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Ie INTRODUCTION: OBJECTIVES AND MBETHODOLGGY

aackgreund

Recent events in Central America have made the five
countries in this often—lgnored region the object of
unprecedented world attentione The revolutionary upheaval 1in
Nicaragua which led to the overthrov of the Somoza dynasty, and
the protracted insurrection underway in Bl Salvador, have
usheraed (In a period of radical politicaly economicy and social
change, the dimenslions of which are yet to be fully romprehended.
Guatemala, and to a lesser extent Honduras, are also
experiencing s8tronyg pressures for change. Costa Rica, in
contrast, Iin the past has been insulated from the insurrections,
revalutions, and violence of 1ts neighbors, as a result of the
number of factors which have been recounted elsewhere (Seligson,
1¥81)e¢ In recent montha, however, this pattern shows signs of
changee. For the first time in memory terrorism has emerged on
the Costa Rican political scene, and not since the Civil War of
1948 have people been as concerned about the maintenence of
domestic tranquility. The upheavals emerging elsewhere on the
isthmus are certainly having an impact upon Costa Ricae. Yet it
would be misleading to believe that 1t is purely because of

external influences that difficulties have emerged locallye.

Two interrelated economic difficulties lie at the heart of
Costa Rica's problems: inequality 1n land distribu*len and

restricted productivity. As explalned in some detalil elsewhere



(Seligson: 1980b), the expansion of agrarian capitalisa In the
form «f coffee and banana cultivation, beginning 1in the Llast
centuryy, radically altered the patterns of land tenure in Costa
Ricaes A8 a resulty, a country which in colonial days was
dominated by smallholders today suffers from extreme
jnequalities in tand distribution. Comparative data reveal that
Costa Rica's inequality in land distribution (as of 1973) was
among the most skewed in the worlde. Moreover the great bulk of
the peasantry, somewhere between two—thirds and three—quarters,

are landless or nearly landlease.

Inequalities in the distribution of land have a direct
bearing upon productivitye. Although only one-fifth of Costa
Rica's Gross Domestic Product (GDP) derives from the
agricultural sector, well over two-thirds of its exports are
derived from this sector. Hence, the maintenance of a favorable
bpalance of payments 18 virtually dependent upon agricultural
exportse. Moreover, direct and i1indirect taxation of export
comuwodi ties provide a major shure of central government
revenues. The concentration of land in the hands of a ftew
restricts agricultural productivity and weakens the ability of

this sector to generate capital and eaployment. Problems of

public finance are more serious and complex in Costa Rica than
in many other developing nations because of the extenslive (and
axpensive) systenm of public services maintained by the
gnvernmente.

The dual problems of land inequality and constrained

productivity have increasingly preoccupied recent Costa Rican



administrations. One approach to the problem has been to
increase eaphasis on land reforme VWhile we cannot here detail
the history of the expansion of the land refora program in Costa
Rica, suffice it to say that by the late 19708 the program was
among the most vigorous and extensive in all of Latin

America.( 1]

In an effort to assist the Government of Costa Rica in |its
agrarian reform program, the United States Agency for
International Develonmant ontcrod into an agreemeut with the
GOCR 1in late FY1880y providing a total of Ue¢Se$10 million in
loans and grants to assist Costa Rica's land reform agency, the
Instituto de Tierras y Colonizaciédn (ITCO)e The GOCR, in turn,
has comaitted UeSe $9.3 million to the project. The purpore, as
stated in the loan document, is the following: "Emphasizing the
Atlantic Region, improve and expand the natlional program of
agricultural asset redistribution, and increase tenure security"

(USAID, 1980). The project involves three principal coaponents:

1. Agricultural o3set redigstribution, under which 835

rural laandless familisve (around 5,500 people) should receive
land in three new settlemeants in the Atlantic Basin reglon of
costa Rica;

2. lncreaged tepure securlity, by which an estimated 4,000
families (around 24,000 people) should receive title to land

which they now occupy;

3. Sitrengthened I1TCO administrations concentrating on data

management (especlally financial, cadastral, and ecological),
credit management, planning, orientation and training, titling
and program evaluation.

The design of the project envisions strengthening

Je A detalled hlstory of the reforam progran is
contained in Seligson, 1880a; 1980be.
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operations and procedures in many areas so that the reform
effort can operate at maximum effectiveness in the context of
limited financlial and human resourcese. Vithin the ITCO
organization, it 13 widely belleved that one of the wmore
important factors needed to achleve maxlimum effectivenenms In
iuproved evaluation 1nformatione. Little systematic data

currerntly exist within ITCO as to the impact of 1ts various

settlement and titiing progranms.

In an effort to deal with this problemy, one component of
the project foresees the establishment of an Evaluation Unit
within ITCO's FPianning Division which will be staffed by at
least five professionals. The evaluation unit will carey out
systematic periodic longitudinal analyses of gettlers. The
findings of these analyses will be discussed with the settlers
themselves as well as with ITCO field and central office
personnal, hence establishing, for the first time, a crucial

feedback channel in t12 planning procedures of the organizatione.

The present research effort was undertaken with a view to
answeriag the kiods of questions involved in program evaluation
as well as providing a first approximation of the kinds of
analyses that the evaluation unit would be carrylng out in the
years to come. This monograph is a substantially revised

version of a study presc¢nted to ITCO in November, 1981,

Reagearch Goala

A total of 80% of the funds allocated for this project are

earmarked for the nev settlements in the Atlantic Basin region.
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The project paper s8s8tates "The ability of the new reform
beneticlaries to plany, organize, and implement projects useful
to thelr comaunitiea, 1ls a key lundication of the success of the
progranm'" (USAID, 1Y80:26). Hence, the success of the project 1s
seen as being closely linked to the effective participation of
the gsettlerse. For this reason, a central element of the

research presented here focuses on participatione.

It is imperative that ITCO have a <clear 1idea of the
patterns of cooperation in existing ITCO settlementse. In
addition, and equally important; ITCO needs to know the factors
which are related to the B8uccess or fallure of settlers.
Further, there 1s a pressing neecd to understand in as auch depth
a8 possible the characteristics of exlisting Atlantic Basin
settlements and how these contrast with sgettlements in other
parts of Costa Ricae. It wag, afte: all, not merely a random
declsion that the Atlantic basin was selected for emphasls |in
the projecte. The long—-standing social, political and economic
difficulties in thls region have increasingly come to the fore
in recent years. An understanding of the ways in which existing
Atlantic basin settlements are similar to or different from the
other sBettlements 1Iin Costa Rica should be of help in planning
the present programe

The sepecitfic goals of this research effort are the

following:

1. Analyze patterns of cooperation among settlers on ITCO

projects in order to outline success end failures thereof and,



RO reover, to determine which factors (Gege demographilc,
soclo-economicy, historical and orgenizational) are conducive to

more successful patterns;

2. Determine the factors which are related to the s8success
or tallure of Ldividual osettlees, defined lu teres of the senue
of satisfaction with the settlement or a desire to abandon the

settlemente.

3 Provide a wide-ranging data baese on the existiag
Atlantic basin settlements 80 that the particular
characteristice of that region @say be better known and

undesrstood, and so that differcnces between the characteristics

of this reglon and other regions of Costa Rica mwmay be
highlighted;
Data Bage
This monograrh 18 based upon one primary and three

secondary data sets. The primary data set is the most extensive
and systematic study conducted to date on ITCO beneficiaries.
That Iinvestigation, conducted in May and Juns of 1876, involved
interviews with 753 ITCO beneficiaries on 23 ITCO settlements.
The s8tudy was made poseible by a grant <from the Ford and
Rockefeller Joint Population and Development Policy Research
Program and by the helpful collaboration of ITCO and Lice Elena
A. VWachonge. The project was approved an . supported hy
then—executive president of ITCOy, Lice José Manuel Salazar Ne,

and was coordinated with the planning office of ITCO, recelving

A



the full support of its director, Lic. Juan Rafael GonzlAlez, and

assistant director, Bnnio Rodrf{j ueze.

The interviewers for the study cane, in part, from the
highly experienced staff of the public opinion research program
of the Ministry of the Presidency in Costa Rica. These
interviewuere wmade up the core of the fleld research team and
agsslsted in training and supervising additional members o¢f the
fleld teame The field team itself wsas trained by the author of
this studyy, Llc. Wachongy, and Dre. Susan Berk-Seligsone. The
field work was supervised by the author in conjunction with Luis

Wachong, and Francisco Mejla M.

The interviews on the ITCO colonies were conducted on a
completealy voluntary basis. Respondents were asked to
collaborate with the study after having been explained the basic
purposes of the oetudy and havicg been assured of their
anonymi tye.

Given the considerable distances which separated the
settlements, it was necessary to plan a sample which would
provide aaximum efficlency for the interviewers. It was decided
to draw a samploe from settlemcnts which would reflect both the
geographic and organizational distribution of ITCO's operationse.
The sauple was divided approximately equally between the three
major types of ITCO setilements, namely the colonies, the
comaunal enterprises, and the 1individual parcel settlements.
Since most of the communal enterprises are considerably smaller
than the other settlements in terms of membership as well as
la: 1 area, it was necessary to conduct interviews on a greater

7



nuaber of comamunal enterprises than on the other types in

order to achieve en approximately even division of jnterviews,

To carry out the interviews on several settlements meant
that the interviev teams had to spend a consliderable amouant of
time {(raveling from settlement to settlement. Under these
circumstances it was not possible, especially in the larger
settlements, to employ PPS (Probability Proportion to Size)
sampling. Nonetheless, despite this limitation the sample is
certainly broadly representative of the ITCO settlers of 1976:
it covered 46 percent of the S0 ITCO settlements in existence
and 18 percent of the universe of settlers.[ 2]

It should also be noted that in 1976, and indeed evemn today, the
overwhelming majority of all ITCO gettlers are males. As a

result, the 1876 study was an all-male sample.[ 3]

A significant limitation of the sample is that it did not
include ITCO beneficlaries who for one reason or another had
abandoned the settleaent. It would have been ideal to measure
the attitudes of those who had left the ITCO settlement in order

to be able to determine what the motivations for the abandonment

2. These figures excluded beneficiaries of ITCO®s
projgrams in the Titling Programs, the Indian Reserve Prograay
and the other programs of the Institute which do not involve
direct land ‘ransfers.

Je. ITCO is currently revising its policy on settlers and
is now paying increasing attention to females and their derire
to becoae ITCO bemneficiaries. ITCO 18 8trengthening 1its
women®’s office and 18 directing special programs not only
toward the wives of settlers, who have been a traditional
focus of ITCO's programming, but toward female settlers
themselves.

8
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wores Unfortunately, no lists of such beneficlaries oxisted.

In order to be able to compare the information gathered
fr-m the interviews of the ITCO beneficiarles with that of the
general population of Costa Ricay, and with that of 1its peasant
and non--peasant subpopulations, three other samples are
introduced from time to :ime in the analysis in the chapters
that follow. The most important of these 18 a national
probability sample of 1,707 respondents gathered by the Office
of Public Opinion. That survey, dirented by Lice Miguel Gémeoz
Bey provides an extensive set of variatles ldentical to several
of those included in the ITCO beneficiary questionnuaire. This

resulted from collaboration of the princlpal investigator of the

present project with the Office of Public Opinion of the

Minisiry of the Presidency of Costa Rica.

Specitically, a nuaber of items devised for and included in
the ITCO beneficiary study were 1Included Iin a questionnaire
administered to national probability sample interviewed by the
Office of Public Opinion only a few months after the conclusion
of the former study. As a resuli, a comparison of the responses
of the ITCO beneficiaries with those of the population of Costa
Rica a8 a whole is possiblec. In addition, the availability of
such data permi.s a cowmparignn of the responses of the IfTCO
beneficiaries with relevant subsets of the national population,
namely the peasantry with its larded and iandless componentes,
Hencey; wherever there are Jdentical questions Iin the two
questionnalres, data froa the national probability sample are

included and comparisons are discussed in the text.

9



The national survey is part of a continuing assessment made
by the office of public opinion and representa the second of the
"Encuestas Periddicase" The sample frame, the momt thightly
refined in the country at this time, provides an unusually
accurate representation of both urban and rural Costa Ricae.
Hence, s8imilarities and differences found in comparing the ITCO

beneficiary informants with the 1976 national survey can be

taken to represent real differences hetwuen the two populations,
the ITCC beneficiary population and the non—ITCO beneficlary
populatione. The fact that the two 8ets of Iinterviews were
conducted almost sisultaneously virtually eliminates the impact

of any teamporal factors on the datae.

The second source of survey data for this study includes a
1973 study conducted by the author of 531 landed and landless
peasants in Costa Rica. A nuaber of iteas in that study were
included In the 1976 ITCO questionnalre, and wherever that
occurred, comparisons can be made between the two interviowse.
Since, however, three years separated the two studies it le
possible that, at least to a certain extent, "aging" of the data
may have influenced the responses. This factor should be kept
in mind when considering the results presented herein. Detajls
of the 1973 peasant study are contained in Seligson (1880b), and

the sample design is presented in appendix A of Seligson (1974).

A third source of survey data reportcd here 1is the 1873

survey by Costa Rica'’s National Office of Community Development

10



( DINADECO ). This survey, conducted with the technical
assistance of Accién Internaclonal Técnica, and supervised by
Dr. John A. Booth, included respondents in both rural and urban
Costa Rica. That study 1s particularly rich in community
organization and participation data, and 1t 1is largely those
items which are drawn upon heree.

In eumy a8 in any research effort, the data base presents
both s8trengths and limitationse. The present data base I8
limited by the fact that it was not desigred oan strict
probability criteria, nor did the sample include respondents who
had abandoned 1I1CO settlements. However, the sample presents a
very broad covivrage of settlements under study and is bolstered
by three other surveys which permit several comparisons with
non—ITCQ Leneficlaries. These coaparisons add depth and
richness to the findings presented here. They will also provide
a baseline set of data upon which future studies of ITCO

beneficlaries can be conducted.

Statistical Analyais Yuchogigues

This analysis was des/ gned for a wide range of audiences,
from experts within the Evaiuwil~n Unit to the larger audience
of ITCO personnel both in the central and reglonal oxtfices, to
students of rural developaent in Costa Rica and elsewhere.
Consequently, an effort ls made throughout to avoid unnecessary
technicalities and coaplicated discussions of methodology. For
the most part the findinge are given as percentages. However,

in order that differences in these paercentages take on

11



substantive meaning, it 1ls necessary, in @any tables, to include
measures of statistical sligniticance and strength of

relationshipe.

The s8tatistic used most commonly hera to provide an
indication of strength of relatlonship is the Tau statlstic (Tau
b and Tau c)e This widely used ordiaal statistic predents a
conservative reflection of the strength of relationship in tae
data. The Gamma statistic vhich could have been employed would
have provided a higher coefficlient in aan) cases, but in some
instances it would have tended to inflate the strength of

relationship in the data.

There are¢ a few instances in which multivariate analysio is
eapioyed. This occurs especially in the secticans predicting
cooperative behaviore. In these inatances; coanventinnal multiple
regression analysis 1s employed, rather than the newer and
perhaps more appropriate log-linear methodoloyie + The newness
of this later tochnique, as well as 1t) general unavallability
in statistical packages which are likely to be employed in Costa
Rica 1in the forseeable futurey, militate against its use in this
case. Furthermore;, the data employed 1in the wmsultivariate
analysis meut rany of the assumptions implied by the regression
analysls amodel. In the case of multivariate analysis, the

standard statistical significance test (F test) ia employed.

