.9 [ E3 Y- 1224 0.0 1.064,3
1121 CNCNA AND CUCNNUT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0D 0.0 € .0 0.0
€1 3I)SUGAR CANF 0.0 30.7 46,8 Q0.6 59.4 0.0 322.9
€14 YFRULT TREFS 0.0 1t 640 16.9 $7.8 0.0 Tted
{33 )IPASTURES 0.0 45.9 117.8 3109 .,3 a85,6 9a7.3 0.0 2,896.3
€16 )FNRE ST 0.0 6l T3 64 .0 128.6 208 .2 0.0 408.2
(173NYHER 0.0 20.4 52.4 209.3 242,06 27901 0.0 804.0
FOOTNNTFS:

(A) A FOOR FARM IS A FARM OF LFSS THAN 20 HECTARES QN WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PFR
CAPITA IKCUOME (SFF TADLE 1A) IS LESS THAN 1400 COLONES PER FAMILY REXBFR.
FOUIVALENT T0 ALD POVERTY DEF INITION OF $150 PER CAPITA PER YFAR IN 1969
PRICES,

B; IN HECTARES

C) DFFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARF §

(2)TOTAL AHEA = €30 ¢ C10) ¢ (I1B) ¢ (16) ¢ (I1T7).

JCIATIVATED CROP LAND = (4) ¢ (9), PFAMANFNT CRIPS ARE NOT INCLUDER IN
THIS CAVEGHRY

JLAND IN FALLQOW. WHFN NEGATEVE INDICATES MULTIPLF CROFPING.

QILAND IN PFRMANENT CROPS = (11) ¢ §12) ¢ €23) ¢ t1ad.

TIOVHER LARD USFS INCLUDE BUILDINGS. POADS., WINNDBREAKS. CORRALS, EVC.

[}
(&
€
[N
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TARLE 2A: PUDS rafustal

LAND USF AY FARM S eF

10TaLS PLR SIIE CATF GORYIN}

PROVINCEAL W RITDIA
P YYIT R FAEM SI2F ] ] ] 1 [ ) 1 | 1
esencane CoTFenEyY | 'L ABDLESS® 1 LESS Tian 8 TO 1.0 1} 16 82 1 % 10 2.0 1 10 V0 19.9 § WPF YTHAN 1 AL FARM
L AND USY esssesee 1 FARMS Tt 1 HECYATE | HECTARES 1 HICTAPFS § WFCTARES | IMCTARES 20 MAS, [1 SIIES
CAWGARYICH IXTEX XL 1 [} ] 1 1 1 |
(1) NUMRFE OF FALNMS 1o TG 13 n an 62 [ 1146
120 TOTAL ARFa 0.0 2h8.0 172.2 259.8 332.4 891 .3 0.0 1+014,.7
€3) CUL TLSATED CROP LAND LI 34.9 21.4 a2.7 3%.3 1108 0.0 248,14
(A JaRNUAL CHOPS 3.4 231 2% ¢4 29.9 18.9 .7 0.0 199.8
(2)ICEAFALS 19 14,0 118 21.8 12,9 47.0 0.0 110,0
(A)VEGETAM ES 1% Tl a.t 4.1 1e0 f.7 0.0 22.7
{7)TUNERS 0, 3e2 1.8 3.6 4.0 12.9 0,0 26.5
ta)ronaccn 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 049 0.0 0.0
(9ILANN IN FALLOW -3.8 .7 0.0 13.1 16.4 9.7 6.0 88,7
(1A ILARD N PFRMANENT (ROPS 0.0 197.9 100.3 108 .9 9.2 100,.3 0.0 542.4
CUINCOIFFF 0of 187.7 86.2 867 28.9 18.1 0.0 406.3
(128COCNA AND _CNCONUT 0.0 0.0 Ne 0.0 6.0 8.8 Q.0 [ X3
(1 3)SUGAR CANE DN 3.7 4,7 - 1Y) Ce?7 3.0 0.0 182
CI3IFAULT TRFFS 0 0.8 3 3.2 te2 n.6 0.0 50,0
C1%)PASTURES .0 23.0 a1+ 92.3 181.0 334.9 0.0 873.3
L1 e IFNRF ST 00 0.3 1.3 1.6 ale0 229.0 0.0 203.3
107)IOTHER 0.0 2.3 Te8 n.4 38.3 11649 0.0 170.0
COGTNOTF S3
CAD A FOCP FARM 15 a FARM OF LFSS THAN 20 HECTARES ON wWiiCH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
CAPIVA INCOMF (SFF TABLF 1A) LESS THAN 140* COLONES PFE FANILY MEMBFEH.
sotlal::Lfnt YO AID POVERTY DE ITION OF 8150 PER CAPITA PFH YEAR 1N 1969
RICES.
CB) IN MECTAKES
(C) DEFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARF}

TOTAL AREA = (3) ¢ (10} ¢ (13)
CUL TIVATED CHOP LANO = (4) ¢

(2}
(R}

THIS CATEGORY
19ILAND IN FALLOW,
(A1, ]
(AR A

WHEN NEGATS
LAND IN PFRMANENTY CROPS =
OVHFR L AND USES INCLUDE BUILNINGS. POANS,

3
o).

t16) ¢ LI7he
PERMANCNT C

YE INDICATFS
qaed) ¢ (12) ¢ (23

wiND

RIPS AREF NOT INCLUDED IN

MULTIPLE CROFPENG.
$ 4 118,
HREARS . CORRALS, FTC.
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TARLFE 2Aa: 1OUR rauMi{A) LAND USF NY FARM SIZJF

TOTALS PFR SIIF CATEGORY{N)

PENVINCT AL (ABANACASTF
Iy FARM S12F bl ] [ 1 1 1 i [ 4
vevasrese CAIFGImY 1 *¢ ANDLY SS° | LT85 YAl ] I Ty 1.9 1 2 TD 4.2 1 S T 3.9 1 10 TO 19.9 1 MOKF THAN | ALL FARNM
t AND usF XYy F AN M< 1 1 HECTARF § HECTARFS | HECTARFS | HECTARES | WICVARFS [ 20 uas. ] stzes
CATFGNAYIC) essasee] 1 L ] ] ! t |}
(1) NUMHER OF Fanns €50 704 496 1,051 626 766 [4] 4,422
(2) TOYaAL AkfEA .0 3s4.) AOG.6 3. 507.4 q.851.2 10:157.0 0.0 19,506.7
(3) CULVIVATEND CAOP LAND LeN 253.7 £A%e 2 fevll.0 1+384.10 2:.2%0.,2 0.0 6:3523,10
{edanntAl, CHOPS ar.2 127. 3 €LbeN 104965.0 1s 362. 5% 1 +87%,.9 0.0 Ce183.0
{SJCFAFALS a4t .2 323.9% an%n.6 1.1%2.9 1 +356.8 LoR69.9 N0 6,108.2
(A)IVEGF TARLES T el 1.5 " 3.9 3.6 LY ] 0.0 1.9
(7 ITUNF RS fe.0 29 66 A.9 200 Se b [ 2%.8&
(AJTORACCO 00 0.0 N0 0.0 Nen 0.0 0.¢ 0.0
{9ILAND 1IN FALLOW —-8b642 -T73.6 L 1Y -] 45 .8 151.6 3a2.2 0.0 378,32
CI0JLAND IN PERAMNANFNT CROPS O.n 32.08 34,7 104 .4 1ns.0 175.8 0.0 L3-1 %
LIS COFFFF LY Te01 13.3 87.2 43.3 94,0 0.0 2150
(121cncna aMd cOCONUT a,0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0,7 0.0 0.0 0.7
(13 SUGAR CANF [T 1.3 1.0 10.1 22.)3 2643 0.0 611
{14}FRULITY TREES n.o 3.0 T3 15.8 21.9 279 0.0 T84
CIS)IPASTURES N0 .3 ira,3 1:033,7 20309.5 603801 0.0 9.863.0
16 )FNRFST [+ %] 4.9 7.8 13.6 68+ 3 J19.0 0.0 413.9
C(ATIOVrER D0 62.4 TR ,? 243.9 L1179 ) 1:022.8 0.0 1.054,6

FOOTNOTF S
CA) A FDOA FakM IS A FARM OF LESS THAM 20 HECTAPES ON WHICH YOTAL SNNUAL PCR
CAPITA INCOME (SFE TADLE 1A) 1S LFSS THAMN 140G CUOLONES PEF FAMILY MFMBFR.
gg‘;‘l:;LFNT 0 AID PNVERTY DEFINITION OF 31580 PER CAPITA PFR YEAR IN 1969

C .