12



Qrganlization of Study

This wonograph is organized in seven chapters. The tables
have been organized s0 as to group together into a single table
those intarview questions which relate to a particular theme.
For this reason, many of the tables are rather lengthy and,
unfortunately, somewhat coaplex. However, the incorporation 1ia
one table of several 1tems which correspond to a general theme

shortens the presentation considerablye.

The study begins,y, in chapter II, with a description of the
settlers on the ITCO projects 1In 1976. It emphaadizes their
demographicy, socio-economic and political characteristics. This
chapter, like the others, not only provides information about
the settlers as a wholey, but points up distinctions between the
Atlantic basin settlers (N = 177) and the settlers living
outside the Atlantic basein (N = 576). Wherever possible the
tables and the text highlight significant differences between

these two groups of settlers.

In Chapter III settler cooperation in terms of attitudes,
behaviors and predictors is examined. This chapter reveals the
areas in which settlers are successful 1n cooperating in the
various ITCO projects, and helps Indicate which factors
encourage that cooperatione. A8 has been s8tated repeatedly in
the project paper under which the current ITCO/AID program is
being conducted, settler cooperation is cruclial to the success
of the prograame. Chapter IV atteapts to determine why 1t is that

some gsettlers find their participation on the ITCO prograam
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satisfactory whereas others fiand it less soe. That chapter deals
with the frequency, mntivation and predictors of scuccess and

fallure on ITCO settlementse.

Chapters V and vl focus on important potil tical
characteristics of the settlerse. Firat, there is a discussion
of the nature of political partitipation in the settlements.
Political participation is defined broadly, according to current
usage, to 1include, a wide range of activities, with an
examination of both "institutionalized" and "mobilized modes."
Attention is then shifted to the settlers' relationship with the
governaente. Chapter VI focuses on the respondents' feelings of
political efficacy and political truste. These two chapters,
taken together( provide a broad picture of the settler and his

governmente.

The final chapter suamarizes the findings presented in the
study and draws conclusions about the ITCO programs as indicated

from the data sets analyzed herein.

It i8 hoped this study will add to the assessaments already
complaeted and that 1t will provide a basis for future analysis
and research vglch can Lelp Iimprove the quality of ITCO
programainge. From a larger perspective it is8 hoped that the
analysis offered here and the ones to follow will provide
examples for Costa Rica's autonomous agencies, s8o that their
efforts at self-evaluation on a continuing basis will enable

them to be more responsive to the public which they serve.
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IYe THB SETTLERS DESCRIBED: DEMOGRAPHIC, SOCIO—ECONOMIC,

AND POLITICAL CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter describes the settlers, with particular
attention to differences and similarities betveen
beneficiaries in the Atlantic Basin and elsewhere. The
chapter 18 organized around seventeen tables of data. The
analysis begins with a preseantation ot the sample
characteriatics indicating where the interviews were
conducted and providing some data about the settlements in
which the 8surveys were donee. The study then goes on to
detail the age, marital status, and former urban residence
of the respondentse. The chapter next examines the
occupation of the settlers prior to thelir becoming members
of ITCO prog- ras, and the sources of information the
settlers had which encouraged then to become ITCO

beneficiariese.

The length of residence in the community and the length
of residence on the settlement are then discussed. Some
information regarding the socio-economic characteristics of
the sgettlement 18 presented, first on providing the amount
of land held by the settlers and the amount of land under
cultivation, and then on the income and other indicators of
wealth among the settlers. Finally, some information

regarding primary political affiliations is presentede.
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Ihe Survey Sitesg

The interviews for this project were conducted in 23
ITCO settlements distributed widely throughout Custa Ricae.
As 1is 8een 1In Table 1Ile.ly, the settlements in which
interviews took place were distributed in 18 of Costa Rica's
70 (in 1976) cantons. Although interviews were conducted Iin
somewhat less than half of the S0 settlements in operation
at the time of the study, ‘he population included in those
settlements covered fully 82 percent of all 1ITCO

beneficiaries inr settleaent programs.

In total, the 23 settlements included 3,412 sgettlers,
although this figure should be taken as approximate srather
than definitive. This i8 because the settlements are always
in fluxy, with some people arriving and some leavinge.
Conseequently it is impossible to establish for any one Yyear
a precise number of gsettlerse. Since two of the settlements,
Rio Frio and Coto Sur were in the process of being
established at tha time of the study, exact counts of
beneficiaries should be taken as approximate. These
qualifications aslde, we 8ee that the 753 Interviews
conducted amounted t: 22 percent of the population of the

settlements included in the sample.
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TABLE 11.1. SAMFLE SITES AND SAMPLE SIZE

Approximate Number b 4 Size of Date of
Settlement Canton-District No. of Settlers® of of Settleuenzb Land
(1976) Intervievs Sample (Hectares) Purchas
I. Colounies
*Bataan Matina-Bataan 230 57 1.7 2,932 1965
*Cariarn Pococi-Cariari 370 S4 7.2 7,997 1966
Coto Brus Coto Brue-San Vito 135 37 4.9 5,329 1963
Guayabo Turrialba-Sta. Terisita 69 2 3.2 602 1964
Pejibaye Jigenez-Pejibaye 79 44 5.8 530 1963
La Trinidad Alijuela -La Garita 205 88 11.7 2,260 1968
1,038 304 40.4
II. Parcelizations
Buenos Aires Alvarado-Pacayas 27 12 1.6 13 1971
El Control Corredores-La Cuesta 39 15 2.0 517 1971
Coto Sur Corredores-La Cuesta’ 1,500 (est) 93 12.4 22,279 1975
Parruas Paraiso-Paraiso 38 14 1.9 116 1971
srfo Frio Sarapiqui-Horquetas 304 66 8.8 8,327 1975
San Luis Canas-Canas 59 25 3.3 1,157 1970
1,967 225 29.9

III., Cormunal Enterprises

Alianza Osa-Palmar 59 29 2.9 871 1974
Belen Carillo-Belen 36 28 3.7 258 1976
Bernabela Sta. Cruz-Sta. Cruz 36 27 3.6 242 1975
Cerritos Aguirre-Quepos 21 13 1.7 234 1972
Danta Coto Brus-San Vito 21 14 1.9 97 1973°¢
Humo Jimenez-Pejibave 39 22 2.9 156 1974
afo Canas Carrillo-Belen 61 28 3.7 309 ?
Silenctio Aguirre~Savegre 53 27 3.6 597 1972
Utaba Valverde-Vega Sarchi 23 11 1.5 43 1973¢
Utrapez Suenos Aires-Volcan ? S 0.7 185 1973¢
Vaquita Corredores-La Cuesta 21 20 2.7 ?

357 224 29.7
Totals 3412 753 1003

*Atlancic basin settlements
8 Source: ITCO, Labor Realizadas por el ITCO a 1976: Informe Eastadistico, Mayo 1977.
These figures represent the number of settlers as of December, 1976. The actual
nunber of settlers at the time of the interviews in 'lay and June of that vecar was
sometices slightly different. Since Rio Frio and Coto Sur were i{n the process of
being settled at the time of the study, the actual nuober of settlers was probably
zonsiderably lower than the numbers reported above.

Source: As above. [he size of the colonies reported above includes only land already
divided into parcels by 1976. Hence, the total settlement +1ze may be larger.

Purcnased wvith A.1.D. "Fondo de Garant{a" Support.
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Approximately 40 percent of the interviews were
conducted on 8ix of what ITCO terms '"coloniese." The
colonization program was ITCO's Zfirst settlement programe
It began in 1963 with the establishament of three
settlementse. The aodel was based upon the classic
colonization model in which settlers were generally located
in remote reglons of sparsely populated areas of the
countrye. In many cases these reglons contained limited
public service infrastructure, particularly in terms of
roads, medical and communications services (postal,

telegraph, and radio facilities).

ITCO determined that the colonization program was
extraordinarily expensive 8ince 1t required the agency to
invest a great deal of money in infrastructure in order to
allow the settlements to survive economically. As a result,
although some additional settlements were buidlt 1in the
period 1964 through 1967, a total of only 11 such colonies
were establishede The year 1967 saw the establishment of
the final colony and none have since been openedes By 1576,
there were a total nf 1,237 families settled on these 11

colonies.

In response to the difficulties encountered in the
coloniesy, ITCO embarked upon two different programs. One of
these i8 the parcel program. The object of this program |is

to establish settlers in araeas which already have a
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well-developed infrastructure so as to keep the costs of the
settlement down and also to make it possible for the farmers
to become econmomically successful In a shorter period of
time. By relying upon the already existing road network
settlers can export their crops to the market place wilithout
excessive diftficulties. In addition, the established
medical and ccmmunication facilities are available. The
parcel program began in 1969 and continues up to the present
daye. By 1976 there were a total of 21 settlements of this
type incorporating 24476 settlers. Interviews were
conducted on s8ix of these 21 parcel program settlements, and
included a total of 225 respondents, or 30 percent of the

total sample.

The coamunal enterprilase program constitutes the third
model for ITCO settlemente This program began in the early
19708 and saw the establishment of a total of 16 communal
enterprises, including 4.1 bpeneficiary families. The
communal enterprise differs from the parcel program in that
the land in these settlements is held and worked in commone
Each settler in the coamunal enterprises receives a salary
equivalent to all others and all are wmembers of the
cooperative, which owns the propertye. Interviews were
conducted on 11 of these communal enterprise settlements
yielding a total of ¢ laterviews (30 percent of the

sample).

19



The reader interested in learning more details about
the various settlement prcgrams should consult the numerous
ITCO documents on the subject as well as Selizson (1978,
1980a, 1980b ). The aquestion as to which model is the most
appropriate is one which has occupied considerable attention
wlthin ITCOe. However, 1t will not be the subject of this
study as the strengthe and weaknesses of the various forms

of settlement are already fairly well understood.

A8 can be seen froam the final two columns presented 1in
Table Ilel the settlements included in the present study
vary greatly both in size and date of formatione. Some of
the settlements, especially the colonies, date back to the
very first years of ITCO's establishment, while others were

opened as late as the year in which the study was conducted

(1976). Some of the settlements are extremely small,
consisting of less than 100 hectares. Tadeedy, one
settlement is as small 25 43 nertares. At the other

extreney, s8Some¢ o0f the settlements are extremely large, one
extending over 22,000 hectares. In sum, the sample 18
widely distributed 1in space, size and dates of foundation.
This indicates that, as suggested in supports the contention
made in Chapter Iy, the sample i8 broady representative of

ITCO's programs.
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Demographic Characteristiica

The average age of the settlera interviewed was 44
years, as shown 1ln Table II.2. This flgure, however, is to
a certaln extent misleading, s8ince the respondents were
distributed quite evenly along the entire continuum of ages
from 16 to 80. While only a small percent (4 percent) o1
the settlers were Yyounger than 20, about a fifth of the
sample was distributed in each of the succeeding ten—year
age cohorts t' ough age 60 At the upper extreme, iln the
61-80 year cohort, only 12 percent of tha respondents are

founde.

The age distributions also reveal that since no settler
could have been an ITCO beneficiary earlier than 15 years
prior to the date of interviewing (the first settlements
were established in 1863), a substantial portion of settlers
were involved in other activities prior to Jjoining the
settlement. This will be seen in more detall later in the

chapter (see Table Il.S).

It i8 also clear from Table (1.2 that the average age
of settlers in the Atlantic Baslin does not differ
signifticantly froa that found elsewhere (see the T-test
values Iindicated at bo*tom of table). Indeed, in many of
the age cohorts displayed, the percentage of the respondents
falling into the cohort I8 nearly identical for respondents

in the Atlantic basin and elsewhere. The only noteworthy

21



TABLE I1.2. AGE OF RESPONCENDS
Entire Atlantic Other
Age Sample Basin Settlements
I S S () R S ()
16-20 3.6 27 0.6 (1) 4.5 (26)
21-30 16.4 (123) 18.9 (33) 15.6 (90)
31-40 24.2 (182) 26.0 (42) 26.3 (140)
41-50 23.0 (173) 21.7 (38) 23.4 (135)
51-60 21.9 (158) 8.7 (45) 19.6 (113)
61-80 11.7 (88) 9.1 (16) 12.5 (72)
100.0% (751) 100.02  (17%) 100.0% - (576)
Ungrouped Datga
Mean 43.5 44.2 43.3
Median 43.2 43.0 43.2
Std. dev. 13.6 13.1 13.8
T value = -, 74 Sig. = us
(Niseing data encountered {n 2 cases, or .3%)
TABLE I1.3. MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS
Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
. o) 2 M 2 fL)X
Married 66.3 (499) 70.6 (125) 64.9 (374)
Common law union 15.3 (115) 18.1 (32) 14.4 (83)
Divorced 0.3 (2) 0.6 1) 0.2 )
Separated 1.9 (14) 0.6 1) 2.3 (13)
Widover 2.0 (15) 1.7 3) 2.1 (12)
Bachelor 14.3 (108) 8.5 (15) ! 16.1 (93)
100.02  (753)  100.08  (177)  100.0%  (576)
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difference occurs in the youngest cohort (16-20 year old
group)y in which less than 1 percent of the Atlantic Basin
settleras fall, compared to 5 percent elsewhere. Given the
very small sample sizes involved, it 18 inappropriate n

glve substantive significance to this findinge.

Table II.J reveals that the ovoerwhelming majority of
the respondents are married (66 percent)e An additional 15
percent were Joined in common-law unione. To this Zfigure
could be added those who are divorced, separated or widowed.
Less than 15 2urcent of the sample are single individuals.
This finding 18 not surprising, since by stactute ITCO is
required to arsist poor gamilir:i. indeedy i1t 18 =rzurprising

that as aany as 15 percent of the respondents are single.

An examination of the data from the Atlantic Basein
reveals that the marital status proportions are siamilar,
although a somewhat lower percentage of the Atlantic Basin
respondents are single. It ls found that only 9 percent of
the Atlantic Basin respondents are bachelors, whereas nearly
twice a8 many are unmarried in the other ITCO settlements.
This fiading comes as eomewhat of a surprise since the
Atlantic Basin typically has produced a lower proportion of
married individuals than elasevhere in the country (Casey

Gasper, 1979:254-257).
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Apparontly, at least in thig respect, the ITCO
Settlements have 1ljttie in coamon with banana Company
8oclety foung elsewhere in  the Atlantic Basin. More
apeclrlcally. the Pattern of 8ocial breakxdown frequontly
attributed to the Atlantic Basin appears not to be found op
the ITCo Bettleamentg, In that sense, the 8ottlomentsg in the
Basin may pe "social ialandgn insulated from the forces
around them, Indeed, it has often been observed that ITCO
8ettlements are largely insulated from theip eurroundlng
co--unltles. & situation which trequently Produces negative
outco-oe, though in thig reapect——narltal statua*-the
exception may be positive, This theme will pe explored in
8reater detaijl later, but even at thig point the
@nalysig, there 1ig indication that the Atlantic Basin

B8ettlementg aay be atypical of the 8ocial ailieu of the

One concern exXpressed by 8several observerg of the ITCo

Programs hag been that many benetlclarlea 83y come froam the

Counter the refora efforts for at leaat three reasons,
First, anpq most lnportant. urban dwellerg are unlikely to
have the skillg hecessary for 8uccessful farming, nor areg

they likely to be able to adjust to the rustic llvlng
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conditions found on the settleaments. Second, the refora
program i8 designed to deal with the probleam of landlessness
in the countryside and ls lll-equipped to deal with urban
unemployment problems. Third, to the extent ITCO spends its
scarce resources on solving urban uneamployment probleamas it

will be ignoring the problems of rural landlessness.

The data collected reveal that ITCO has not been
favoring urbanites. As shown in Table 11«4, very few of the
settlers have had any urban experience and those who have

have tended to have very limited experience in urban areas.

TABLE II.4. URBAN MESETA CENTRAL RESIDENCE OF RESPONDENTS

Number of Entire Atlantic Other

years Sample Basin Settlements
z [0 o om z [0
0 85.5 (644) 76.8 (136) 88.2 (508)
1-1.9 3.4 (27) 7.3 (13) 2.4 (14)
2-2.9 - 4.6 (35) 6.8 (12) 4.0 (23)
3-9.9 3.1 (23) 4.0 €D 2.8 (16)
10-19.9 2.1 (16) 3.4 (6) 1.7 (10)
20-45 1.1 (8) 1.7 (3) 0.9 (5)
155?52 (753) 100.0%  (177) 156?52 (;;g;

Ungrouped Daca

Mean 0.9 1.6 0.7 T-value =
Median 0.1 0.2 u.1 -2.46
Std. dev. 4.0 5.8 3.2

Sig. = NS
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For the sample as a whole, 8% percent of the settlers have
had no residence of any length in urban areas.[ 1] Moreover,
among those who had some urban experience, it tended to Dbe
fairly shorte Of all those who hLavd lived for at least one
year in the cities, 57 percent have lived there for ne more
than 2.9 yearse. Only 3 percent of the entire saaple had
lived 1n urban Costa Rica for 10 years or more. Comparisons
between the Atlantic Basin and other settlers reveal no
slignificant difference in the average nuaber of years that

beneficiaries have spent in urban areas.( 2]

The evidence, therefore, indicates that the
overwhelalnyg majority of ITCO beneficiaries are sural folke
However, the data in Table Il.4 do not demonstrate that the

beneficliaries are lLandlesg rural folke. In order to

detersine that, we need to examine the data in Table IIl.5.

fe This does not mean that individuals did not visit the
cltilea of Costa Rica from time to timee It siaply means that
they did not reside there. The question that was askoq of the
respondents wasy "Have you lived in one of these
(aforementioned cities) for more than one year?' Short perlods
of residencey, less than one Yyear, could not be detected by the

questione.

2e It is found, however, that the Atlantic Basin
settlers averaged 1.6 yvears whereas the other settlers
averaged only .7 yearse. Although this difference is not
slgnificant, there appears to be some slightly greater urban
experience among the Atlantic Basin settlers. Hence, whereas
88 percent of the other sottlers have had no urban resldentlial
experience, only 77 percent of the Atlantic Basin settlers

have had aonee.
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TABLE I1.5. RESPONDENT OCCUPATION PRIOR TO SETTLEMENT

Entire Atlantic Other
Occupation Sample Basin Settlements
% o™ 2 m r oW
Day laborer 43.6 (324) 33.9 (60) 46.6  (264)
(pedn suelto)*
Steady laborer 27.2 (202) 40.1 (71) 23.1 (131)
(peon fijo)
Banana laborer 4.2 (32) 6.8 (12) 3.5 (20)
Worker on father's 4.7 (35) 2.8 (5) 5.3 (30)
farm
Farm administrator 0.8 (6) 2.8 (5) 0.2 (1)
Share cropper/renter 3.9 (29) 0.6 (1) 4.9 (28)
Small holder 8.6 (64) 6.2 (11) 9.4 (53)
First job 0.4 (3) 0.6 (1) 0.2 (2)
Other 6.5 (48) 6.2 (11) 6.5 a3n
100.02 (743) 100.0% (177) 100.0% (566)

(Missing dzta encountered in 10 cases, or 1.4%)

*The definition of this terminology, an? the other peasant occupations indi=
cated above, can be found in Seligson (1977 and 1980D).
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ITCO's program is designed to provide land for the
two—-thirds to three—quarters of Costa Rica's peasantry who
are landless. The data in Table II.5 reveal quite clearly
that most of the people in the sgettlements who were
interviewed indeed fit lato this categorye. Specitically, 44
percent of all the respondents were day laborers, that ls,
peasants who do not have a steady Job on any one plantation
or farm, but rather are forced to go from job to jobe.
Previous research (Seligson, 1980b) has shown that day
laborers sense the ygreatest ecnomic insecurity of all types
of Costa Rican peasantse Hencey the fact that nearly halt
of all of ITCO's settlers interviewed in this study come
from this group 18 an achievement of 8Some notee By
selecting many of its beneficlaries from this highly
insecure groupy, ITCO is helping to reduce the problem of

rural insecuritye.

An additional 27 percent of the settlers come froa the
steady laborer population.(3] These are individuals who
have steady Jjobs, many of them on banana or other large
plantations, but who are nonetheless landless. ¥hile these
individuals enjoy steady income, they confront the problen

of long—-tera insecurity since none of thems can be guaranteed

Jde An additional 4 percent of the respondents Zfor the
entire sample had been banana laborers before Jjoining the
settlement. It is8 not clear, unfortunately, if these laborers
had been employed in steady or casual worke.
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a jJjob for their entire productive Life. It is not uncoamon
in Costa Rica to find a worker losing his steady position as
he enters his early fifties. Individuals who lose thelr
Jobs and have no land on which to fara confront a very
serionz problem of economic survival since without Lland or
capital they find it very difficult to earn a living. Many
of these individuals turn to squatting as the only means of

insuring survival.

A small percentage of the sample had positions which
would make o2ne think they would be unlikely to become ITCO
settlers. For example, a few (less than one percent) had
had Jobs as farm adainistrators, positions which are
presumably comparatively well paide. However, these

iadividuals apparently preferred to have their own farn

rather than to continue ags fara adainistrators. Or possibly
their position as farm adalnistrators might have been
terminated and therefore they chose to Join an ITCO
settlement, although evidence on this is not available.
More surprising is that 4 percent of the settlers had been
share croppers and renters. Those who were share croppers
and renters may have Jjoined the ITCO settlement because they
found it was no longer possible to enjoy the right of share
cropping and/or renting and therefore selected the ITCO
settlement as the best alternativee. Share cropping and
renting in Costa Rica provide a very insecure existence,

since owners may at any point terminate the right to share



crop or rente. But no more motivational or factual evidence

on this 1s available.

The motivation of the 9 percent of the beneficlariles
who vwere previously smallholders is the most difficult to
comprehend. The hypothesis that the settlers who had owned
land prior to thelr Joining the ITCO programs Jjolned because
their landholdings were too small to support their families
is not borne out. The average size of landholdings for
those who held land before they settled on ITCO land was
178 hectares; a figure which is larger than the average
amount of land obtained by beneficliaries of ITCO programs
(see table IlI.11). However, for one-—third (34 percent) of
the individuals that explanation does hold, since those who
owned 5 hectares or less probably could not survive with tﬁe
income they earned on those properties. For those, however,
who owned larger plots ( the 28 respondents who owned more
than S hectares and still declded to join an ITCO project),
the problem of explanation remains. It may be that the land
owned was of such poor quality or located in such a remote
reglon that it did not constitute a viable farme.
Unfortunately, no data were obtained which would resolve

this issuee.

There are some notable dirferences in terms of the
occupational characteristics prior to settlement between
settlers living in ..e Atlantic Basin and those clsewhere.

As seen in Table [I.5, a higher proportion of other settlers
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were casual day laborers prior to settlement. It is unclear
why this difference should appear. One possibility 1s that
beneflclaries in the Atlantic Basin had been more successful
ia obtaining steady employment because there were more such
opportunities in the regions where they were living prior to
obtalning ITCO lande. Exploration of that hypothesis,
however, would require employment data at the canton level,
which are not available. Further details regarding the
occupational background of the settle.s are presented |in

Table Il.6.

TABLE I1.6. PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITY PRIOR TO SETTLEMENT

Entire Atlantic Other
Crop Sample Basin Settlements
/ ) o 7 ™)
Coffee 19.7 (143) 9.6 (16) 22.7 (127)
Corn 19.1 (139) 24.6 (41) 17.5 (98)
Rice 16.0 (116) 9.6 (16) 17.9 (100)
Cattle 8.8 (64) 4.8 (8) 10.0 (56)
Bananas 8.0 (58) 15.0 (25) 5.9 (33)
Sugar cane 6.9 (50) 6.6 (11) 7.0 (39)
Beans 3.3 (24) 3.0 (5) 3.4 (19)
Other (minor 18.2 (132) 26.9 (45) 15.2 (85)
or non-agr. —_—-
activities) 100.0% (726) 100.0% (1€7) 100.07% (559)

(Missing data encountered in 27 cases, or 3.6%)
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Of those respondents who were engaged In agricultural
pursuits prior to their Joining the ITCO settlement, nearly
one-fifth were principally invoived with basic grain
production. Corn predominated among these basic grains (19
percent), followed by rice (16 percent). Bean growing
involved a much smaller proportion (3 percent) of the
settlers. Given Costa Rica's heavy dependence on coffee it
i8 not surprising that nearly one-fifth (20 percent) of the
respondents had been involved in coffee production prior to
their Joining the settlemente Three of Costa Rica's other
major export products, namely bananas, sugar cCcaney and
cattle, each involve 1less than 10 percent of all of the
settlerse. It 18 clear from these figures, therefore, that
ITCO settlers had been 1Involved in a wide range of
agricultural pursuits prior to their Jjolning the ITCU

settlements.

A comparison of the agricultural activities of the
Atlantic Basin settlers with those elsewhere reveals many
similarities, although there are some notable differences.
These differences stem largely from the kind of crops grown
in the Atlantic zone, the area from which m@many Atlantlic
Basin settlers had come prior to their Joining the
settlemente. Hence, coffee i8 not a major product of the
Atlantic Basin and fewer than 10 percent of the settlers
worked on this cropes On the other hand, bananas are @mauch

more common in the regiony; and 15 percent of all the
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settlers in the Atlantic Basin had worked on bananas,
compared to only 6 percent of the other settlers. The other
activity which predominated among the Atlantic Basin
settlers was corny, with nearly 2S5 percent of the settlers
cultivating this crop, compared to only 18 percent of the
other 8settlers. Nonetheless, It is clear that the Atlantic
Basin settlers were involved in a wide variety of
agricultural production prior to thelr Joining the

settlement.

It i8 of interest to note how ITCO beneficiari.a first
became aware of the land programe. In reponse to this
questiuvn (Table I1.7) over halt (53 percent) of the
respondents &tated that they had heard of the program from
their friends and neighborse. WVord of amouth, therefore, is
the priaary amechanism by which Costa Rican peasants hear
about the land titling program. A second major source of
inforaation 1is ITCO itself. ITCO field eoemployees have
extensive opportunities to talk to peasants eithor
informally or through community meetings. Other sources of
information about the program were minor by comparison. The
national community developmment organization, DINADECO, and
radio prograuas were the source of information for 13 percent
of the beneficiarlese. The other sources of information,
pu.  Ltical parties, peasant groups, etce., amounted to less

than 4 percent eache
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TABLE I1.7. SOURCE OF INFORMATION OF LAND REFORM PROGRAM

Question: Could you tell me how you first heard of the land program?

Source
% N % N % N

Friends, neighbors 52.5 (395) 42.9G (76) 55.4 (319)
ITCO Personnel 22.4 (169) 32.8 (58) 19.3 (111)
DINADECO or radio 13.1 (99) 17.5 (31) 11.8 (68)
Political party or 2.7 (20) 1.7 (3) 3.0 (17)
other group
Peasant committee 1.9 am 0.0 (0) 2.4 (14)
Other* 3.1 (23) 1.6 (3) 3.5 (20)
Don't recall 4.4 (33) 3.4 (6) 4,7 YY)

1007% (753) 1007 (177) 100% (576)

*This category includes, in order of frequency, municipal officials, unions,
Peace Corps, landowmers.

Some students of agrarian reform have argued that the
reform process can be socially disruptive and dislocating
since it mny involve ripping people out of thelr coamunities
and placing them in entirely new settings. In the case of
ITCO programs, this does not seem to be a valid criticilsme.
As shown in Table I1.8, the mean years of residence in the
community at the t’me of the study was 14.2 years. Since,

a8 shown on the followiang table (I1.9), the average nuaber
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TABLE II.8. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN COMMUNITY

(Missing data encountered in one case, or .1% of the sample.)

35

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
Years K o) z m A LG
0.0-.5 6.1 (46) 14.1 (25) 3.7 (21)
6 -.9 2.9 (22) 6.2 (11) 1.9 (11)
1.0-1.9 5.6 (+2) 6.2 (11) 5.4 (31)
2.0-2.9 8.0 (60) 5.1 (9 8.9 (51)
3.0-3.9 7.7 (58) 5.1 (9 8.5 (49)
4.0-5.9 8.2 (62) 3.4 ( 6) 9.7 (56)
6.0-9.9 12.5 (94) 20.3 (36) 10.1 (58)
10.0-11.9 10.4 (78) 18.1 (32) 8.0 (46)
12.0 - 14.9 7.0 (53) 6.2 (11) 7.3 (42)
15.0-20.9 6.9 (52) 2.8 (5) 8.2 (47)
21 -30.9 8.9 (67) 7.9 (14) 9.2 (53)
31 -40.9 7.7 (58) 2.3 ( 4) 9.4 (54)
41.0-60.9 6.6 (50) 2.3 ( 4) 8.0 (46)
61.0-80.0 1.3 (10) 0.0 (0) 1.7 (10)
100.0%  (752) 100.07% (177) 100.0% (575)
Ungrouped Data
Mean 14.2 9.3 15.7
Std. dev. 15.3 10.5 16.2
T value = 492 Sig. < .001



TABLE 11.9. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE ON SETTLEAENT*

Entire Sample

Years * m
0.1- .5 11.6 (87)
.6- .9 5.6 (42)

1.0-1.9 12.0 (90)
2.0-2.9 13.1 (98)
3.0-3.9 12.7 (95)
4.0-5.9 12.8 (96)
6.0-9.9 13.0 (97)
10.0-11.9 13.1 (98)
12.0-14 6.1 (46)
100.0% (749)

/

Ungrouped Data

Mean years of Atlantic Basin = 5.0

Mean years of Other Settlements = 4.5 T value = -1.62 Sig. = ns

(Missing data encountered in 4 cases, or .5% of the sample)

*The questionnaire only left room for the coding of a maximum of 9.5 years,
although the interviewers recorded the exact nurher of years stated. In those
cases where the respondent indicated more than 9.5 yéars, the file was updated
to i1nclude tne exact number of years by consulting the original questionnaires.
Consequently, users of the initial version of the data tape will find the

label "9.5 year< and more."
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years of residence in the settlements themselves hovered
between 4.5 and 5 years, most residents in an ITCO
settlement had lived in the surrounding community for w=sany
years prior to Jjolining the programe. This becomes clearer
when the data are probed more Jeeplye. Nearly two—thirds (62
perceant) of the settlers had Llived in surrounding
communities longer than they had been living in the ITCO
settlemont itselft. Moreover, the average number of years
these two—thirds of the respondents had lived 1in the
surrouiiding coamunities prior to Jjoining the ITCO settlement
was 10.5. Hence, the great bulk of the settlers were not
individuals who were dislocated from their coarunities, for
they had Jolined an ITCO settlement in thelr own

neighborhood.

While it is true that ITCO beneficiaries are likely to
have Joined the settlement after having lived for several
years in the surrounding communities, it 1is not the case
that most beneficlarles were born 1n those communities. As
revealed in Table 118, ao8t residents had not been born 1in
the coamunities In vhich they were living at the time of the
BUrveye Very few of the settlers resided in the communities
for aore than 20 years, yet, as known from Table II.2, all
but 4 percent of the entire sample was over 20 years of agee.
Hence,y, it is quite clear that most settlers weore aigrants to
the communities in which they were interviewed. This does

not mean, however, that they migrated from remote parts of
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Costa Rice to their present residence; it only means that
they moved from some other coamunitye. A detalled
investigation of these migrations patterns, however, |is
beyond the sBcope of the present analysis. Data for such an

analysins, however, are available in the survey.