§0) IN HFCYBANFS
€C) DEFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIFS ARE}
12)T07AL ARFA = (3) ¢ (10D ¢ €120 ¢ (16) ¢ (A7),
(INCUW TIVATLO CHOP LAND » (&) ¢ (9). PEFMANENT CHOPS AHE NOT INCLUOED IN
THIS CAYLGNLY
(QILAND IN FALLOV. WHFN NEGATIVE INDICATES MULT IPLE CROPPING.
(INILAND IN PERNANFNT CROPS = (11) ¢ (12) ¢ €13} ¢ tla).
(L 7)INTHFR LAND USES INCLUDE BUILDINGS. ROADNS: WINDDPFAKS, CORRALSe FTC,
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TARLF 2A% PO FARMS(R)

PANVINCLAZ PUNTARFNAS

LAND USF
TCTALS PFR

——————— - - . -

AY FARM SI1I"
S12E CATEGORYIN)

sesevese FARM S1ZF ] [ | [} 1 1 [} []
sscesete CATEGNRAY § °*LANNLESSS® § LESS THAH 1 1 TO Be9 1 2 10 4.9 | 4 TO 1.9 1 106 1O 19.7 1 »wOrF THAN 8 ALL FARNM
LAND USF 0860006 1 * AKNME | y HFCYaART § HECTARFES | HECTARFS HECTARES § W CTARTS I 2F MHAS. 1 s1irs
CAYFEGORYIC) seenveeel) 1 1 1 ] 1 [} [ ]
A1) NUMRER OF F ARMS b-1.0) 693? 0% 140218 699 1et22 L] 4,626
€2) TOTAL QAFA N.0 310.3 e62.3 3190 .8 4,01 3.8 16,193.8 0.0 2%.3681.2
€3) CULTIVAIED CcROP LAND C.n 3N .06 385.3 15609,.7 175000 4,732.2 Ce0 8:3929.4
LI IAANUAL CROPS 10.9 3 afhle.t 1:415.4 f«3848,0 2.7922 0.0 Gl Tl
(SICENEALS 1¢.9 15%.7 394,70 1e800,.1 1¢3%7.8 2.720.1 N.0 6.084,.9
(A JIVF GE TARBLFS Ne? N7 201 3. 244 4.3 [ T 13.3
¢7 ) TURERS 0 4.6 4.0 11.7 9.7 16.6 0.0 47.4
{a)vopacco [ Y] 0.0 0.0 0.0 14,3 51.0 0.0 63.8
(QILAND IN FALLOW -186.9% «-3iN.3 -%6e3 18542 367. % 1939.9 0.0 2.3%6.2
C10LAND N PFRANANE NT CROPS (0 991 138.% IT0 0 bR TN %09.3 0.0 1454,
CIVICOFFEF [ 3 23.8 4.9 142.1 112.7 120.7 0.0 4T .4
112) COCOA AND COCONUT 0.0 12 4.3 Ceb 8¢ 3 12.0 0.0 27 .8
(13)SUGAR CANE Cet® 1el Aed 118 14,2 21.0 0.0 31.9
CIAFRUIT TREFS O 2%8.13 29.4 9.2 73.8 135.8 0.0 342,08
(1S )IPASTURES 0.0 8.2 °8.9 740.0 173510 S,611.0 0.0 B8.223.5
(36 ) FAREST €N 2.7 142 80.6 3134 2:%15.0 0.0 2926410
€17)1NTHER 0.0 av.d 632 425.9 o77.0 3,628.1 0.0 4.,203.7
FCOTNOTES?

CA) A FNOR FARM 19 A FAOM OF LESS TrEAN 20

CAPITA INCOME (SEF TaBLE 3
EGUIVALENT TO AID POVERTY
PRICES.

IN HFCYARDS

(1]
(C) DEFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARF}

tie) ¢ (1}
PERMANEN

CW YIVATFD CROP LAND =
THIS CAVEGORY

TOTAL AREA = (3) ¢ (10) ¢ Q18)

+
(4 ¢ (90,

)

]

JLAND IN FALLOW. §HFN NEGATIVE INDICAT
QILAND IN PERMANENT CROPS = (81) ¢ (12) ¢ (1)
TIOTHER LAND USES INCLUDE BUILDINGS.

ROADS, WItD

BREAKS ¢

ES MULTIALE CRUPPING.
b+ (14d,

HFCTARES ON WHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
A) 1S LESS THAN 1400 CR.O
DEFINITION OF 3130 PZR CA

NES PEP FAMILY MEMOER.
PITA PER YEAR 1IN 1969

)
7 CROPS ARE NOV INCLUDED N

CORRALS: ETC.
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VARLF 242 PCOR FARNS(A)

PROVINCG] A LINEA

- - - - > >

. - - . -

LAND USF BY FARNK S|2*
TOTALS PER SIZF CATFGNRY(RA)

0ssason FARNM S12t 1 [ [ ] 1 ] 1 ]
sesedsea raATEGORY PLANDLESS® ( LFSS Than | IO 19 1 2 70 3¢9 1 = T0 9,9 1 17 YO 19.92 1 MOPF TIAN | ALL TANM
LAND ust Xy’ [T 1§ MCTAkRF 1 MECTARFS | HECTARFS | HECTARES 1 WICTARFS | 20 uaS, 1 SIZ2€ES
CATFGMY () tssrsce ] 1 ] 1 [} ] 1
(1) NUNMRFR OF FANNS aQ 13% a3 39 459 557 ] 1.871
€29 TOIAL AREA Ceal 68 oS 215.4 tc366.8 3.093.1 B8,%08.0 € .C 13.24%.6
€(3) CULTYIVATED CROP LAND 0.0 15.4 437 26R.) Bea,2 1:659.9 (AN o 2338 .8
(4) ARNIIAL. CROPS 3.5 9.5 26,5 147.7 2264 6 69%,1 e 1,109.0
{S)ICFRFALS 3.9 6e2 22.8 129.3 282 693.2 0.0 1.016.5
(AIVEGFYaRLFS 0.0 N.5 0.0 Ne2 0.7 Je7 0.0 %2
(7 )TUNFRS N 246 3.6 18.13 28 .6 IR0 0.0 n7.2
t{8)r0ORACCO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 e 0.0 (LY, 0.0
(9ILAND IN FALLOW 3.8 4,9 17.2 120.¢ 317.5 964 .8 .38 1:422.7
CINILAND IN PERKANENTY CRUPS Ce 26.7 100,2 622.3 1.079.5% te220 .0 0.0 3,089,808
CL1)COAFFFF 0.0 1.8 4.7 21.7 22.9 25.8 0.0 T7.1
(12)C0CUA AND COCONUT Qun 9,2 $59.6 431.2 7%51.6 T793.5 €0 2.045.8
£313)SUGAR CANE Q.0 0.7 0.6 Te 14.18 23.4 N.0 e6.0
C(1ADFRUIT TREFS 0.0 3.9 10.9 A8 .4 64,9 12%.3 0.0 249.7
1S )IPASTURES Q.0 15.3 57.4 335.7 A42.9 2:.506,0 0.0 3,787.5
tIG)FOPFST 0.0 0.9 19 32.7 171.4 1¢351.5 0.0 1.7508.6
(17)OFYFR 0.0 2.9 11.9 107.6 4%54,9 1:370.2 o.0 2.147,.8
FCOINOTFS:

(A} A FODA FARK IS A FARM NIF

CAPITA INCOME (SEE VABLE
FQUIVALENT TO AID POVERYY DEF

PRICFS.
IN HFCTYARFS

18}
4Ct DEFINITIONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIFS ARE}

(23YOTAL ARFA = (3) ¢ (50) +
CU VIVATED CRAP LAND = (4) ¢+ (9).