Another finding in Table I1.8 is the difference in the
length of residence in the communities of the Atlantic Basin
residents compared to the other respondentse. One can s8see
from the bottom of Table 1I1.8 that the average years of
residence of other ITCO respondents is8 157, whereas the
mean Yyears of residence for those living in the Atlantic
Basin is 9.3, a difference which ie statistically
significente. Atlantic Basin settlers, therefore, tend to
have shellower communal roots than the settlers elsewhere.
This difference is not a result of an age difference between
the Atlantic Basin and other settlers, since there 1is no
signiticant difference in ages between the two groupse. This
finding has imsportant implications for cosmunity developaent
participation and should be kept in mind for the analysis

presented in Chapter 111,

The average number of years in which settlers have
resided in their particular settlement is 5.0 for the
Atlantic Basin and 4.5 years for other regions, a difference
which 18 not sigrificant (see table [[.9). However, as was
noted in the diacusslon of Table LII.8, the settlers outside

the Atlantic reglon have 1lived on the average a greater
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period of
resliding
Basin settlers.
Basin

take up residence on the settlement than

time in

at the time

This finding

cosmuai ties

in other regions of Costa Rica.

in Table

respondern.ts had migrated to the settlement,

II.10.

While

48

suggests

which they were
of the Ilnterviews than the Atlantic
that the Atlantic
settlers are more likely to have migrated in order to

are beneficiaries

This conclusion is not supported by the data presented

percent of the Atlantic Basin

only 57 percent

TABLE II1.10 RESIDENCE ON SETTLEMENT AS A FUNCTION OF MIGRATION

Entire Atlantic Other

Sample Basin Settlements

2 M O] M
Non-migrant? 44.5 (333) 50.8 (90) 42.6 (243)
Migrant 55.5 (415) 49.2 (87) 57.4 (328)

100.07% (748) 100.0% (177) 100.0% (571)

Taub = .07 Sig. (of Tau) = .03

(Missing data encountered in 5 cases, or .7% of the sample)

aMigrants are considered to be those respondents who have lived in the
community of residence at the time of the survey no longer than they have worked

in the settlement.

Non-migrants are defined as those who have lived in their

community of residence at the time of the survey longer than they have worked

in the settlement.
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of the other settlers had done so, a difference which is
statistically significant, albeit the relationship is a weak
one. Hence, the Atlantic Basin settlers are actually lass
likely to have migrated for the purposes of benefiting from
the ITCO program. Once again, further exploration of these
interesting migration patterns needs to be undertaken in

future studiese.

Further examination of Table II.9 reveals that the
sample reflects a very wide distribution of a nuaber of
years of settlemente. It must bDbe kept in aind that no
settlers could have become members of an ITCO settlement
more than fourteen years prior to the iaterview 1ian 1876,
because the first settlements were not opened until 1963,
As shown in Table 1I1.9, only about 6 percent of the
respondents had taken up residence on the msettlement as aany
as 12 to 14 years ago. At the other extreme, 12 percent of
the respondents had resided there for less than half a year
at the time they were interviewed. Another 6 percent of the

settlers had resided between a half a year and one yeare

Saeclo-ecopnomic Statug

In this section, the s8soclo—-economic s8tatus of the
settlers is examined. Tables II.11 through Il1.15 present
data on the amount of Lland held by the settlers, their

income, other indicators of wealth, and their education.
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Land Qwoership (4]

The settlers own an average of 12.4 hectares of land,
according to the surveye. The average, however, is somewhat
aisleading. A surprising number of settlers have tiny plots
of land which are far below the average iln s8lze. For
exampley 3 percent of the settlers have only between 1 and
2.9 hectares, and an additional 8 percent of the settlers
have between 3 and 4.9 hectares. It is probable that these
esmall parcels are econoaically non—-viable for an
average—sized peasant family. Further etudy 1In the Zfield
would be needed to deteramine wvhy this many settlers own such
sub—-optimal farm unitse. A likely explanation for the
existence of these mini-farms is that they are a product of
inheritance. That is, these are not individuals who had
received their parcels directly from ITCO but are probably
8on8s and daughters of original settlers. It 1s also
possible that many of the small plots had been purchased

from ITCO settlers.

At the other extreme; there is a small percentage of
settlers who have very large parcels, between 26 and S0

hectares. It 18 likely that these few individuals,

- . - > G > — —— —— ————— —

4. It should be kept in mind that the data presented 1iIn
Tables 1I.11 and II.12 refer exclusively to those settlers
living in colonies or on individual parcels. The coammunal
enterprise settlers vho huld their land ir common are excluded
from these calculations of average farm size.
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TABLE I1.11. SIZE OF LANDHOLDINGS AMONG RESPONDENTS
(excluding comsunal enterprises)

Entire Atlantic Other
Size (Hectares) Sasple Basino Settlements
2 oW EENC) 2 m

1-2.9 3.3 an 0.6 1) 4.7 (16)
3-4.9 7.9 (41) 6.8 (12) 8.5 (29)
5-6.9 5.0 (26) 2.3 %) 6.5 (22)
1-8.9 15.3  (79) 13.0  (23) 16,4  (56)
$.0 4.8 (25) 1.7 (3) 6.5 (22)
10.0 22.4 (116) 1.6  (56) 17.6  (60)
11-12.9 4.8 (25) 0.6 (1) 1.0 (26)
13-15.9 6.2 (32) 4.0 (&) 1.3 (2%)
16-19.9 7.9 (4D) 8.5 (15 7.6  (26)
20.9 12.5  (65) 27,7 (49) 4.7 (16)
21-25.9 6.9 (36) 0.6 Q)] 10.3  (3%)
26-30.9 1.4 (&) 1.1 (2) 1.5 (5)
31-50 LS (8) L7 @ LS (%)

100.02 (18) 100.0% (177) 100.0% (341)
Ungrouped Data
Mean 12.39 13.40 11.87
Std. dev. 7.15 6.96 7.20

T value = -2.31 Sig. = .02
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amounting to less than J percent of the sasple, have
acquired property after receiving thelr titles from ITCO.
In Bome cases these properties may be outside of the
original boundaries of the settlement, although the data
available do not provide this informatione. It 18 to be
expected that over time successful farmers will acquire

parcels of land beyond their original ITCO settlements.

The presence of both minifundia and farms larger than
the original ITCC parcels reveals the impact of time on the

settlement process, a fac*or often ignored when thinking

about land retorm. Despite the exletence of several legal
provisions which prevent settlers from selling land given to
them by ITCO, land transfers obviously do occur. Some are
the result of the death of the original settler, while
othera are the result of a settler's decision to sell his
property and move elsewheree. Still other transfers occur as
beneficlaries sell off parts of their property eldthor
because they find they cannot effectivily fara the entire
plot or Lecause they need cashe. For whatever reason, land
transfers do occur and ITCO sSettlements do not reamain

frozene.

The reform process must, therefore, be viewed as a
dynamic process influenced by many factors over timee. No
doubt, some of the tenure adjustments that go on are
positive 1in nature, expanding successftul farms and reducing

the size of faras that are too large for a single settler to
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handle. However, not all of these transfers are likely to
produce beneficial results. Specifically, even though the
reform process had been underway for only fourteen years at
the time 0of the survey, a process of land concentration |is
clearly underway. The land distribution amoeng the settlers
ie far from equal. The Gilianl coefficlent of concentration is
31y as compared to the rnutional figure of 80 for 19873. It
is cleary therefore, that the ITCU land distribution is auch
more equitable than the national average. As ITCO's

redistribution program covers an increasingly larger

proportion of the nation's land arca, one can anticlipate a

significant reduction in land inequalities.

A comparison of the size of the landholding between the
Atlantic Basin and other settlers reveals that the Atlantic
Basin settlers have a somewhat larger farm s8lzey, on the
averagee. Atlantlic Basin settlers hold farms which average
13.4 hectares, whereas other settlers have faras which
average 11.9 hectares. Thie difference, although
statistically significant, does not appear to have much
substantive importe Tihe reasons for the larger farms on the
Atlantic Basin probably have to do with the nature of the
soils,; crops and agricultursal activities appropriate for

thise arease.

Analysls of the data shows that farmers have been able

to cultivate approxisately two-thirde of the land they owne
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TABLE II.12.

(excluding communal enterprises)

SIZE OF LANDHOLDING UNDER CULTIVATION

Entire Atlantic Other
Size (Hectares) Saxmple Basin Settlements

2 om 2 m 2 W
1-2 12.5  (65) 18.8  (33) 9.4 (32)
3-4 19.5 (101) 2.2 (39) 18.1  (62)
5-6 16.0 (8)) 14.8 (26) 16.7  (57)
7-8 14.7  (76) 1.4  (20) 16.4  {56)
9 5.0 (26) 2.8 (5) 6.1 (21)
10 9.7 (50 5.7 (10) 11.7  (40)
11-12 5.0 (26) 2.3 %) 6.4 (22)
13-15 5.8 (30) 4.5 (8) 6.6 (22)
16-19 5.4 (28) 8.0 (14) 4.1 (19)
20 6.2 (22) 8.0 (1) 2.3 (8)
21-25 0.4 (2) 0.6 (1 0.3 (1)
26-30 1.4 N 1.1 2) 1.5 (5)
31-35 0.4 (2) 0.0 (1)) 0.6 2)

Ungrouped Data

Mean
Std. dev.

w ®
«
QO

100.0X (518)

100.02 (176)

7.
6.

8
4

T value = .58 Sig. = ns

100.0% (342)

w
weN




A8 is shown in Table Il.12, the aean s8ize of cultivated
properties is 8.1 hectares. Since some land on all faras
needs to be reserved for internal roads, housingy and other
farm Installations, it 18 not to be expected that any farmer
would achieve 100 percent cultivation. Therefore, this
two-thirds figure is rather impressive. Coaparison between
the Atlantic Basin and the rest of the country does not
reveal any statlistlcally signifticant difference, a
surprising finding since the Atlantic Basin settlers have
farm plots which are significantly larger than those in the

elsewhere (s8ee Table Il.11).

Nonetheless, thlis finding needs to be kept in
perspective since the difference between the Atlantic Basin
and the rest of the country on this variable 18 very smalle.
Further exploration of the soclo~econoalic data should help
determine if the differences translate into differential

levels of economic Buccesse.

Income and ¥Yealth

The data on average Iincome are presented in Table
I1.13. The mean family income earned per week is 201.2
coloneas Since in 1976 the minimum wage for agricultural
laborers was 120 colones a week, the reform beneficiary
family was earning a considerably higher wage thanm it would
have earned had they remained landless peasants subsisting

on the income from the head of the household. Indeed,
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TABLE I1I.13., WEEKLY AVERACE INCOME OF SETTLERS*
(in colones)

Entire Itlantic Other
Incone Sample Basin Settlements
2 om 2 oW o™

35 - 99¢ 10.0  (53) 6.7 (8) 10.9  (45)
100-120¢ 20.8 (110) 10.9  (13) 23.6  (97)
121-149¢ 15.7  (83) 25.2  (30) 12.9  (53)
150-179¢ 14,0  (74) 1.6 (9} 15.8  (65)
180-199¢ 6.8  (36) 5.0 (6) 1.3 (30)
200-249¢ 12.8  (68) 11.8  (14) 13.1  (54)
250~300¢ 8.9 (47) 10.1  (12) 8.5 (35)
301-399¢ 4.9  (26) 8.4 (10) 3.9 (16)
400-600¢ 4.0 (21) 7.6 9 2.9 (12)
601-2400¢ 2.3 (12) 6.7 (8) 1.0 %)

100.0% (530) 100.0% (119) 100.0% (411)
Ungrouped Data
Mean 201.2 260.8 184.2
Std. dev. 200.0 291.8 160.0

T value = -3.7 Sig. = <.001

*The data precented in this ta'le are based on the total income reported {n

three separate questionnaire .temzs.

buted to household by children.
complete incoze data (70.4% of the sample).
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The first asked for weekly tacome of the
respondent, the second asked for "other income” and the third, income contri-
Of the 753 reapondents only 530 provided
Ar. the time of the study there
were 8.6 Costa Rican colones to the U.S. dollar.



refors beneficlaries are earning 68 percent above the
minimua wage. How2aver, this finding must be teampered by two
further pleces of informatione. First, the income of 201
colones is far below the family poverty line of 250 colones
USAID has ldentified for essessing programs. While the AID
poverty line figure is not to be taken as a "maglic nuamber
with special significance for Costa Rica, 1t is important
within the context of the Lloan agreement now being
implomented. That agreement s8ets as a major goal the
reduction of the proportion of Costa Ricans living 1In
poverty in rural Costa Rica. Hence, 1t needs to be kept in
mind that the land reform effortse up through 1976, while
reducing the level of povecrty experienced by the
beneficiariesy, did not serve to elevate the average
beneficiary family above the poverty line. As seen in Table
I11.13, only about 20 percent of the beneficlary familios are
earning enough (250 colones per week) to put them above the

poverty line in 1976.

The msecond factor to note is that a surprisingly large
percentage of the beneficiaries were earning a very low
incomee As s8hown in Table 11.13, 10 percent of the
beneficiaries were earning less than 100 colones a weeke.
That is far below the mainimum wagee. In addition, 21 percent
of the beneticlaries were earning between 100 and 120
colones, s8till below the minimum wage. Therefore, over J0

percent of all the beneficlary famllies are earning the
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sinimum wage or less. These low income (figures certainly

are cause for concerne.

The comparison of the Atlantic Basin and other settlers
reveals significantly higher Iincome among the former, 261
colones per week, coampared to 184. Although this difference
seems rather large it must be taken into consideration that
in the Atlantic Basin iln general, prices are conslderably
higher. This has been shown in studies by Coseta Rica's
Nutrition Information System (SIN) particularly in the
neighborhood of banana company plantations. Hence, the cost
of a daily basket of food per person (l.e.; the quantity of
food that an adult ought to consume to achieve a diet of
29900 calories a day) was 8.44 colones in a supermarket in

San José and 11.58 colones in a banana zone plantation.

Put more specifically, SIN found that in El Humo, an
ITCO settlement not far from Turrialba, an individual would
spend 75 percent of his monthly min.mum wage on the dally
basket of food, whereas on a banana plantation !n the
Atlantic Basin he would spend Y1 percent (Gurerra Q., 1881).
lrerefore, the difference between the Atlantic Basin and
other settlers in income e partly counteracted by the
higher <cost of living in that area. MNoreover, even in the
Atlantic Basin, nearly 18 percent of tho settlers are living
at or below the national minimum wage. Although it is seen
in Table 1II.13 that some farmers are able to earn

consliderably above the ainimum wage, in some cages 3 or 4
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times above, these fortunate few represent a very small
proportion of the settiers. Therefore, the data in table
I1.13 indicate that although ITCO beneticlaries in general
earned more than they would have had they remained landless
peasants dependent upon minimum wages, the difference is far

less than one would have hopede.

Indeed, the income figures presented in Table II.13
reflect total family income, including that which is donated
to thn parents by their children. It is to be expected that
landless peasants who have children of working age would
aleo he.ve them working in one capacity or anothery, and have
thsm contributing to the household income. The difference,
thery, between the ITCO benefliciaries and landless peasants
is Zfurther reduced. Nonetheless, other factors tend to
diminish the 1importance of these income figures. In
particular, having land available to farm for one's lifetime
means that landed peasants can be expected to be able to
provide for their s8subsistence needs, whereas the landless
peasant 18 dependent upon his arility to work and obtain

work on someone else's farme

The Income figures presented above are placed into
clearer context when one considers other indicators of
wealthy, as is shown in Table 1I1.14. This table provides
some comparison of ITCO beneticiaries with the general
population drawn from the 1976 national survey mentioned in

Chapter I. These data pesrmit a comparison of the ITCO
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TABLE TI.14. [INDICATORS OF WEALTH AMONC SETTLERS / CENERAL POPULATION

Comparison of

.
Atlantic and Other Cenersl Population (males only)

Entire Atlantic Other Settlements Non- Landless Landed

Sample Basin Settlements Tau b  Sig. Agricultural Pecasants Peasants
Houschold has: X (0 2 (N) 1 N z z 2
Radio 81.6 (613) 87.4 (153) 79.9 (460) .08 .01
Electricity 76.3 (551) 90.2 (138) 72.6 (413) .17 <.001 92.3 58.5 53.3
Piped-in water 60.9 (440) 86.9 (133) 53.9 (307) .28 <.001 96.1 76.0 71.3
Wrist watch 49.5 (271) 52.6 (92) 48.6 (279) ns - - --
Sewing machine 46.5 (334) 38.3 (67) 46.4 (267) .07 .03 49.1 22.8 46.5
Dirt floors 26.8 (188) 24.1 (32) 27.5 (156) ns -— - -
Electric iron 18.4 (138) 11.4  (20) 20.5 (118) .10 .003 86.5 35.7 47.5
Television 12.8 (96) 4.6 8) 1,.3 (88) .13 < ,001 79.6 31.0 45.5
lnduor Sanitary

Facilities 6.7  (48) 8.7 (13) 6.1 (35) os 75.5 26.9 35.6

Refrigerator 5.5  (41) 2.9 (5) 6.3 (36) .06 4 57.1 12.3 22.8

*Source: 1976 National Probability Sample, males only.



peneficiaries with what is termoed in this study
“non—agricultural’” respondents (ieeey all others) of the
general population. Before embarking upon that comparison,

howvever, first the ITCO data alone 18 discussede.

A substantial portion of the beneficiuvries can count on
the hasic services of electricity and potable water. As
shown in Table II.14, 76 percent of the beneficiaries had
electricity 1n their homes and 61 percent had piliped-in
water. For both of these sBervices, the beneficiaries in the
Atlantic Basin were somewhat better off than those in
elsewhere. Fully 90 percent of the settlers in the Atlantlic
Basin had electricity compared to 73 percent in other ( this
difference is significant at <.001 1level). The Atlantic
Basin settlers were also more likely to enjoy piped—-in water
than the others (87 percent compared to 54 percent,
signiticant at the < 001 level)e Electricity and water,
however, are not particularly good indicators of individual
wealth since these are sgervices provided either by the
aunicipality, or in recent years by the National Vater
Service (A y A)e Therefore the fact that the Atlantic Basin
settlers are better off In these two ways 1s not an
indication that they are necessarily more wealthy. Even the
wealthiest beneficiaries would find it difficult to provide
themselves with piped-in water and electricity if these

services were not available from the governaent.
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Less ambiguous lndicators of wealth also are presented
in Table II.14. Most beneficiaries have radios although
settlers elsewhere have a s8lightly lower probability of
owning on2e. This difference msay be directly conmected with
the higher percentage of beneticliaries in the Atlantic Basin
enjoying electricity, for unless the radin 18 battery
operated, an electriclty supply is essential. Once again,
therefore, the Atlantic Basin settlers appear more affluent,
but it is difficult to determine if the difference is a
function of tholir 1ncome or the presence of a

government—-supplied service.

A reversal of the apparently greater wealth of the
Attantic Basin settlers appears in the examination of other
artifacts. For example, other settlers are slgnificantly
more likely to own a sewing machine (46 percent vs. 3§
percent). Similarly, beneficiaries elsewhere are more
likely to own an electric 17an (21 percent vse. 11).
Televisions are owned by 3 times more beneficlaries outside
the Atlantic Basin than by Basin beneficiaries (15 percent
vee § percent), and refrigerators are owned by twice as many
other benuficlaries (6 percent vee 3 percent)e In each
case, these differences are statistically signiticant,
indicating that other beneficlaries, despite their lower
income and despite the fact that they are less likely to
have electricity and water, owned artifacts which are

important markers of wealth in Costa Ricae. The other

I
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indicators of wealth (indoor plumbing, dirt floors, and
wrigst watches) show no significant difference between the

Atlantic and other settlerse.

In sum, although the Atlantic Basin beneficlaries enjoy
certain services such as electricity and plped-in water to a
greater extent than the other beneficiaries, the latter
appear sSomewhat better off. This finding would reinforce
the indication made earlier that costs are considerably
higher in the Atlantic Basin than 1In the rest of the
country, thereby reducing substantially the purchasing power
of the higher incomes earned. Hence, despite their higher
cash incomes, in the Atlantic Basin settlers are probably

less well off than ITCO settlers elsevhere in Costa Rica.

Turning now to the general population, indicated on the
right—hand s8ide of Table Il.14, it is im-~ediately apparent
that the non—-agricultural population, that is the
non—peasants of the sample, are considerably better off than
the peasantry, whether landleas or landede. This finding, of
couirse, comes as no surprise and has been verified by many
pricr studies (Boothy, 1975). The Costa Rican peasantry, not
unlike peasantries in many other parts of the world, slaply

do not enjoy many of the services avallable ii1: major cities.

The more important comparisons for the purposes of this
analysis, hnwever, are the coamparisons batween the general
population and its subsets on the one hand, and the land
reforma beneficiarlies on the other. For all of the variables

4
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on which there are data in the 1976 national survey it 1is
seen that the land refora beneficlaries live lese well than

the non-agricultural population of Costa Rica. In most

cases, the difference is considerable between the percentage
of people enjoylng various services and owning various
artifacta, although on one variable, ownership of sewing
machines, the difference i8 very semalle. This contrast,
again, is entirely expected since we are comparing a peasant
population with non-agricul tural individuals, most of whom

live in Costa Rica's well-developed urban centerse.

The more relevant comparison is between the land refora
beneficiaries and the two peasant subsets in the general
sample. First, howevery, a wnrd about the coaparisons
between the landed and landless peasants in the general
population. Soae unexpected <finaings appear. One would
have anticipated that the landed peasants would have shovn
consistently greater indicators of wealth than the landless
peasantse. This is true among the various artifacts
indicated in Table II.14. However, the landless peasants
are slightly (although not significantly) amore likely to
have an electric supply and are alightly more likely to have
piped—-in water. This finding, however, is misleading if it
is taken to mean that landless peasants are wealthier than
the landed peasantse. The difference arises because many
landless peasants live on laryge planatations and haciendas

in which the landlord provides these services. The landed
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peasants often live on farms scattered widely in the
countryside, where the cost of bringing in piped-in water

and electricity 18 very highe.

ITCO beneficiaries, whether Uliving in the Atlantic
Basin or elsewhere, are considerably more likely to have
electric services than peasants not assisted by ITCO,
whether they are landed or landless. Indeed, among the
Atlantic Basin bpeneficiaries, the percentage having
electricity (90 percent) 1s almost as high as for the
non—agricultural portioan of the general population (92
percent). Availability of piped—-in water, however, presents
a mixed picturee Overall, reform buneficiaries are less
likely to have water services than either the landed or
landless peasantrye. The Atlantic Basin benefticlaries,
however, a very high percentagc of whom enjoyed electric
services, are acore likely to have piped—in water than either

the landed or landless peasants.

Yhen it comes to the possession of varlous artifacts,
however, the land reform beneficliaries fall far behind the
peasantry in the rest of Costa Rica, except with regard to
possession of a sewing machine. It can be seen from Table
I1lI.14 that land reform beneficiaries are much less likely to
own irons, televisions sets, or refrigerators as compared to
elther the landed or landless peasantse Ownership of sewing
machines, however, is more common among ITCO beneficiaries
than among landless peasants, but only slightly less common

than among landed peasantse.
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A diffticulty in interpreting these figures is that many
o?f these artifacts depend upon the availability of
electricity. Peasants who don't have electric services are
not likely to have electric irons, televisions or
refrigeratorse Yet, a surprising finding is that the lanued
and landless peasants of the general population are lesgg
likely to have electricity, while more likely to own these
various arti facts. This finding would seem to support the
contention that the land reform beneficlaries, despite the
avallability of electric servicey do not have sufficient

excess income to permit them to buy these various artifactse.

A further indication of the relative poverty of the
reform beneficlaries appears 1In the measurement of the
availability of I1ndoor sanitary facilitiese. As seen |in
Table I11.14, a very large perceantage of the refornm
beneticiaries have piped-in water (61 percent), yet very few
have 1indoor sanitary facllities (only 7 percent in contrast
with 27 percent of the landless peasants and 36 percent of
the Llanded peasants). Twvo factors may contribute to this
differencee. First, as mentioned above, land reforu
beneficlaries are somewhat less likely to have piped-in
water compared to landed and landless peasantse. A second,
and perhaps more laportant reasony i8 that many land refora
beneficliaries have not resided in thelr homes for the number
of years that the general population hase. It muet be kept

in mind that the reform beneficiaries are individuals who
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have moved to settlements from thelr homes. A8
"homesteaders," one mlight anticipate that facilities such as
indoor sanitary facilities would in time be introduced after
the basic necessity of bringing the land under cultivation
is accomplisheds Glving some support to this contention is
the low but significant correlation (Pearson r = 07, sige =
«03) between Llength of residence on the settlement and the

availability of indoor sanitary facillities.

Taken together, the data presented regarding income on
Table II.14 and indicators of wealth reveal some rather
disappointing findings regarding the ITCO beneficiaries.
Although 1In terms of iIncome they seem to be doing better
than thoag earning the minimum wage, thelir expenditures on
various artifacts have been Lless than the comparable
population of the peasantrye. However, it may well be that
land reform beneficiaries are spending most of their excess
income on investments in the fara whereas landless peasants,
as veoll as possibly landed peasants who ars not
beneficiaries of ITCO, are using their funds for consumption
PUrposes. This contention would be supported by the fact
that the reform beneficlaries are relative newcomers to
their plots and therefore uust spend most of their excesse
income in trying to make improvements on those new farmse
Hnwever, this conjecture needs to be examined in a amuch aore
detailed study of the incomes and expenditures of refora

beneticlariese.
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The evidence here, therefore, ls wmixed; it is not
entirely clear 1if reform beneficlaries are on the road to
higher incomes or iIf the reform process has granted thea a
plot of 1land but has not been successful in helping them
improve thelir standard of livinge This question could be
answvered more easily if future surveys conducted in the same
settlements sampled in the present study were to find that
the ownership of artifacts has increased over the yearse.
Moreover, to make a complete determination, other artifacts

would need to be iIncluded, particularly those related to

farming. Investments 1In vhat sort of equipment would
certainly be an indication of an iamprovement in the
beneficiary's economic situatione. Nonetheless, the fact

that the reforam benetficlaries in many cases are less likely
to own several household artifacts than the landless
peasantry is a disturbing findinge. It implies that
obtaining land through ITCO anas not enabled these formerly
landless peasants to increase their material indicators of
well-beinge However, if, as mentioned above, expenditure
has increased on fara-related items, and consumption of farm
production has increased (probably not adequately reflected
by the income figures), the implications of these findings

would be somewhat differente.
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Education

The final area of analysis of s8socio—economic setatus
concerns education. Beginning in 1886, 80 years before the
UeSe. B8tate of Mississippl, Costa Rica made primary education
compulsory and free for both sexes (Stycos, 1980:3). As a
result, Costa Rica today has one of the highest educational
standards of any Latin American countrye. Indeedy, there is a
higher proportion of the population, aged 20-24, enrolled in
higher education than in Switzerland (1976 data)e. Adulgt
literacy 18 enjoyed by 90 percent of the population,
exceeded only by Uruguay, Argentina, Trinidad and Tobago,
and South Korea among the world's "middle—income couatries"

(World Bank, 148C:110-111).

Unfortunately, the fact that education has reei
compulsory for over a century has not always meant taat
Costa kica's peasants have been able to obtain a basic
educatione. In s8some cases this occurred because they lived
in areas which were very remote and there were no schools in
which a 8tudent could attend classese. The i1apact of
remoteness is evident in the ITCO beneficliary sample. As
shown in Table I1.15, nearly 20 percent of the beneficiarles
have not received any educatione. More digturbing 18 the
fact that a total of 49 percent of all the beneficiaries
have received less than 3 years of education, the ainimum

which the Coata Rican educational system hrelieves necessary
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Table II.15. YFARS OF EDUCATION COMPLETEL BY SETTLERS

General population
(Males only)

Years of Entire Atlantic Other Non-Agri- Landless Landed
Educacion Saople Basin Settlements cultursl peasants Peasants

S SO C.) R S ¢.) R S ) H S5 R S ¢ N S ()]
0 19.9 (150) 26.9 (4&)  18.4 (106) 6.7 (25) 216 (A7) 13.9 (14}

1 10.0  (75) 11.3 (0 9.6  (55)

wn

1 (@D 19.9  (34) 17.8 (18)
2 17.8 (134) 14.7  (26) 18.8 (108)

3 17.8 (134) 15.3 (27) 18.6 (107)

4 10.1 (76) 9.6 (17) 10.3  (59) {:E— 2 (129)  33.9  (S8) 33.7 (34)
5 6.9 (52) 6.2 (11) 7.1 (41)

6 15.3 (115) 17.5  (31) 14.6  (84) 26.2 (129) 18.7  (32) 18.8 (19)
7 0.1 (1) 0.0 ()] 0.2 (1)
8 0.7 (5) o0 (0) 0.9 (s)
9 0.4 (3 0.0 1

o~
D
~
o
wn

(3)
10 0.1 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.2 (1)

|

4.
4.
9.9 (106) 2.9 (5) 6.9 (N
9.
2.

11 0.7 (5) 0.6 (1) 0.7 (%)

12 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 7 (52) 1.8 (3) &0 (&

13 0.0 0 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
4 (66) 1.2 (2) 5.0 (5)
14 0.1 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.2 )

100.0% (752) 100.0% (177)  100.0% (575)

Mean
Std. dev.

LIV Y
O

Pt
~

2.9
2.3
T value = 1.28 S{g. = ns

(Missing data encountered {n 1 case, or 0.1% of the sample)

aThls category includes those with some university, university completed and teacher
training school completed (Escuela Normalista).
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for the firm establishment of literacy. The lmplications ot
this figure are underscored by the mean education figures
provided at the bottom of Table IJI.1S. These show that
reform beneficiaries on the average have only 2.9 years of

educatione.

The comparative.y low levcels of educational achievement
among beneficiaries must be having some Llampact on the
success of the varlous ITCO programse. With individuals who
have an average level of education that is so low, it is
easy to understand why many well-intended programns would run
into uifficulties. The introduction o0f w@many wmodorn
agricul tural practices depend heavily upon the peasants
being ablo to read and follow directions. 710 the extent
that ITCO beneficiaries do not have that minimal capabdbility,
the various agricultural training prog:rams are unlikely to
be entirely successful. Indeed, this filading teckes on
particular importance because lIn the Atlantlic Basin éhe mean
level of education is even lowery, 2.7 years, although the
difference is8 not otatistically significant for the othor

ITCO settlers.