[
VHIS CAVEGNRY
i9
]
1

€15) ¢ (16) ¢ (17).
PERMANENT CRUIPS ARE NOT §NCLUDFD IN

)

ILAND IN FALLOW. WHEN NEGATEVE INDICAYES MULT IPLE CROPPING,
OJLAND IN PFRMANFNT CROPS & (11) ¢ (12) ¢ (13 +

TIOTHFR LAND USES INCLUDE RUILDINGS, ROADS. WINDBHEAKS: COHRALS: ETC.

LESS THAN 20 HECYANES ON WHICH TUTAL ANNUAL PER
IS LFSS THAN 1400 COLONFS PEP FAMILY MFMBER,
INITION OF $139 PER CAPITA PFR YEAR IN 1949



LI

TADLE 213 NCA-FCCR FaAOMS(A)

LAND USFT DY FAPM SIZE
TOTALS PER SIZF CATFGORY(IR)

COSTA RICA

e ese e FanM Stef 1 ] ) t 1 ] 1 ] 1
s00000es CATEGUNY | SLANNLESS® [ LFSS THAN ] 1IN 1.9 1 2 70 &,9 1T S T 9.9 1 10 Y0 19,9 | MORFT THAN §  ALL FARM
LAND usSr L LEA A LA 1 F AHMS 1 3 UIECTARF | HEZTARFS 1 HECTARFS | HFCTARES [ HFCYARFS 1 20 HAS. ] SIZES
CATFGARYLC) seosvov] t t 1 1] 1 1 ]

(1) NUNMRFII OF F ALMS 14320 4,273 2:498 5551 4,164 4,607 20.048 42,6060

(2) YOIAL AREA (L) 1.760 8 3,448.3 18,167.7 31 +337.0 66 ,604.0 2,013,010.9 2,134,364,

€3) CULTVIVATEDN CROP LAND 00 IGN .9 Mna3,3 34 695.6 S.5%5R0. 6 11.726.6 189,402,.2 21L.95087 .4
(A ) ARNUAL CROPS 475 456.7 tellin, Ke073.2 5¢089.9 Q230,13 89.0836.2 109.832.)3

{S)ICELEALS 47.% 323.3 aan .4 3.424.8 4,416,5 B8R4 % 8775761 105,324 .2

{6 IVEGF TARLES C.0 23.3 128.1 . ins.2 250.2 174.8 LI 1+4014.2

(T ITUNRERS 09 3.0 TT7 261 .8 323,2 523.9 1¢352.8 2+.572.7

(aYrtanacco fn 5.9 3t.6 a3.s 69. 8 6T.0 261.9 821.0

(OILAND 1IN FALLOW -47.3 -95.7 -274,.7 -37T7.06 5N8.7 2+476.2 99 ,565,.,9 101,7558.1
.

(10)LAND IN PFRMANENT cCRrOPS N.9 1.095.8 2,00n,2 B8.878.8 11.393.3 13,9231.0 B87.856.6 124:.737.1
CHIICOFIFF 3.9 929.1) 1e612.,0 6+ 532.0 T7+183.4 Te254.9 25.N78,6 48,309,9
(12)COCNA AND COCONUY Q.0 2.1 25. 331.2 929.2 2.122.9 e 310.0 14,720.0
€131 SUGAR CANE L1 48.6 162.2 1+048.1 1.60U8.7 2:023.4 17:469.2 22.440,.8
C1ANFRUET TREFS 3.8 35.8 7.9 373.8 710.0 1.239,2 21,209.4 23,682,808

(1S )IPASTUPE S 0.0 179.1 442,35 4, 546,08 11.468,6€ 29:702.7 1:053,380.1 1+101.717.6

(16 )FORF ST N} 16,2 219 174.6° 153.2 Q17767 463,410,4¢ 4668.531 .9

(17)0OVHER 0.0 118.7 140.08 8701 2:190.9 T+0T3.0 217 +566.2 P27 .9406.0

F‘OO'ND IFS:

A) A NOA-PCOR FARM S OVER 20 HECTAPES AND/OF A FARM ON wHICH TOTAL ANNUAL PER
CAPITA INCOME (SEE TABLE LA) IS MORE THAN 1400 COLONES PER FAMILY MEMOER.
EQUIVALENY TN AID POVERTY DEFINITION OF 3150 PER CAPITA PER YEAR (N 1969

PRICES.
IN HECT ARES

-~
2]}
-

(2)3T707TAL AREA = (1))

L4
INICUL. TEVATED CROP LAND = (&)

q:

THIS CAYEGORY
(O ILAND IN FaALLOW.
C10)LAND
T

9.

DEFEINIY IONS OF LAND-USE CATEGORIES ARE;

(100 ¢ (1S) ¢+ (16) ¢ (170,
* PFAMANFNT CHOPS ARF NOT INCLUDED IN

WHEN NEGATIVE INDICATFS
IN PERMANENY CROPS = (110 ¢ €12) & (130 + (140,

OTHER LAND USFS (NCLUDE BUILDINGS,

ANADS,

# INDARFAKS ,

MULTILF CROPPING.

CORRALS. ETC,



TARLF Ja

- - . = s o ey e e

POPULATION BY INCOMF CLASS
(raraLs)

COSYA RICA

1 i 1
] 1 RURAL ZOMES =
1 i~-~ -
' URARAN ZOHFS(A) : ! ! TOVALS
' .
1 1 FARM FAMILIESIB) 1 NION-FARM FAMILIFS 1
INCOME CLASSFS(C) : ; ------:--—-—--—----;-—----—--—--| -3 : -——- : —————
I FARILIFS | PFOPLE | FAMILIES 1| PROPLF 1 FAMILIFS | PFOPLE | FAMILIES 1  PFOPLE
LFSS THAN 109 COLONES 7,664 33,217 €.807 42,9413 10+595 49,409 25,066 125,569
100 11 300 COLONFS %.nc0 20,292 6.559 45,164 S.3a0 25,750 16.998 92.116
A TO 500 COLINFS 3,729 17.938 €,03)3 42,531 Teba 59,240 17,403 119,709
Scn T ANY COLONE S 645232 Al.5A3 8,233 59,401 16,743 119,926 3i.008 220,390
ROO TN 1180 COLONES a,122 56,314 7.073 S0, 756 16,593 110,512 31,768 217.502
1107 T 1400 COLNNFS 9,021 60,017 5,981 41,369 14.15A M0 027 29+ 160 191,413
1400 0 1700 COLONE S 2,144 55,498 4,794 32,547 11,450 67,934 25.385 156,266
1700 70 20600 COLONFS 0,358 S1,1585 4.04% 264374 9.741 52,640 22,148 130,569
MARE THAN 2000 COUONFS 83,099 403,136 23.n74 129,501 37,744 166,559 184,717 699,196
TOTALS 140,765 742,057 73.399 471,676 129,508 741,997 383,649 1,955,730
PONF/NEN-PNOR TOTALSID)
CONSERVATIVF NEF INITION(O)
~ PONR ICI1CO COLONES) 31,146 169,254 38.705 241,875 56.412 364.637 122, 263 775966
— NCN-POOR 109,619 572,803 38,694 229,801 73,093 377,160 221,406 1:179.764
[+
MODERAYE NFFINITIONIF)
PONA (<1400 COLONE S) AP, 167 229,271 40,686 283,244 70.570 454,868 151,423 967 o379
NON-PODR 100,598 512,786 32,713 188,432 58,935 287,133 192,248 986,351
LIBFRAM. NEF INITION(G)
POOP (<1700 COH.ONES) 49,308 2074766 45,480 315.801 A2,020 522,798 176,808 $+126,365
NON-POOR 91,4587 454,291 27,919 155,875 47,488 219,199 166, 861 829,388
FOOTHOTES:

€A) BASED UPON THF 1673 COSYA RICA CENSUS DEFINTT
ALL CANTONIL CAPITALS.

(B) ALL FARM FAMILIES,

AREA AND

THIS CATEGARY,

1€} IN 1973 COLONFS,.

TONT THE SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN

INCLUDING THOSE wiTH URAAN RESIDENCES. ARE INCLUDED N

(D) THE FNLLOWING THRFE DEFINITIONS 0OF POVERTY ARF BASED UPON THE AID POVERTY

NEFINITION (IF L FSS THAN 315 PER CAPITA PER YCAR IN 1969 PRICFS,

ARFE DUF TO Tr+ MULTIPLE FXCHANGF RATES WHICH WFRE IN EFFFCT IN 1973, PRICFS

ARE DFFLATFD USING THE CENTRAL BANK®S COST-0F

WORKING CLASS,

(EICCNSFRVATIVE DEFINITINN BASED UPON
NOLLAR. THIS RATF WAS FMPLOYFD AS &

~LIVING INDEX FOP THE URBAN

AN FXCHANGE PATE OF 6.7 COLONES TO THE
N INDIRFCT TAX ON COFFFE FXPORYERS,

(FIMODERATE DEFINITINN BASED UPCN MIXED RATE (F 7.7 COLONES TO VHE DOLLAR,.

(GILIAFRAL DFFINITION BASED UPON FREE MAFKET RATE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR

DIFFERENCES



ABLE Ja PUPULATIOND BY INCONF CLASS
(YOTALS)
AROVINCIASL SAN JNSF
] [} 1
] ! NURAL IONCS ll
1 - ittt tintateg
1 UFBAN IONESLA) : : I' TO0TALS
]
1 [} FAPK FAMILIES(N) ] NON-FARM FANILIES | )
INCOMF CLASSESEC) = : --------:------_-_ T l'--------_---;-----_----—-!------------.l.-_----------
§ FaNlLIFS 1 PFOPLE 1 FAMILIES 1§ PEOPLF 1 FaMiLIES 1 PFOPLE § FaMmiLifs o PENPLE
LFSS THaN 100 COLNNE S 3.687 14,892 1.6014 9.864 24455 17,828 Te7%6 3s.181
"0 TG 30N COLNNES 2.146 A. 600 1:611 11,202 1.282 54958 4,999 2%.224
e T 500 COLUNFS 1.640 TeB34 1537 10,773 1.481 11,084 4.658 29.+493
s00 10 Q0D COLINES Je241 18,719 2.18) £S5.713 3.ns2 22,019 B.474 S6.4510
ann 1N 1109 COLONFS 3,938 26,190 1.817 12,950 3.201 21.507 f,95€ 60,847
100 1) 1400 COLONFS 4,985 30.n64 1.508 i1n,328 3,014 19.r 65 9. 107 59.4 84
1400 113 1709 COLINES 4,904 31374 1.190 T+926 26010 15.098 8,€95 58,195
1700 19 2000 COLONES 4,620 2R+ 300 1,023 6388 2.259 12.450 T+902 47,338
MNRF THAN 2000 COLONFS 514995 255, 34l 5.073 27,738 9.428 48,076 664495 327,185
TOTALS 81,756 420.820 17.85%6 1131064 28,730 162.878 127.082 5696 ,885
PONR/NIN=-PNNR TOTALS(D)
ONSFRVATIVE DFFINITIONID}
POOR (CI100 COLONES) 14,652 7%.723 B.760 60+304 13.4310 71 .389 34,043 207,690
: NON-POOR 66,1048 345,103 B8.796 52.500 17.299 91.488 92,199 an9.169
) =]
MODERATE DEFINITICN(IF)
POOR (C1400 COLONE S) 19.237 in5,811 10,268 T0.912 14,445 90 .4 54 43,950 267.177
NON—-POOR 68.3519 315.318 T7.2808 42,252 14,288 T2+421 63,092 429,608
LIBERAL DEFINITION(G)
PONR (1700 COLONES) 24,1418 137.305 11+450 78,6830 17.0406 1064349 52,645 322,372
NON-POOR 56,613 283.641 &.098 34,326 11.684 36,526 T4:397 374,493
O0TNNTFS: - -
A) BASFD UPGON YHE 1973 COSYA RICA CENSUS DEFINETION; THF SAN JOSE METROPOLIVAN
ARFA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.
B) ALL FARM FAMILIES, INCLUDING THOSE WITH URBAN RESIDFNCES. ARE INCLUDED IN
THIS CATEGORY.
C) IN 1973 COLONFS,
D) THE FOLLOWING THREE DEFINITIONS OF POVERTY ARE BASFD UPON THF ALD POVERTY
CEFIRITION OF LFSS THAN 81350 PFR CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1969 PRICE Se DIFFERFNCES

ARF DUF TN THF MULTYIPLE ERCHANGF RATFS wHlcH

WwERE IN EFFFCY IN 1973, PRICES

ARF DEFLATED USING THF CFNTRAL BANK®S COST-0OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN

WORKING CLASS.

(EICONSERVAT IVE DEFINITION BASFD UPON AN FXCHANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES YO THE

NDOLLAR, THES PATF wAS EMPLOVED AS AN TNDI

RECT TAX ON COFFFF EXPORTERS,

(FIMCRERATE DEEINITINN BASFND UPON MIXFD RATE OF 7.7 COLONF S TO THF DOLLAR,

(GIL IBFRAL DEFINITION BASED UPCN FREE MARKET PATE OF B.0 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR
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YANLF DA

ALAJUTL A

POPULATION BY INCOME CLASS
(107ALS)

PROV INCIAZ

LD T LR R TN

1 1 1
1 ] RURL ZOMFS :
1 |rercencccc v cncacn. ~ .
t UHINAN ENNFSEA) : : : TovaLs
1
] { FARM FANMILIFS(R) 1 NON-FARM FAMIL IES [}
INCONF CLASSES(C) : : ---:~-- : : ' =- T -
§ FAMILIES 1 PFOPLE | FAMIEIES PEOPLC T FAMILIES | PEOPLE I ramsuirs 1 PFOPLE
LFSS THAN 100 COLONFS 1.047 3.na7 1e079 Tl T8 2,423 11,632 a4,c49 28+160
100 YO 300 COLONES ASS Yo 220 1.638 11.238 1103 4,864 J3:596 190342
3N0 YO SN COLONES 559 2.657 1+320 8+959 1.800 13.772 3. 678 2%.,308
%00 70 800 COLONFES 827 5,282 1.678 12.103 3.617 26,398 6el22 43,783
AOD 10O 1100 COLONFS 959 6+949 14497 10.957 3¢533 22.781 85,999 40,6687
1100 TO 1400 COLONFS 1.118 7.258 1.30806 9,680 2.740 16,993 5,235 33,931
1400 TH 1700 COLONES 982 6,022 1111 T+753 2,120 11.873 4,213 25,748
1700 10 2000 COLONES 920 5,531 90 64209 1.00%8 9.311 34637 21,091
HNORE YTHAN 2000 COLONES TeA26 35,300 6,518 37.183 S.,434 23,474 190397 93,959
TNTaLs ta.7Tne 77.366 17+222 111.563 24.595 141,120 56,523 330,049
FOOR/NON-POOR TOTALSID)
CONSFRVATIVE DEF INITION(D)
PONR(C1300 COLONE S) 4,253 23,155 Telb2 50.736 12,476 79,469 24,041 153,360
NON-POOR IN,a53 S4.211 9,910 60.027 12,1199 61,681 32, a2 176.689
MODERATE DEFINITION(F)
POORE(C1400 COLONES) 5,368 30,403 84692 604,416 15,216 90,462 29.276 187,291
NON-POOR 9,338 46,953 8.330 51147 9,379 44,650 27. 247 142,758
LIBERAL DEFINITION(G)
POOR(CI 700 COLONE S) 64350 36.538 9,802 68,169 17:.336 108,335 33,489 213,039
NON-POOR 8,336 40,831 T:419 43,394 Te2%9 32.783 23,034 117.010
FOOQTNOTES:
GA) BASFD UPON THE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS OEFINITIONS THF SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN

AREA ANC ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.