Some coaparisons are possible with the national
probablility sample; although the data for that study were
coded in aggregated forwu. As expected, the non-agricultural
sectors of the general population have much higher levels of

education than do elther the refornm or non-reform
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respondentse. Bence, while only S percent of the
non-agricul tural populativa hsuy had no education, 14 percent
ot landed peasants =2nd 22 percent of the landless peasants
are without forwal educatlion. The reform beneficlaries fall
between the landed and landless peasants of the general
population. A Bimilar pattern is encountered throughout the
remainder o0f the education pyramid. Hence, the roform
beneficiaries have aducational achievements which ‘e
somevhere between the landed and landless peasants of the

deneral populatione.

The (findings iamediately suggest that a concerted
effort be made to determine the levels of functional
literacy on 1ITCO settlements. WYherever it 1is found that
exlsting beneficiaries are not functionally literate, an
effort should be made, perhaps through a caapalgn involving
high s8chool and wuniversity students, to teach them basic
literacy skilla. Morerver, beneficiaries who are 1in the
process of being selected for settlement ought to be given
baslc instruction if they do not have the readiayg and
writing skills necessary. At a minimum, an effort should be
made to help 1nsure that the new Atlantic Basin
bensficiaries can take maximua advantage of the various

programs belng planned for the new settlements.
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On & more positive note, the data in Table 1II.15 also
revealed that 1S5 percent of the settlers have already
completed 6 years of educatione. This means that it may be
possible to draw upon this '"educational elite" in the
settlements to carry out some relatively complex projects.
For example, in many of the pettlements 1in which
cooperatives function, there 1is8 a need for accounting
skillse. Those Individuals who have completed sixth grade
could fairly easily be taught the rudimentary accounting
s8kills necessary to conduct cooperative business. Overall,
however, It 18 clear that education of bene’iciaries and
potential beneficiaries must become a significant element in

ITCO programming.

Partisan Preferencen

In concluding this chapter, a brief look is taken at
the political preferences of these individuals. Looking at
the left hand set of columns on Table 1Il.16, it 1is clear
that the mscset p pular party among refora beneficlaries, both
for the cntire sample and for the subsets, is the National
Liberation Party (PLN). This finding would tend to support
the conclusions reached in many other studies, that in rural
areas the PLN has particularly strong support (Seligson,

forthcoming)e.
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Oue surprising tinding of Table [II.16 1is that the
Comaunist party (PASO) was more weakly supported among the
Atlantic Basin settlers than among other respondents. This
is a surprise because it has long been the case (since the
1953 elections) that Comaunist voting strength has come from
the Atlantic Basin (Bee Selligson, forthcoming)e. Such
support for the Communist party among Atlantic Basin
settlers goes back to the perlod of the 19408 when the
Communiste were allied with the Calderdn Guardia forces. It
would 8Bseemy, therefore, that tne politi_al dynamics on the
Atlantic Basin settlements are quite different from those
existing elsewvhere in the Atlantic Basin. Here again, then,
there is evidence that the Atlantic Basin settlements are
isolated from the larger social-political environment in

which they are located.

A comparison of the ITCO beneficla:*les with the general
population appears to reveal higher support for the PLN
among refornm beneficiaries than among the general
population. It was found that whereas 46 percent of the
reform beneficiaries expressed a preference for the PLN,
oaly 34 percent of the non-agricultural population did soe.
Even lower percentages of the peasantry expressed support
for the PLN among the general populatione However, this
finding must be strorgly qualified by 1ne very high
percentage of the general population who expressed a "Don't

know" opinlion on this iteme A8 can be seen from the table,
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petween 55 and 63 percent of the general population didn't

express an opinion on this item.

Further insight may be obtained by examining voting
bvehavior data 1in the 1974 election, as presented in the
bottom panel of Table II.16. It was ian this election that
PLN's candidate, Daniel Oduber won the election with 43
percent of the national vote. The opposition unification
candidate received 30 percent of the vote and the major
Coamunist, PASO, received 2 percent of the vote.[ 5]

A8 can be seen from the data, the PLN was more strongly
supported DYy the veneficlaries than by the general
population. Over half (54 percent) of the beneficlaries on
the ITCO settlements said they voted for the PLN in 1974, a
figure which is nearly 10 percent adove the national totals.
Similarly, the Unification candidate was supported by only
16 percent of the reform beneficiaries, only half of the
national totals. The Communist party, in contrast, did
considerably better among the reforam beneficiaries than |in
the population as a whole, with 6 percent of the

beneficiaries saying they voted for that party.

A comparison of the voting in the Atlantlc Basin with
other parts of the country reveals some small but
nevertheless noteworthy differences. First, it 1is found

that the PLN receives somewhat higher support 1ian the

Se The source for the voting data 18 Jiménez Castro,
1977.
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TABLE II.16. PARTISAN PREFERENCES OF SETTLERS / CENERAL POPULATION
Settlers “eneral Por--latfion (males only)*®
Entire
Reform Atlantic Other Non- Landless Landed
Party Sample Basin Settlcments Agriculrural Peasants Pessants
e S )RR S () SR S ()} L om 2 m M

Present (1976)
preference:
PLN 46.1 (347) 50.8 (90) 44.6 (257) 3.1 (182) 26.3 (45) 27.7  (28)
UN 10.5 (79) 10.2 (18) 10.6 (61) 7.9 (42) 0.5 (18) 7.9 (8)
PASO 8.2 (62) 4.0 (7) 9.5 (55) 2,1 (11) 1.2 (2) 0.0 (0)
Natl. Ind. 0.5 (4) 1.7 (3) 0.2 o) 0.2 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
Democ. Ch. 0.3 2) 0.6 (1) 0.2 1) 0.2 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
Democ. 0.3 (2) 0.6 (1) 0.2 ) 0.4 (2) 0.0 (0) 1.0 (1)
Social CR 0.1 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.2 (1) 0.2 (1) 0.0 (0) 1.0 (1)
Don't know 3.3 (256) 32.2 (57) 34.5 (199) 55.1 (294) 62.0 (106) 62.4 (63)

100.0%2(753) 100.0X(177) 100.0%2(576) 100.0X(534) 100.0X(171) 100.02(101)
Vote fn 1974
election:
PLN 53.8 (405) 58.8 (104) 52.3 (301) 41.0 (229) 39.8 (68) 46.1° (35)
UN 15.9 (120) 13.6 (24) 16.7 (96) 15.0 (84) 15.8 (27) 18.4 (14)
PASO 6.4 48) 1.7 (3) 7.8 (65) 1.4 (8) 0.6 (1) 0.0 (0)
Natl. Ind. 2.1 (16) 2.3 %) 2.1 (12) 5.4 (30) 8.2 (14) 5.3 (%)
Ren. Demo. 0.7 (5) 0.s )y 0.7 (%) 7.7 (43) 2.3 (4) 2.6 (2)
Democ. 0.5 (4) 0.6 (1) 0.5 (3) 1.8 (10) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
Dearc. Ch. 0.1 (1) 0.6 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.7 (4) 1.2 (2) 0.0 (0)
Social CR 0.1 (1) 0.6 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.4 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
Didn't vote 14.7 (131) 13.6 (24) 15.1 (87) 22.0 (123) 27.5 (47) 22.4 (17)
Don't know 5.6 (&2) 7.9 (14) 4.9 (28) 4.7 (26) 4.7 (8) 5.3 (&)

106.0X(753) 100.02(177) 100.0%(576) 100.0X(559) 100.02(171) 100.0X (76)



Key Party Candidate 1n 1974

PLN Partido Liberacion Nacional (Daniel Oduber)

UN Unificacion Nacional (Fernando Trejos Escalante)
PASO Partido Accion Socialista (Manuel Mora)

Natl. Ind. Nacional Independente (Gonzalez Marten)

Ren. Demo. Renovacion Democrata (Rndrigo Carazo)

Democ. Partido Democrata (5. W. Villalobos)

Cemoc. Ch. Democrata Crisitiano (Jorge Arturo Monge Zamora)

Social CR Partido Socialista Costaricense (J. Francisco Aguilar Bulgareli)

*Data from 1976 National Probability Sample, males only. Note that the "don't
know" category for the partisan preference variable includes those who are
listed as having no preference (45.0% of entire sample). Also included in
this category were those who provided preferences not mentioned in the set-
tler sample (i.e., Frente Popular, "Oposicion'" and "Calderonista"). A total
of 1.4% of the entire sample indicates these preferences.

Atiantic Basin, and Unification receives sSomewhat less
support. The finding of greater PLN support in the Atlantic
Basin confirams the party preferences flgures provided in the
top panel of Table [l.16. It is also found, as with the
party preference data, that the Coamunist party 1s less
strongly upreferred 1n the Atlantic Basia. In the 1974
election, only 2 percent of the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries
stated that they had voted for the Communist party (PASO),

whereas 8 percent of the other beneficiaries did so. Again,

this contradicts the larger apparent trend of higher support
for the Communist party in the Atlantic Basin. For example,
as already mentioned, the PASO party received 2 percent of
the vote nationwide, but in Limdn province, it received 7
percent of the vote. Therefore, once again it appears that
the Atlantic Basin settlements are somewhat atypicale. The
survey data from the general population tend to confira the
findings 1indicated above, but are soamewhat less reliable
slnce the percentage of "Didn't vote" and “"Don't Know" |8
qui te highe Thie leads to some ambiguity 1in the
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interpretation of the findingse. Nonetheless, the baclic
pattern of stronger PLN support in 1974 among beneficlaries

is8 8till in evidence.

In sumy it appears that the reform beneficiaries have
political preferences more or less in line with the national
populatione However, there is somewhat of a trend among
reform beneficiarles to be supportive of the PLN to a
greater extent than the general populaticene This conclusion
is beclouded by the high percentage of missing data reported
in the partisan preference figures of Table Il.16, but is
much clearer In the voting statistics reported in that table
where the missing data are of a reduced magnitude. One can
only erpeculate why there would be somewhat higher PLN
support among the reform beneficlaries. One motivation
might have to do with the fact that Costa Rica's landed

peasantry has typically provided a support base for the PLN

in Costa Rica.[ 6]

Hencey, as it 18 shown on the bottoam panel of Table

Il.16, the Llanded peasants gave it more support than the

6. In the Seligson article cited above, an extensive
bibliography 1lists the various studlies which have concluded
that the PLN has higher support in rural areas. However, it
is clear from the data analy 1s presented in Seligson
( forthcoaing) that the strength ot the PLN in rural areas (is
modeste. That 1s to say, it is not appropriate to infer that
rural areas are bastion. of PLN sgupport. It 1s seen that
Atlantic Basin settlers are somaowhat more likely to prefer the
PLN, but the difference was quite small.
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landless peasants, end ilndeed more than the non—-agricul tural
population as a wholes That 8t "port, however, iws aanl fostod
only in the election results and not in the party preference
results 1In the top panel of Tahle 11.16. The reforns
beneficiaries; being landed peasanta, may be conforming ¢to
the national pattern of higher support amonyg landed peasants
for the PLNe At the same time, the reform program has been
somewvhat more stroagly supported by the PLN than the
opposition, although this stetenent must be tempered with
the qualitication that some PLN presidents have not been as
supportive as others. Thereforey, it is possiblo that during
PLN adainistrations beneficiary recruitment was particularly

attractive to peasants who were PLN supporters.

Further evidence regarding the positive attitudes
toward the PLN among the settlers 1s contalned in Table

Kle17. un this table; the results of a party preference

question are displayed in order to indicate the lntensity ot
support for the party. As is seen, fully S1 percent of the
entire sample responded that they were "very positive"
toward the PLN, coapared to 12 percent being very positive
toward the Unification Party (PUN) and 12 percen: feeling so
for the PASO. Indeedy it is surprising to see how high the
support is for the PASO, almost exceeding that of the PUN.
This findinyg is offset by the fact t.at 66 percent of the
beneficiaries indicated that they were "very negative"

toward the PASO, compared to 42 percent feeling 8o toward
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TABLE II.17.

ATTITUDES TOWARD MAJOR POLITICAL PARTIES*

Question:

I am going to read you a list of political parties, and for each
one I am going to ask you how you feel toward this party.

(To

assist respondents, a drawing of five coffee baskets was shown,
cach with varying levels of coffee beans filling the baskets.
Regspondeuts were instructed to select the basket that best
reflected their attitude toward the party.)

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
PLN PUN PASO PLN PUN  PASO PLN PUN PASO

Very negative
(empty basket) 23.4 42,3 66.2 | 24.5 51.6 72.3 | 23.1 39.5 64.3
Somewhat negative
(1/4 full basket) 4.0 9.8 8.9 1.9 5.7 8.2 4.6 11.1 9.2
Neither negative
nor positive .
(1/2 full basket) 10.2 15.6 9.8 5.7 11.9 6.3 | 11.5 16.7 10.9
Somewhat positive.
(3/4 full basket) 11.9 20.4 3.4 7.5 15.1 3.8 | 13.3 22.0 3.3
Very positive
(full basket) 50.5 11.9 11.6 | 60.4 15.7 9.4 | 47.5 10.7 12.3

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

100.0Z 100.0% 100.02

(No significant T-test differences between Atlantic and Other Settlements on any

party.)

*N's not shown because of lack of space.

The PLN was rated by 679 respondents

(90.2%), the PUN by 673 (89.5%) and the PASO by 671 (89.1%).
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the PUN. The trend of higher support in the Atlantic Basin
for the PLN 1ls once again revealed in this questione Fully
60 percent of the respondentse were "very positive" toward
the PLN. Once again the PASO party comes off less well 1in
the Atlantic Basin settlements than it does elsewhere in
Costa Rica. These findings have been confirmed in the data
presented Iin Table Il.16y indicating fairly strong support
for the PLN among the beneficlaries, with even stronger

support in the Atlantic Basine.

Suamarcy

The length of this chapter and itse many varied detalils
must preclude comprehensive summarization. Only the major

points will be touched on here.

Firat, the settlers' demographic characteristics reveal
them to be a largely middle-age population, with a
substantial proportion concentrated in the over-50 cohortse

Most gettlers are married.

The settlers' backgrounds are largely uaniform. Few
have had any significant experience of viving in urban
areas. The great majority were landless peasants prior to
Joining the ITCO settlement, and most were producing basic

grains and export cropse.
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Although migration patterns were not fully explored 1in
the. study, the settlers have had fairly long—-standing roots
in their communities before being re—-settled on ITCO land.
The Atlantic Basin beneficiaries, as a group, appear to have
had somewhat shallower roots. The average number of years
worked on the settlement was approximately five, and about
half of the settlers migrated from some other area to take

up residence on the projecte.

The average farm tlze was a little over 12 hectares,
with the plots being somewhat smaller in areas outside the
Atlantic Basin. Approximately two-thirds of the land on thc

settlements was under cultivatione.

In many ways, the soclo-economic information presented
in the chapter was the most interesting and unsatisfactorye.
WVhile the average income earned by ITCO beneficiaries was
above the minimuns wage for agricultural work, maany
respondents earned far below the minimum. Moreover, over 80
percent of the beneficiaries remain below the poverty line
determined by AID analysgis. Income alone, however, can be a
aisleading indicator of wealth, especially among peasants.
An examination of several alternate indicators revealed that
from the staandpoint of services provided by the govenaeant
(especially electricity), the ITCO beneficiaries lived well
compared to the non-benefic’ary population. However, for
the most part, the settlers remained quite poor even when

compared to the landlesas non-beneficiary populatione.
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Moreover, for the mo8t part, the Atlantic Basin
beneficlaries appeared to be even poorer than the
beneficiaries as a whole, despite thelr significantly higher
incomes, owing to the significantly higher cost of living in
the Atlantlc zonee It is possible that the appareant poverily
of the settlers, compared to the landle s peasant
populationy, is less real if conslderable 1income 18 being
invested in farm equipment and improvements which did not

show up in the indicators employed in this studye.