(8) ALL FAQM FANILIES,

VTHIS CATEGNRY.
$C) IM 1973 COLCNES,
o)

ARE OEFLATED USING
WNRKINS CLASS.

(F)ICCNSERVATIVE DEFINITION BASED LI'ON AN FX
DOLLAR. THIS RATE WAS EMP

THE FOLLOWING THRFE DEFINITIONS OF PO
DEFINITION OF LESS THAN $150 PEFR CAP
ARF DUE TO Tr: MULYIPLE EXCHANGE RAT

€S
THE CENTRAL PANK®S C

TNCLUD ING THOSE WITH URPAN RESIDENCFS, ARE INCLUDED 1IN

VERTY ARF BASED UPON YHE AID POVERTY
ITA PER YEAR IN 1969 PRICES. DIFFERENCES
WHICH WERE IN CFFECY IN 1973, PRICFS
OST=O9F-L IVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN

CHANGE RATF OF 6,7 COLONES TO THF
LOYFD AS AN IMDIRECT TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS .

(FIMODERATE DEFINITION UASED UPCN MIXFD RATE OF 7.7 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR.

(GILIAERAL DEFINITION BASED UPON FPEE HMARKET RATE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE OOLLAR


http:TLITALS.9D

TABLE 3a

POPULATI(WN HY INCONE CLASS

(¥IDYALS)
SROVINCIA:  CAHTAGLH
] ] ]
: : RAURAL INNFS =
: UNBAN ZONEFSLA) ll : = TNTALS
4 1 FARM FAMILIFSIB) 1 NON~F AHM FAMILIES [}
INCOME CLASSESIC) = ' = T : ' = : -
8 Famliies 1 PENA & ? Fanit IES I . PEOMLE § FaAMILIES 1 PEOLPLE § FANILIES PEOPLE
e e ———— - ————————— comam——— ———— - -—
LFSS THAN 100 COLONFES LI} 3,294 5496 4,027 1D G 6,120 2,247 t2.8518
100 1 300 COLONFS LI} 1,899 729 3 306 a75 24041 Be723 Q.246
30r In 50F COLONFZ atés 2,028 542 3,814 AMl T+692 §.799 13,834
£06 T3 84N COLONES 719 5,374 543 A.,AT76 2,372 17.722 3,734 27,972
ann 10 1100 COLONFS t.0N2 74368 528 3.972 2,290 15-738 3,820 27,075
100 10 1400 COUONE S 1.740 7.1048 ATA 3. 456 1.989 12.716 3, 503 23,280
1400 TQ 170~ COLONES 053 6.204 390 2,696 1.378 8,156 2.721 17,056
1700 T 2000 COLONES a%a $.,339 326 24373 1,244 6,660 2:428 14,172
MORFE THAN 2000 COLNNES Ce334 31,614 2.2 12.711 3,640 16,0812 12.208 61,137
YTOVALS 12,478 T0 ., 228 64457 43,13 18.238 92.567 34,170 205,923
POOKH/NON-PODR TATALS(D)
CONSERVAVIVE QEFINITVIONID )
[ PONR(<I 100 COLUNES) 3,293 19,960 3,038 22:09% 6,984 48,223 13,318 90,278
N NON-POOR 9.188 $0.285 3,419 23.038 8.251 44,344 20,888 108,648
L)
MODERATE DEF INLTIONIF)
POOR (<1400 COLLONES) 4,331 27.n08 3,512 25.551 8,973 60,939 16,818 113,558
NON-POOR A.148 43,187 2,945 17.880 6,262 31,628 17,332 92,368
LIBERAL DEFINITIONIG)
POOR (<1700 COLONES ) $.286 33,272 3.902 20,247 10,351 69,093 19,539 130,614
NON=-POOR T.192 36,3523 2,558 14,084 4,084 23,472 £4.631 78+309
FOOTNOTESS T

(A) BASED UPON YhE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION; THE SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN
AREA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.

€B) ALL FARM FAMILIES,

THIS CATEGORY,
4C) 1IN 1973 COLONS.

INCLUDING THDSE wITH URUAN RESIDENCES,

ARE JINCLUDED (N

(D) VHE FIRLOWING TMNFF DEFINITICNS OF POVERTY ARE HASKFD UPON THI ALD POVERTY

OFFINITION OF LESS THAN $1.0 PER CAPITA PEH YFAH IN 1969 PRICES.

ARF DUFE TO THFE ML TIPLE FRCHAMGE RATES wHICH wERE
ARF DEFLAGED USING THE CENTRAL PANK®S COST-OF-LEIVING INDEX FOR THE URHBAN
WARKING CLASS,

IN CFFECT IN 1973,

DIFFFRENCES

PRRICES

CEICOMNSERVATIVE DEFINITINN BASED UPIN AN FXCHANGE RATE OF €.7 COLOES TO THE
THIS RATE wA® EMPLOYED AS AN INDIRFCT TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS .

(FIMCRERATE DEFINITION DASED UPON MIXED KATF OF 7.7 COLUNES 10O THE DOLLAR.
(GIL INERAL DFFINITION RASED UPON FREF MARKET RATE OF 8.0 COLONFS TO THE OM.LAR

DOLLAR,



TARF 34A

POPULATION BY INCOMF CLASS

(A} BRASED UPON THE 1673 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINIVIONG

ARFA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS,

(B) ALL FARM FAMILIES,

THIS CATFGORY.
«c)
)

IN 1973 COLANFS.

ITNCLUDING THOSF

wWiTH URBAN RESIPENCES,

THE SAN JOSF METROPOLIT AN

ARE [INCLUDED 1IN

THE FOLLOWING THRFF DEFINITICNS OF POVFRTIY APE RASFD UPON THE ATD POVFRTY
DPEFINITION OF LFSS THAN SIS0 PFR CAPITA PER YEAR IN 1949 PRICFS.
ARFE DUE YO THr MULTIPLE EXCHANGE RATES WHICH wEKF IN EFFECTY IN 197,

PRICES

ARF DEFLATEDN USING THE CENTRAL PANK®S cOST-NF=~LIVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN

YORK ING CLASS.

CEICCNSERVATIVF DEFINLTION BASED UPON AN FXCHANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES TO THE
DOLLAR, THIS RATF WwAS FHPLAYEN AS AN INDIRFCT TAX DN COFFFF EXPORTIRS,

(FIMODERATE DEFEINITYION AASFO UPON MIXFD RATE OF 7.7

COLONFS TO THE DOLLAR.