Another disturbing finding is that desplte the high
levels of education achleved in Costa Rica, two—thirds of
the beneficiaries have only a third-grade education or less,
and nearly one—fifth have no formal education at alle. The
lack of sufficient education probably hampers many

developmental efforts on ITCO settlem-nts.

Pinally, it was found that ITCO beneficlaries are
heavily supportive of the PLNe. This came as no surprise
since that party historically has been the major advocate of

land reform in Costa Ricae.

This chapter in painting a picture of Costa Rica's
reforas beneficiaries as of 1976y contained few surprises,
except to uncover some evidence of a disappointing standard
of 1living and unfortunately Llow levels of educational
achievement. These data serve as background for the

analysis presented in the following chapters.



II1le SETTLER COOPERATION: ATTITUDES AND EBVIDENCE

This chapter deals with attl 1desy behaviors and
predictors of cooperative behavior among settlerse. It 4t Us
true that a central element in helping assure the success of
‘he settlements is the extent to which the beneficlarlies
coojl'erate with each other iIn achleving collective goals, a
clear underst/ndlng of settler cooperation 1s vitally
important for ITCO. Fortunately, the data available on
settler cooperation are among the most extensive in the
entire 9urvey instrument used, and, moreover, nuacrous
comparisons are possible with the general population since
such data also exiat In abundance in the s8survey of the

general populatione.

The chapter begins with an examination of attitudes
toward cooperatione The analysis first focuses on general
attitudes of interpersonal trust, The discussio.. then aoves
to an examination of attitudes toward group cooperativeness
among settlers, and then examlines the ways in which settlers
solve coamunity problems. A discussion of optialsa or
pessiaism regarding the solution of these problems is8 then
uodertakens The analysis then ‘vrns to cooperative behavior
manifested among settlers. A flpal section develops au
index of cooperative behavior and examines the correlates
and predictors thereof. In this discusslon a distinction ia
aade between participation In cooperatives vse. éartlclpatlon

in other forms of community activisme.
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Analyses of Latin American culture have frequently
emphaslzed the lowv levels of interpersonal trust fotnd there
(Lewlis, 1960:82; Foaster, 1467:91; Fromae and Maccoby,
1970:37-38). Many researchers have attributed . number of
the reglon's developmental problems to the aliegedlv high
levels of suspiclion which prevent individuals froa
cooperating to their amutual benefit. Latin Aaerlican
peasants in particvlar have been characterized repeatedly as
mistrustful and therefore prevented from cooperating

effectively (Seligson and Salazar, 1979).

It 18 lmportant t.. exawlne the levals of interpersonal
trust found amonyg settlers, and to compare tliose levels with
the general population, gsince 1t is generally believed that
settlers with low levels of interpersonal trust will exhibit
lower levels of croperative behaviore. In fect, a®s shown ln
the final sectior ot th!s chupter, interpersonal trust does
have an lamportant bear{ng on cooperative behavior. Indeed,
it 18 the most powerful attitudinal factor associated witn
cooperation. It is appropriate, theraefore, to begin with an
examination of interperscnal trust levels. Two sceis of

lteas measuring interpersonal tirust are explored here



Flret, levels of ianterpersonal trust with respect to sccliety
at large are examined, aud then, ir terpersoral trust among

the settlers themselves is explored.

The four items used to measure interpersonal trust are
similar to the original Rosenberg (1957) items, except that
they have been modified to eliaminate the acqulescence
response set.(1] The pattern of responses showa for the four
items of Table III.! I8 80 clear cut that it 1is worth
anticipating the conc lusions at this polinte. Most
laportantly, it is found that reforam beneficiaries have
conslderahly higher levels of interpersonal trust than the
general populatione. Not only are the levels ot
interpersonal trust higher than ~mong the non-agricultural
population, but they are higher than among el ther the landed
or landless peasants. This finding certalnly bodes well for
thos» who believe that cooperative vehcvior 18 crucial to

the success o0f the ITCO settlementse.

The firs. item asks "Do you think that the majority of

1« The original items asked respondents either to agree
or disagree with a statemente. It has been found, in
subsequent soclial science research, that individuals of lower
soclo-economic dtatus tend to agree with the interviewer,
believing that they are thereby 1) . -~ctiatinyg themselves to
him/her (Crowne and sdarlowe, 1964} The ltems used in this
study haove all been rephrased 8o as to eliminate an
ACYUALGHLIF .©¢ L1UDPUUBDY DUlLe ii was pariicuiariy imporianst o
do B0y gaven the rect that the reform beneflcilaries ars,
almost unlversally, of much lower socio—economic status tran
the non-agricultural sectors of the Costa Rican populatione
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the time people watch out for themselves or do you think
that the majority of the time people try to help others?"
Slightly aore than a quarter (28 percent) of the reform
beneficlaries believe that the majority of the time peoeople
help others. No significant differences were found between
the responses on this item in terms of Atlantic Basin or
other resldence. Although this appears, at first sight, to
be a rather low c¢xpression of interrersonal trust, two
factors contredict such a coaclusione. First, among the
general poputation, only 18 percent would agree that the
majority of the time people help others. Second, this itea
and the two that follow it are phrased in such a way as to
encourage only a saall percentage of the respoandents to
respond in a positive way. That 18y these items are
dichotomles and ask the respondent to talk about "the
majority of the time.!" Therefore, only those who clearly
believe in a trust. ;, world would be likely to rewspond in
the positive "help others" way. One final coament about
this item 1Is that among the general population, although
there are no significant differences between
non-agricultural respondents and peasants, both components
of the peasantry were Lless trusting than the general
population, and both were significantly less trusting than

the reforms beneficlaries.
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The next ltem sBtates, "Talking in gemneral about people,
do Yyou think that one can trust the majority of people, or
do you think that one must be very careful in friendshlps
with thea?" The overwhelming majority of reform
beneficlaries as well as of the general population believe
that one 8hould exercise prudence in dealing with people.
That 18, only slightly over 10 percent of the population (13
percent of the reform beneficliaries, 14 percent of the
non—agricul tural general population) be'leve that one can
trust the majority of the people. In Costa Kica, at least,
it appeare that for all sectors of the population, trust
takes place In the context of cautione Hence, on this item,
no significant difference is found between the attitudes of
the @gettlers and the general populatione Howcver, 1t ls
worth noting that among the landless peasants, the
percentage of respondents who belleve that one can trust the
malority of the people is significantly lgwer than it |is
among the general population or among the landed poasants.
Only 4 percent of the landless peasants believe that one can
trust the wmajority of people, whereas 12 percent of the

landed peasants of the general population believe so.

The third interpersonal trust item reads, "Do you think
that the majority of the people would try to take advantage
of you given the opportunity, or do you think that they
would not?" Over one quarter of the reform beneficiarlies (27

percent ) responded in a trusting fashion to this 1ltem, as
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compared to significantly fewer in the general population
(17 percent)s It is noteworthy that the landless peasants
once again are less trustworthy than <ither thz landed
peasarts or the general populationy, although the difference
i8 not signiflicant. Landless peasants cnce ag;In emerge as
significantly less trustful than the reform beneficiarlies.
On this item, an important difference emerges between the
Atlantic Basin settlers and the other settlers, one which is
paralleled in the later analysis of pasrticipation in
cooperatives. A signiticantly higher level of interpersonal
trust was found among dettlers elsewhere in the country as
compared to the Atlantic Basin scttlers: 31 percent to 16

percent. This pattern also emerges in the next item.

The final item in Table IIl.! asks ‘“"Some say that in
these times one doesn’t know who one can itlount on in moments
of neede. Others say that one does knowe WYhat would you
say?" It is important to note, Sefore presenting the
findings that this 18 the only item in which the attention
18 shifted from the majority to individuals. Therefore, 1t
is to be expected that on this 1tem, higher levels of
interpersonal trust should emerges This 1s exactly what ls
founde As can be seen in Table Ill.l, nearly three-quarters
(72 percent) of the reform beneficlaries felt that in
moments of need there was someone on whoam one can counte In
contrast, however, only slightly over half of the general

population (S5 percent), and even fewer of the landless
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TABLE I11.1. INTERPERSONAL TRUST: CI#PARISONS AMONG SETTLERS / NON-SETTLERS

Question: Do you think that the majority of the time people watch out for theaselves or do you think that the

najority of the time people try to help others?

Settlers Ceneral Population (males only)®
Entirce
Refora Atlantic Other Noan- Landless Landed
Saople Basta Settlements Agriculctural Peasants Peasante
)] X (N X (N) i S ()] 2 N i S ()}
Help others 28.2 (212) 24.9 (44) 29.2 (168) 18.3 (53) 15.5 13) 14.0 (¢2]
Watch out
for
themsclves 67.5 (508) 74.0 (131) 65.5 (377) 79.9 (231) 82.1 (69) 86.0 (43)
Don't know 4.4 (33) 1.t (2) 5.4 (31) 1.7 (5) 2.4 (2) 0.0 (0)
100.0X (753) 100.0Z (177) 100.02 (576) 100.0X (289) 100.0X  (84) 100.02  (50)
Non-Agri. Landless Landed Sig. = ne Sig. = ns Sig. = ns
Tau b .1 .09 .08
Sig. < .00l . 009 .018

think that one must be very careful in friendships with them?

Quescfon: Talking In general about people, do you think that one can trust in the majority of people, or do you

. ust 12,7 (96) 11.2 (20) 13.2 (76) 13.5 (139) 3.9 (3) 12.0 (6)
Be careful 86.1 (648) 87.0 (154) 85.8  (494) 84.8  (245) 94.0 (79) 88.0 (44)
Son't k ¢ 1.2 9) .7 3) 1.0 (6) 1.7 (5) 2.4 (2) 0.0 (0)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576) 10C.0X (289) 100.0% (84) 100.02 (50)
Non-Agri. Landless Landcd Sig. = ns Tau b = .10 Tau b » .16
Tau b .08 +  Stg. (of Tau) = .02 Sig. (of Tau) = .03
Sig. [N no ns

"
Data from 1976 Naticnal Probability Sample.
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TABLE 111.1. INTERPERSONAL TRUST:

(Cont {nued)

COMPAR)ISONS AMONG SETTLERS / NON-SETTLERS

Question: Do you think that the msjority of people would try to take advantage of you given the opportunicy,
or do you think they would not?

Settlers General Population (males only)*
Entire
Reforn Atlantic Other Non- Landless Landed
Saaple Basin Settlementa Agricultural Peasants Peasants
i S )] X M i ()] i ()] . S 1.)) i S ()]
Not take
advantage 27.4 (206) 15.8 (28) 30.9 (178) 17.3 (50) 13.1 11) 18.0 )
Take
advantagae 69.2 (521) 81.9 (145) 65.3 (376) 86.3 (232) 84.5 (71) 80.0 (40)
Don't know 3.5 (26) 2.3 %) 3.8 (22) 2.4 (7) 2.4 (2) 2.0 (1)
100.0x (753) 100.0x (177) 100.0X (576) 100.0X (289) 100.02 (84) 100.02 (50)
Non-Agri. Landless Landed Tau b = .15
Tau b .11 .10 Stig. (of Tau) = €.001 Sig. = nr Sig. = ns
Sig. .00y ,004 ns _

Question: Some say that in these times one doesn't vnow who one can count on in moments of need.

one does know. What would you say?

Others say that

Can count on 71.6  (539) 67.8 (120) 72.7  (419) 54.7  (158) 45.2 (38) 58.0 (29)
Can't count on 22.6 (170) 28.8 (53) 20.7  (119) 42,6 (123) 45.2 (38) 42.0 1)
Don't know 5.8 44) 3.4 (6) 6.6 (38) 2.8 (8) 9.5 (8) 0.0 (0)
100.02 (753) 1G0.0% (177) 100.0X (576) 100.02 (289) 100.02  (84) 100.0%  (50)
Non-Agri. Landless ianded Tau b = .08 S1g. = ns Sig. = ns
Tau b .20 .17 .10 sig. (of Tau) = .02
Sig. <.001 <.001 .004

#Data from 1976 Nutional Probability Sample.



peasants (45 percent) felt this way, differences which are
statigtically significant. Hence, once again, the pattern
emeryes that refora beneficiaries are more trusting
interpersonally than the general population. In addition,
the pattern that emerged on the previous item with regard to
higher interpersonal truast among other beneficlarles is also

Overall, then, reform beneficiaries express rather high
levels of interpersonal trust when compared to the general
populatione. Although the phraseology of the items
encouraged the negative response of three of the four iteas,
when this was not the casey, as on the last iitemy, a very
strong mwmajority of the respondents expressed interpersona.
trusts In addition, the findings im this table reveal
stronger interpersonal trust elsewhere than in the Atlantic

Basine

In Table I11.2 attention 1s ehifted <froa people 1In
general to the reform beneficiaries as the group which is to
be eithar trusted or distrustede. Sloce the focus s on
refora beneficiaries c«loney no comparison with the general
population is relevant. However, on cne item the identical
phraseolo,y 1ls used as in Table IIl.1, s80 that coaparisons
may be made within the reform beneficlary sample on
interporsonal trust toward people in general as compared to

! nterpersonal trust toward other beneficiaries.
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The first two iteas on Table I1I.2 need to be examined
together. The first ltem asks, "Upon meeting a meaber of
this (communal enterprise, colony, cooperative, etce.) for
the 2irst time, should one trust him or wailit until one knows
him better, or not trust him?" The second 1item 18 almost
identical, but asks, "And what do you think of
non—memberse.esey' and then goes on to ask the same lteme. It
is clear that interpersonal trust levels amonyg the members
of the sottlements is much higher toward other meabers of
the settlement than toward non—members. As shown in the top
panel of Table I11.2, one—fifth (20 percent) of the refora
beneficiaries would trust a aeaber of the settlement upon
meexing him for the first time, whereas only 7 percent of
the beneficlaries would trust those who were not members.
Hence, menbership in the settlement significantly increases
the levels of trust that beneficiaries are willing to extend
toward individuals whom they meet for the first timee.
However, even aamong membersy, four—fifths of the respondents
would not immediately trust the member who they are meeting
for the Zfirst time. This finding is teampered by the fact
that only 4 percent of the rerorm beneficiaries stated that
they would ''not trust" a member upon meeting him for the
firet times The overwhelaing mz.iority (76 percent) would
prefer to walt to decide whether or not they would trust
hiame. It should also be noted that although the first two

i1tems on Table III.2 1indicate a slightly higher level of
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TABLE II1.2, INTERPERSONAL TRUST AMONG SETTLERS

Question: Upon meeting a member of this (communal enterprigse, colony, coopera-
tive, etc.) for the first time, should one trust him cr wait until
one knows him better, or not trust him?

Entire Atlantic Other
Saople Basin Settlements
2 m I SR ¢.)) X M
Trust 19.5 (147) 23.2 (%1) 18.4 (106)
Wait 76.2  (574) 70.1 (124) 18.1 (450)
Not trust 3.6 (27) 6.2 an 2.8 (16)
Don't know 0.7 (5) 0.6 (1) 0.7 (%)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576)
Sig. = ns

Question: And what do you think of the people who are not members of the
(communal enterprise, colony, cooperative, etc.) upon meeting them
for the first time, should one trust him, or wait until one knows
him better, or not trust him?