DIFFFRENCES

(GILIBERAL NFFINITION BASED UPCN FRFF MAFKET RATF OF A.6 COLONES TO THF DOLLAR

(YOTALS)
PROVINCIAT WFREDIA
1 i 1
! 1 AURAL ZONFS !
' 1 -
] UL )AN ZONFSCA)D = ] : T0TALS
i 1
1 1 FARM FAMILIES(R) I NON-FARM FAMILIES 1
INCOME CLASSES(C) ! -3 B -=-1-- - 1 -
1 FAMILIFS | PFOPLF I FAMILIFS 1 PEOPLF | FAMILIES 1| PFOPLF § FAMILIFS | PEOPLF
LFES TIAN 109 COLCNFS 329 1547 188 1.106 o5 3.062 1.212 5,795
106 TN 309 COLANES 362 1.337 228 266 1.171 ase 4.088
3rC¢ TN 507 COLONTS 2%% 1,143 219 ) 3.298 sa3 8,916
500 10 200 COLONI S Jes 2.559 270 98n 7.559 1.616 11.958
AGH TN 1100 C IWES 530 370 259 1,212 8713 2.0t0 14,20t
1100 10 1400 COLNNFS 540 3.987 208 1,231 8.406 2.019 13.913
1400 T3 1700 CNLONTS s00 3.,96% 192 1en61 6,853 1.883 12.2180
1700 1) 2000 CIHUNTS 568 3628 187 as4 5,603 1.709 10.508
MORF THAN 2000 COLDWNES 2.266 26.999 1,701 a.080 20 .n2a 11,047 86,756
ToTaLs f.885 48,904 3.452 21,760 10.868 64,609 23,175 135,353
FOOF/NON-PDOR TOTALSID)
CONSERVATIVE DEFINITION(D)
: PODR (C1100 COLONES) .851 10,325 1,164 7.830 %,572 23,803 64567 41,956
~ NCN~POOR 7.004 38,579 2.288 13.930 7.29¢ 40,806 16.588 03,398
[N
N MODERATF DEF INITIONIF)
POOR(CLAN0 COLONE S) 2,438 14,312 1.372 «350 4,803 32.209 €, 606 55.0871
NON-POOR 6,024 34,592 2.080 12,410 6.063 32,480 14,569 79.482
LIBERA. DEFINITIONIG)
POOR (<1700 COLONES) 3.021 1,277 1:564 10,749 Sea64 39.062 10.449 68.087
NON-POOR 5,834 n.627 1.888 11.012 S.004 28,627 12.726 67.268
FCOINOTFS:S
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TABLE 34 POPULATION HY INCOME CLASS

(T07ALS)
PROVINCLIAS  GUANACASTF
1 ] 1
1 1 RURAL LZONF S :
] fom—— ————— 40 = 2 o e > = e = o
'l AN Z2ONESEA)D = = = TO¥ALS
] [ FARM FAMILLIES (D) ] NON~-FARN FARILIFS [}
INCOMF CLASSESEC) : -— ; ------:-- . i " : :
8 Famlies 1t PFOMLF § FaAniLIES PEUPLE T FAMILIES ) PEOPLF 1 FACILIES 1| PFOPLE
LFSS THAN 100 CCLCNES 00} 3,123 14393 9,091 2,056 10,219 4,050 22,433
100 TN 300 COLONFS an2 2,216 972 7236 1,263 7,587 2,737 17,039
APA 1O 800 COLONF S 356 2.222 1.016 7.624 1,961 14,749 3,313 24,598
S00 10 600 COLONFS sa4e 4,154 1,393 10,409 d.458 26.453 6.433 al.028
806 10 1109 COLONES 626 4.642 1,124 8,261 1,176 21.409 4,926 34,312
1108 10 1400 COLONFS 376 a,n63 o950 6,712 2,437 15,983 3,943 26.788
1400 %) 1701 COLONES 557 Y72 720 4,944 1,901 11,487 3,178 20,488
1700 YO 2000 COLONFS 375 2,454 597 3,838 1,413 7.647 2.38% 13,938
MNRF THAN 2000 COLONES 3.230 16,382 2.829 18.837 4,182 20,469 16,251 52,008
oraLs T.807 42,680 11,004 TY.649 (0923 21,027 §236¥ 136,013 40.235/)9(1!232.)42
FANR/NON-FONR TOTALSID)
CONSERVATIVE DEF INITION(O) )
POOR (L1100 COLONES) 2.6609 160357 6,890 42,628 11,918 oh, 427 20,483 139,405
NON-POOR 4,738 260,323 6,106 351,028 9,913 85,686 19. 787 112,937
MODERATE DEFINITION(F)
PONR (K1400 COLONFS) 3.245 20,4 20 6,848 49,333 14,338 $6.410 24,424 166,163
NON-POOR 4,162 22.260 4,156 24316 T.496 39.603 iS.081e 86,179
LIBERAL DEFINITIONLIG)
PONR <1700 COLONES) 3.802 24,140 7.568 £4e277 164232 107,897 27,602 186,318
NON-POOR 3,605 18,536 3,436 19,372 5,595 28116 12,636 66,024

FCOTNOTFSS

(A) BASFD UPON THE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION; THE SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN
AREA AND ALL CANTONAL CAPIVALS.

(B) ALL FARM FAMILIES, TNCLUDING THOSE wiVri URBAN HESIDFNCES. ARE INCLUDED IN
THI1S CAYEGORY,

(C) IN 1973 COLONFS,

(D) IHF FOLLCWING THHEE DEFINITICAS OF POVERTY ARF HASEFD UPON THE AJD POVERTY
OFFINITINN NF LFSS THAN 8150 PFR CAPITA PEP VEAR IN 1969 PRICES. DIFFERFNCES
AFE DUE TO THE MULTIPLE EXCHANGE RATYES wHICH wWERE [N EFFECT IN 1973. PRICES
A?Is ?:2&.2" ts)susmc THE CENTHAL FANK'S COST-OF~L IVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN
wnixK LASS,

(EICUNSFRVATIVE DEFINITION BASED UPON AN FXCHANGE HATE OF 6.7 COLONES 70 THE
DOLLAR, THIS RATE WAS EMPLOYFD AS AN INDIPFCY TAX ON COFFEE EXPORTERS.

(FIMODENATE DEFINITION BASED UPON MIXED RATE OF 7.7 COLUOKNRES TO THE DOLLAR,.
(GIL IHERAL DFF INITION BASED UPCKN FRFF MARKFY RATE OF 8.0 COLONES YO THE DOLLAR
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YAOLE 23A POPULATION UY INCOME CLASS
(YOVALS)

PROVINCIA: PUNTAHERNAS

- - - - P T - crmome-

RUFAL ZONES

UPRAN ZONFSLA) nNITaLsS

NUN-FARM FAMILIES

FARN FAMILIES(A)

O

INCOMF CLASSEStC)

] 1 t [} 1 ]
FAMILIFS PFOPLE | FaANILIEIFS PEOPLE 1 FAMILIEFS 1 PEOPLF FAMILIFES ( § PFOPLF

P L L L LT T T P e P T R R T R T ] - LY T

LESS THAN 100 CCLONES ~78 2.941 1.418 9,173 1,209 8,394 3e.321 17.730
100 YO 300 COLONFS 440 L1+644 1.071 7463 719 3.287 2+ 230 12,828
307 10 500 COLONFS 26% 1,282 1,099 7928 904 €,910 2,260 16,087
500 10 800 COLONE'S LXY J.042 t1.603 11,423 1.985 14,0407 4,036 28.402
800 TOU 1100 CH.ONFS $92 4,148 1+30808 9.0640 24209 13. 710 4, 100 27,8%8

1100 TQ 1409 COLUNES ARS8 4,274 t.030 6951 1.0827 t1.193 3.521 22.418
1400 YO 1700 COLOWFS 615 3.667 862 S.786 1.488 68.357 24908 LT.770
1700 V0 2000 CNLONFS 563 3.24) 708 4,444 1342 6.943 2+610 14,628
MORF THAN 2000 COLONES 4,600 19.490 3.06%9 18.6806 6,684 24,8582 14,952 62,642
TOTVALS 8,864 43,739 12,8698 8l.437 18:,363 94,563 40,092 219,739

POOR/NON-PONR TOTALS(OD)

CONSFRVATIVF DEFINITIONI(D)

PODR((I!OO CMLONF S) 2,421 13.067 6.601 45,696 7.€22 43,598 16, 044 102,261

NON-POOR 6,443 30.672 6,264 35,7481 11331 81,048 24,048 117.458
MODFRATE DEFINITION(F)

POOR(<I400 COLONES) 3.077 §7.341 Te6139 32.,647 8.849 S4.711 19568 124,699

NON-PCO s. 787 26.398 8,226 28,790 9.514 . 39.852 20,9827 935,040
LIBERAL DEFINITVIONIG)

Pnﬂﬂ(<l706 COLONES ) 3.692 2L.008 ReS5010 58.393 10,317 €3.,0068 22,520 142,439

NON-PO0 S.172 22,731 4,364 23,0448 8.026 31 4498 17.862 TTe270
FOOTNOTF S - -

(A) PASED UPON THE 1973 COSTA Rl(l CENSUS OEFINITION: THF SAN JOSE MEVROPOLITAN
ARE”. AND ALL CANTONAL CAPITALS.

(B) ALL FARM FAMILIES: INCLUODING THOSE wiVH URRAN RESIDENCES, ARE INCLUDED IN
THIS CATEGORY.

(C) IN 1973 COLONES,

(D) THE FOLLOWING THHREF DEFINITICAS OF POVERTY ARE DASED UPON THE AID POVERTY
NEFINITION OF LESS THAN 9150 PER CAPITA PER YFAR Ih 1969 PRICFS. DIFFERENCES
ARF DUF T9 THF MULTIPLE EXCHANGE RATES wHICH WwFPF IN EFFECT IN 1973, PRICES
Agg ?FZL:T(;I; USEING THF CENTRAL BAMK®*S COST-OF-LIVING INDEX FOR THE URBAN
w K IN L Se

(E)CW‘FR\M!IVF DEFINITINN BASED UPON AN FEXCHANGE RATE OF 6.7 COLONES YO THE
DOLLAR, THIS RATE WAS FMPLOYED AS AN INNIRFCTY TAX ON COFFEE CXPORTERS.

(FINONERATE DEFINITION QASED UFCN NIXED RATF OF 7,7 COLUNES TO THE DOLLAR,
(GILIBERAL DEF INITION BASED UPLN FREF MARKFY RAYE OF 8.6 COLONES TO THF OOLLAR
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TABLF 3a POPULATION UY ENCOME CLASS
(v0¥ALS)

PROVINCIAZ  LEMCA

1 [] |
] 1 RUHAL 20NES :
1 i~ - -
: UKGBAN ZNNFSLAD = : = TOTALS
1 1 FARM FAMILIES(UY) 1 NON-FAKK FARILIES []
INCOMF CLASSES(C) : . LR Lt T i T = "
1 FAMILIFS } PEOPLE 1 FaniLiEs 1 PEOPLE I FasiILEIES @ PEOPLY T FamiLIES ) PEOPLE
LFSS TitAN 10n COLONFS 1344 2,753 399 2.020 785 24963
10N YO 300 CM.DNES 2813 1,198 LT 2,029 272 826
300 TO SO0 COLONES 242 1.902 3060 1.959 238 34839
400 10 800 COLINFS 340 2,053 463 3,117 79 6.708
800 10 1100 COLOMNFS 458 3,261 460 3.1A47 Q12 6,684
1000 10 1400 COLONES 469 3,239 423 2.722 940 8,671
tann 1O 1200 COLONFS 540 3.439 329 2.094 308 5,313
1700 10 2000 COLNONES 446 2.0662 383 1.048 724 4,026
MORE YHAN 2000 COLONES 4,237 18,310 1854 7998 4,309 17,182
TOYTALS 74699 38,07 4,843 26,972 9. b87 50,1079 22,429 115,839
POIR/NON-BOLR TOTALSIO)
CONSFRVATIVE DEF INITION(D)
PODRLCIL00 COLONES) 2.007 10,6067 31.932 12,313 3,013 19,008 6,982 48,988
NON-POOR 5,692 27.630 2.918 14,659 6,874 32.362 16,477 TaeATH
MOOERATE DEFINITIONCF)
PONK L1400 COLONES) 2.476 13.908 24358 15,033 3,953 23,679 82,620
NON—-FPOOR 8,223 24,410 2.4008 15937 $.93¢ 26491 62.839
LIBERAL DEFINITIONIG)
POOR (<L 700 COLONE S) 3,016 174 345 2.684 17,429 4,654 20,992 10,554 63,008
NON~-POQOR 4,683 20,972 24139 9.8413 8.033 2.0 78 11.878 L0993

FOOYNOTF 52
(A) BASED UPGN THE 1973 COSTA RICA CENSUS DEFINITION] THE SAN JOSE METROPOLIT AN
AREA AND ALL CARTONAL CAPITALS.

(B) ALL Fakm FAMILIES, INCLUDING THOSE wiTit URBAN RESIDE NCES, ARE INCLUDED IN
THES CATEGORY. .

§C) IN 1973 CULONFS.

(D) THE FOLLCWING THHEF DFF INTICNS OF PUVERTY ARE BASFD UPON THE AID POVENWTY
DEFINITINN OF LESS THAN 8150 PER CAPITA PER YFAR IN 1969 PRICES. DIFFFRENCES
ANE DUF TO Tht MULTIPLE EXCHANGE RATES whiCH wERE IN EFFFLY IN 1973. PRICES
Ag: l::;FLeIEﬂ USENG THE CENTRAL BANK®S COST—0OF-L IVING IMDEX FOR THE URDAN
wORK ING CLASS.

LEICONSFRVATIVE DEFINITION GASED UPON AN E XCHANGE RATF OF 6.7 COLONES TO THE
NOLLAR. THIS RATE wAS EMPLOYED AS AN INDEHECT TAX ON COFPFE EXPORVERS .

(FINODERATE DEFINITION BASED UPON MIXED RATE OF 7.7 COLONES TO THE DOLLAR.
(GIL IBERAL DEFIHITION BASFD UPCN FRFF MANKEY RATE 0OF 8.6 COLONES TO THE OOLLAR
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COSTA RICA
REPRESENTATIVE SMALL FARM ANALYSIS

EXAMINATION OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR REPRESENTATIVE
SMALL FARMS FROM SEVEN AGRICULTURALLY
DEFINED REGIONS

By Samuel R. Daines, Consultant - AID

November 22, 1976
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This part of the saall farm profile snalysis is aimed at providing
a detailed scatistical viev of the principal economic and agronomic
characteriscics of small farms in Costa Rica. This informatiom will
be selsctivaly used in the vriting of the small farmer profile sectioz
of the Costa Rica Agriculture Cecror Assessoent.

The characteristics selectad for inclusion can be seen by reviewing
the list of cables, or in more decail by exanining the tables them=
salves.

The data was drawm from che Cosca Rica Agricultural Cansus for
1973. All small farms in che selected sizy range were included in
the compucation which means that the reliabilicy of the data do not
depend on sazple iss:es, the numbers reprasent a computaticn based on
the complete universe (ac least s complets as the census) for esch
farm typs. The number of farms included in the computations is
indicated in the f£irst column of each tabla.

In many cases product values and production coefficients for
livestock inventory patterns vere drawvn from the AID financed study,
by Acsdexia de Centro America,'ALGUNAS CONDICIONES DE VIDA DE LA
POBLACION RURAL DE COSTA RICA', San Joss, 1976.

Five farm sizes vers chosan as represencative of the small furm
population which AID vas both intereiced in and hoped to be able to
access vith their possible loan activity. These farm sizes ars:

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 targst
group focus but to provide a comparison of the characteriscics of
the samaller farm unics with a largsr group.

The regions were agronomically defined in the Census itself y 8
nap of vhich iy reproduced,

128



b
s,
.
'\“\
>
y tons woaTE -
'\..\‘ }
scinca 150 Y /
P N ? “\
Sl i
IR A W
g = =7
$ o g come e,
2 3 ‘e
.

/
\ {
%

REGIONES AGRICOLAS OE COSTA RICA
(0€ 1CUEAOD & LOS CINTROS 1GMCOLAS SIONALLS
AL 30 0F A8, B 1373

TS WIS ¢ N0
P YN . W

ot

129

Y,



LIST OF TASLLS

PART A:  LAGD AVAILABILITY AXD LAKD USE PATTERXS 0N WAL FARS

Tesle 1. Loas Use eng Cultivation Pacterms
Tasie 3. Percontage of Lond ta tae Firm by Use Categery
Tobia 3. Long Use in Livestact Activities

PART 7i:  IROICATORS OF TICHWOLOGICAL LEYEL ON SMALL FANS
Tzale 4. Tecnnelzatcal Level: Power Sourts end Mechanical [ntensity

Tadle 5. Tacnaoloyical Lavel: Fertitizer Use in Caffee, Sugar Cane, Tobaceo, and Baremds
Tadle 6. Technoloaical Level: Fertilizer Use a Rice, Corm, Fotatoes and Tomatoes

Tadle 7, Fertilizer Use Indax- Major Croes Only

Tebie 8. Techaological Level: Irrigatien in Major Croes

PART C: TIELD AD PAOOUCTION PATTERNS ON SMALL FARNS

Tabie 9. Yield and Production Patterns *a Basic Graing

Tabla 10. T{ald and Preduction Patterns tn Caffes, Sugir Cane, and Cacao
Tesls 11, Yiald and Production Patterms in Todeccs. Plasiein, and Damsass
Tadie 12. Tield and Preduction Patterms in Potatoes. Tuccs, and Tenmatoes
Tedle 13, Livestacs Yields and Production Patterms in Beaf and M1k
Tadle 14, Livestock Preduction Patterss in Purk and Penitry

PAAT O: PATTERRS [N CROP COMGINATIONS ON SWALL FARMS

Teble 15, Croe Mz - Major Croos

Tadle 18, Croo Kix - Major Croos (Cenc.)

Tadle 17, Crop Mix by Yalwe= Major Crops (Cerwals ind Avaal Crows)
Tadle 18 Crep Bix by Value = Major Crost (Permesent Crees)

PART C: VALUE OF PRODUCTION PATTERNS ON SNALL FARS

Tanle 19, .'u-un of Livestack Prosuction Patterms

Table 22 Value in Crops as a % of All Farm Value ‘
Tahle 23 Value of Crovs as a % o. All Farm Velue (Cont.)
Teble 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 Rica Sral) Farm Profile
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TARLE 3

Land Use in Livestack Activities

-Costa Rica Seall Farm Profile

Anslysis of the Averace S7u1) Farm for Lacn Recion and Fam Sice
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Summary of Livestach Preduction Patterns

Costa Rica Saat) Farm Profile
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Y-83834) ) (r10g
103 v sv y110 pue
2399 (Sujimy)rsqns

desr) o8
~3497 patsen puey

12033
~3413 ({® O 3
e sy dngep Aayiney;

s
el AR L L)
[T TRTY

13038
~3AYY 410 jo 3
@ ¢ oA N

L2 11
Be Rl INLRY
[ B TETTRILY

wv)
234 PD0Y1t2A4}
tie jo angry

[§1L
pur 56k ;) eur)
424 wo|)depaag

Layneg jo angep

wey

23d we| 1rnprisg
N18d jo angey

ey

a0d woyyIngoiy
1M )8 anqey

[ 1 7]

484 wejyonpoay
ny jo aneg

Lasani Bad)

Wmiv) ) 23Guny

wejbay
ew 2215 wae)

¢ 08

¢ 00

¢ 00

¢ 00

Fares ¢ nas.

- ~neneee O -» BN BB [ it S
o PR A= - MNAM—Ie - WA P -
. *eo e oo » . s e s e s e o RN RIRS
- NB=OMVw - o ~ D
- BRI rere - - Lt
~ o - ~ W W TIWW W | e —to e
- o - —O—eNCw W 0 ONRErIN
. L EENEEE] 3 REERAREEN IR
~ OROWNnO o - SOmO. -~ e o
- rerinie ~ o et - —
- ~mo - ~ WS 0 v PO o O,
- GeRIrNTe ~ o o P BNOAred
- RIS . ceeceme ® e e oo an
"~ wememen O - - o OWw w VIO
- AT @ ~ " -
-~ VRSSO W o - - - ~ e e
- L - ~
. ceora e @ . ® o osa m * o eee
- PRBAIBO— o - @G Aten W NerneOe
- Py e ~ "~ ~ ~re—rore
- - o Wy i e W L Ittt
- Wit v 7Y 3 NN - - o OB
. “eeeave & . st eaver o I ENERY]
-t WG - RPN NNG - O € & # P e
- ~ ~ e o Ny e
- PGOURG B - MaOAer— WAYee g
- - - e AmTIOG @ -
. se s me e » . ¢ e v ecee a IR
- W NAON oo - NNRYGO~ B S e
- g IR - -~ W O S
- o o
- o " NP @ P LIS
~ - =] - O 3B e
. e eovee ® . e veeno e ® NI
o - (sl Puwnne = neewen
- - -
-~ OMen—rwn » - - - W @rre Cven
- - - W~ OO - O nree
3 s s ss e o . e esa s 00 “ s o0 e
- —ORewS—~0 N - W, W WOIrg =g
- —— P e e - - e rerere
- @a—~0o9—w » ~ - Owewnrcsy
”~ e - "~ WD BT Y NOoOw e A
. IEREXERE . s ersese o o s caeea
- N~ - e ” -
~ - - [ ~ O A
~
- WGV o~ ~ - o] SRS ww
- - - - « ~ NB O N
. cncosrs o . *e s e s . » PRt
- WA - [l g rareior 1w - MooV
- - [ AN AR w13 ey
- -~ - = - -~ Mgy
w BB - o L ta IS e O vp 0 N
- - o WATDON -~ WO EImrerene
. - - ce oo - “oes e
- - - e e T ) ot
.
. -
. . - T - -
- .o w - . e [ - o . w .o
- ¢ W - - e ww - X @ ww bt N ~w -
oe E = - X M - e = -ce O - .'I'
- s - P hobnt-d bgod g O o —--g e 0 ."
30 ™ X &0 VU @ P9 VUID ~ O & VU300 ¢ O '..-\‘W'
=) CoereN | O ——esedM 4 W —~tosane O & ~mg-sal
“w N W mptwan = mTETAN A b —geAn, = 4 A
- ' eaae [ ¢ weo~ v | O esow [ I - -
UE M RENU—UTE W ERNU—UR O o RRMU—U= g M RF weus
- - ma- © serv ¥ cwve o casw
- P m ciCALRE P w ciEALLE D 8 s cEaLeE g » s cZaL-€
e < obes etemg X ﬂ Weter e @ § TEr.oTs $ Eer.Te
WP n B G = [ 1 3 S o-B-ovd &G W = € B B e
- ot ¢ GOSLOSW - COBLEGSS o VOSL O ® VOOLEwGge
" o - VuUIOovas - Yusrouaws - AT et “ UvsIag

29.54 21.30 1.28 7.3

3.1

128.20
149

n.n $.34

$0.2%

Bot0d on Somel €, Datnes' computation from Basic 4atd contateed in the Costa Mica 1971 Agriculturel Comyes,

Ave. 20+90 Wes.12,436 30,87

Sowree:



Table 22
Costa Rica
Representative Small Farm Analysis

Value of Croo Production as a Percent of A1l Farm Value of Production
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Table 23
Costa Rica

Representative Small Farm Analysis
Value of Crop Production as a Percent of all Farm Value of Production
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Costa Rica

Table 24
Reprasentative Small Farm Analysis

Value of Croo Production as a Percent of all Farm Value of Production
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Table 25
Costa Rica
Representative Smali Farm Analysis
Value of Croo Production as a Percent of all Farm Value of Production
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