Trust 7.2 (564) 9.0 (16) 6.6 (38)
Wait 83.0 (625) 79.7 (141) 84.0 (484)
Not trust 9.4 1) 11.3 (20) 8.9 (S1)
Don't know 0.4 (3) 0.0 (0) 0.5 (3)
100.0X (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (576)

Sig. = ns
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TABLE 111.2. INTERPERSONAL TRUST AMONG SETTLERS
(Continued)

*Question: Some people tend to help others. Other people only watch out for
theaselves. Thinking again about th2 meaber of this (communal
enterprise, colony, cooperative, etc.) do you think that the
majority help others or do you believe that the majority watches
out for 1itself?

Entire Atlantic Other
Saaple Basin Settleuents
2 o™ 2 W )]
Help others 42.5 (320) 32.8 (58) 45.5 (262)
Watch out for
themselves 56.3 (424) 66.1 (117) 53.3 (307)
Don't know 1.2 9) 1.1 2) 1.2 N
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0Z2 (576)

Tau b = .11 Sig. (of Tau = .00l

®*A comparison between the results of this question and the one presented in
Table V.l (Interpersonal Trust: Comparisons Among Settlers/Non-Settlers)
reveals that for the reform sample as s vhole, 28.2% of the respondents
ansvered "help others" to the question posed about people in general, vhereas
42.5% responded in this fashion when the question was posed, as above,
regarding settlers. This difference is significant at <.001 (pairedT -test
results).

trust among the Atlantic Basin beneficiarieey, the dlfference
is not signiticant, and is8 therefore taken to have no

substantive lilmport here.

The last item in Table III.2 is identical to the first
item on Table 1IIl.1 and therefore permits comparison. On
this item, the respondents were asked,"Some people tend to
help others. Other people only watch out for theaselves.
Thinking again about the members ot this ( communal
enterprise, colony, cooperative, etce.) do you think that the

sajorlity of people heln others or do you bellieve that the
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majority watch out for themselves?" It will be recalled that
when this itea was asked in Table IIl.1, 28 percent of the
respondents answvered Yhelp others" (see footrote at the
bottoa of Table I[II1.2 for claritication). WVhen asked,
however, about trusting members of the settlement, the
percentage of those who express trust increases dramatically
and signifilcantly to 43 percente. This finding further
demonstrates that among reform ben3ficiaries interpersonal
trust is higher when they are considering the meabers of
their settlement, compared to when they are considering
those who are non—members. VYe note that on this item the
Atlantic Basin beneficlaries are. once again, less trusting
than other beneficiaries, e difference which is

atatistically significante.

Three overall conclusions emerge from Tables IIl.1 and
1112 First, reform beneficiaries have higher levels of
interpersonal trust than the general populatione. Second,
reform beneficiaries express higher levels of trust toward
members of their settlement than they do toward those who
are non-meaberse. Taken together, these two findings polnt
in the direction of a 1reasonable basis of interpersonal
trust among members of the reform beneficiaries which can
provide the attitudinal foundations for high levels of
cooperation. The third finding ie that the Atlantic Basin
beneficliaries deaonutrate somewhat lower levels ot

interpereonal trust than do other beneficlariese.

87



Group Cooperativeness among Settlaers

Interpersonal trust is a general backyground variable
which will relate to cooperative behaviore. In Table II1.3,
attitudes more directly linked to group cooperativeness are
weasurede. From Table II1.3, it is found that on two of the
three items discussed, attitudes quite conduclive to group
cooperativness are founde. Eowevery on one of the items, the
first, some aablvalence 18 detocted toward working |in
groupse In addition it 1is found that there is8 furiher
support for the earlier finding that Atlantic Basin settlers
have somewhat less supportive attitudes toward group

cooperativeness.

The first item in Table III.3 8eeks to determine
whether individuals think it is better to work in groups or
work alones The respondents were almust evenly divided on
this Ai1temy, with a somewhat higher proportion opting for
working alone (57 percent vs. 42 percent). This does not
mean that they would not work in groups, but that there is a
preference for working alonee. It is noted that a higher
proportion of settlers outside tre Atlantic zone would
prefer to work in groups than would the Atlantic Basin
settlers, the difference belng statistically significant.
This item, then, provides further evidence of a somewhat
lower level of positive attitudes toward cooperation among

the Atlantic Basin beneficiarjes.
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TABLE IIT.3. ATTITUDES TOWARD CROUP COOPERATIVENESS AMONG SETTLERS

Quastion: Select from asong these alternatives: (1) Better results are ob-
tained working in groups rather than working alone; (2) It {s
better to work alone than to depead upon others.

Entire Atlantic Other
Saople Basin Settlements
o M )
Work ir groups 42 ' (317) 32.8 (58) 45.0 (259)
Work aloue S7.1 (430 67.2 (119) 5.0  (3'1)
Don't know 0.8 (6) 0.0 (0) 1.0 (6)
100.0% (753) 160.02 (172) 100.0% (576)

Tau b = .11 Stg. (of Tau) = ,002

Question: Select from among these altcermatives: (1) In order to make a
docizton, it is better to listen oaly to the polnt of view of the
person who s wvell-informed; (2) Before making a deciston, it is
better to listen to the opinions of others. (Coding reversed
for consistency).

Opinions of others 8.1 (626) 19.1 (140) 84.4 (%86)

Ooly informed

person 15.9 (120) 19.8 (35) 14.8 (85)

Don't know 0.9 ¢)) 1.1 (2) .9 ()
100.0Z (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576)

Tau b = .06 Sig. (of Tau) = .0S

Question: Select from among these alternatives: ( ) All leaders ought to be
very strict in order to earn the respect -f those they lead; (2) A
leader earns respect from his followers on.y by treating them well.
(Coding reverued for consistency).

Entire Atlantic Other

Sample Basin Settlements

oM oM IR ]
Cood treatment 87.0 (655) 88.7 (151) 86.5 (498)
Serice 10.0 (79) 9.6 17) 1.1 (58)
Don't know 3.1 (23) 1.7 (3) 3.5 (20)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (57%)

Si{g. = ns




TABLE III.3., ATTITUDES TOWARD COOPERATIVENESS AMONG SETTLERS
(Cont {nued)

Question: Select from among ilie alternatives: ‘') A person ought to
struggle In order to succeed even though others envy him; (2) In
the long run, it 1is more important that une's friends and neighdors
like and respect one than to succeed in ..ife. (Coding reversed
here for consistency).

Respect of
neighbory 65.2 (491) 68.9  (122) €4.1  (365)
Succeed in sptite
of envy 32.5  (245) 10.5 (54) 33.2 (191)
don't know 2.3 (1N 0.6 (1) 2.8 (18)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (576)
Sig. = ns

The zext item in Table II1.3 attempts to tap attltudes
toward democratic decision-making style. Respondents were
asked to state whether declisions shculd bo made by listening
only to well-informed indiviauale or by listening to the
opinions <¢f otherse. An overwhelaing majority of the
respondents opted for the democratic decislion-making wtyle.
Over fcur—fifths (83 percent) of all respondents felt that
the opinions of othere should - listened to, as opposed to
only 16 percent who preferred the opinions o2 intormed
p20ople. Once again, beneficiaries outside the Atlantlc zone
distinguished themselves on this l1ltea a3 a signlficantly
higher proporflon opted tor the demaocratic decision—-making

stylee.

The last item on Table III.3 returns to the question of
leadership. The iltem asks whether leaders gain respect by
being very atrict with those whon they lead or whether they

earn respect by treating them well. it was found that an
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UVer.ruoimaiug SMaJvsaty Vi LU0 ISOPUNUVULD AILAUVE natv guoa
treoatment 18 the way that leaders gain respecte Hence, 87
percont of the respondents chose the 'good treatment"
responsee. There was no slignifticant dirfference between the

Atlantic and other boneficleries on this lteae.

In suay Tadble IIX.3 revealed definite evidence of a
positive disposition among reform beneficlaries to work
trcethere. In addition, it was found that such dispositions
wvere generally somewhat lower in the Atlantic basin. Taken
together, tYe evidence presented 1in Tables I1IIl.1 through
II1.3 provides a picture of a favorable attitudinal
disposition toward cooperation. The analysis now turns
toward preferred modes of community problem solving before

seeing to what extent these attitudes intfluence behavion,

Modes of Communlty Problem Selving

The data presented in Tables I1l.4 and IIl.S <focus on
msodes of coamunity problem solving and attitudes and
hehaviors related to theme The first item 1in Table III.4
examines the ways in which the respondents actually work to
solve a iocal prob’eme. Bach respondent was first asked to
name the problem most important in his community. Later, 1f
he had done something to solve the problem, he was asked to

state the ways in which he had done soe{ 2]

2. The responses tuv the first question of Table IXII.4
thus do not deal with the entire sample, but only thosc who
both named a problem and haa done something to help resolve
ite HBencey tha responses on Table I[XI.4 concern 49 percent of

the reforma beneficiary sample.
51



By far the most frequent form of community problea
solving 18 attending meetings: 69 percent of the reform
beneficliaries attended meetings to help resolve community
problomse. Aaong the general population this form of
commupnity problem sclving was also the most common, reported
by 63 percent of all the non—-agricultural respondentse
Among the peasantry of the general population, the
percentage attending meetings to solve community proglems
was almost identical to that found among the refora
beneficlarics (73 percent of landless peasants, 70 percent

of landed peasants).

Three other forms of community problem solving were
much less commone It was found that only a little more than
one-fifth of the reform beneficlaries had donated money or
materialsy asked for someone's help, or donated labor.
Among the general population, these other forms were also
less widespresd, although asking for someone's help proved
to be much more popular than it did among the reforna
beneficlares. One can suraise that in the settlements the
refora beneficlaries are more inclinad to self-reliance than
are either the general population or the peasant population
elsewhere in Costa Rica. That 18y they resolve thelr
problemas by group activity rather than by asking for outside

help.

One intercsting finding contained in the first panel of

Table III.4 is that among the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries
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who have sought to resolve a community probilem, there 1is8 a
slgniticantly higher percentage of cooperative behavior.
That 18y, that among those in the Atlantic Basin who have
participated in community problem solving (a slightly lower
total percentage than elsewhere, 45 percent compared to S1
percent elsewhere), there 18 a higher percentage who have
attc~ded meetings, donated money and materials, etce The
findings presented in the previous tables, that the Atlantic
Basin beneficliaries exhibited Llower tendencies toward
cooperative behavior, are thus not contradicted by these
findings. These are encouraging in that they suggest a
higher degree of initiative among those beneficiaries in theo

Atlantic zone who do identity and act on community problewns.

The following two items on Table III.4 deal with
hypothetical situations, and therefore are somewhat less
conclugive than the findings presented in the first panel.
Nonetheless, some of the results are quite interestings The
respondents were asked, "Generally speaking, what {18 the
most lmportant thing for lmproving the conditions of this
place among the following four things?" The chcices lncluded
cooperation of neighborsy, wmunicipal assistance, national
government assistance, and God'!s help. Although none of
these alternatives wvas selected by a majority of
respondents, God's help and cooperation of neighbors weore
the two most popular, chosen by about one-~third of all the

respondents. A<sistance of the national government was
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TADLE 111.4. FORMS OF COMMUNITY PROBLEM SOLVING: SETTLERS/CENERAL POPULATION

Question: Have you done any of the following things (to solve respondet named community problem)?

Reform Sample

Other GCeneral Population (males only)b
Entire  Atlantic Settle- Non- Landless Landed
Activity Saaple Basin menta Taub sig. Agricclcural Peasants Peasants

Attended meetings 69.12 82.52 65.42 .15 .002 62.5% 72.7%2 70.42
Donated -woney or

materials 22.3 52.5 14.0 .38 <.001 14.8 22.7 24.0
Asked for some-

one‘s help 22.0 37.5 17.8 .20 <.001 5¢.0 66.7 66.7

Donated labor 21.8 50.0 14.0 .36 <.001 33.6 54.2 53.8

aRcsponaes are based upon subset of entire aample who both named a problea {n the comaunity and who stated
that the had done something to help resolve the problem. These respondents amounted to 372 {49.4% of the
entire ~ample), 292 in the Other Settlcmenta, and 0 in the Atlantic Basin settlements. Multipie responses
permitted.

bSce note a. Total N for this ites is 157. Source: 1978 National Probability Sample.
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TABLE I11.4. FORMS OF COMMUNITY PROBLEM SOLVING: SETTLERS/CENERAL POPULATION (cont)

Question: GCenerally speaking, what i¢ ti.2 most important cthing for fmproving the conditions of this place
asong the fcllowing four things?©

Settlers General Populatfon (aales only)
Entire
Reform Atlantic Other Non- Landless Landed
Sample Basin Settlements Agricultural Peasants Peasants
I S} 2w i S ()} LI ()} I SO N S())
Cooperation
of neigh-
bors 32.0  (24)1) 34.5 (61) 31.3 (180) 24.9 (133) 18.7 (32) 24.8 (25)
Municipal
assls-
tance 10.4 (78) 6.8 (12) 11.5 (66) 21.5 (115) 14.0 (24) 7.9 (8)
National
government
assis-
tance 20.7 (156) 15.3 (27) 22.4 (129) 24.9 (133) 25.7  (44) 28.7 (29)
God's help 35.2 (265) 42.9 (76) 32.8 (189) 15.9 (85) 20.5 (35) 20.8 (21)
Don't know
or
other 1.7 (13) 0.6 (1) 2.1 (12) 12.7 (68) 21.1 (36) 17.8 (18)
100.0X (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0 (576) 1C0.0Z (534) 100.0% (171) 100.0Z (101)

cltcms ligted in the same order inwhich they were read to the respondents.
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TABLE 111.4. FORMS OF COMMUNITY PROBLEM SOLVING: SETTLERS/GENERAL POPULATION (cont)

Question: Let's suppose that a group of your neighbors believes that the government is not treating it
Justly. Among the following, what do you think would produce the quickest results?

Settlers General Population (males only)
Eatire
Refora Atlancic Other Non- Landlees Landed
Sample Basin Sertlenents Agricultural Peasants Peasants
i S .)] i S (.)) X (N) i S )] B SR R SN ()]
Talk to a
@unicipe or
diputado 55.6 (419) 53.7 (95) 56.3 (324) 37.3 (199) 40.4 (69) 40.6 (41)
Organize public
meetings 26.0 (196) 28.8 (S51) 25.2 (145) 27.5 (147) 19.3 (33) 26.7 (27)
Asl. 8 pulitical
party for help 7.2 (54) 10.2 (18) 6.3 (36) 3.6 (19) 7.6 (13) 4.0 (4)
Organize a
strixe 6.6 (50) 5.6 (10) 6.9 (40) 1.7 9) 1.8 (3) 1.0 (1)
Don't now or
other 4.5 (34) 1.7 (3) 5.4 (31) 30.0 (160) 31.0 (53) 27.7 (28)
100.0% (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0% (576) 100.0T  (534) 100.0Z (171) 100.0X (101)

dltena listed in the same order i{n which they were rcad to the reaponcents. The general population sample
included the alternative ‘:jesk to a mexber of the community development association.” A total of 22.7%
of noa-agricultural responcentss, 15.2% of landless redpondents and 12.9% of landed respondents selected
this altemative.



chosan by one out of five respondents, and municipal
assistance by only one out of 10. These findings stand In
marked contrast to the general population, among which God's
help was the least popular cholce (16 percent) and the other
responsas vere chosen between a fifth and one—-quarter of the
respondents, with no one choice clearly predominating.
Relatively few of the beneficiaries would turn firat to the
natlonal governaent or to the municipality to resolve local
problems. Rather they would rely upon thelr own resources.
In a country 1like Costa Rica, where which demands on
national resources far exceed the supply, these attitudes
are very helpful. They indicate that the individuals in the
refora bene¢ficiary settlements are relatively willing to
rely upon thoir own resources to solve probleas, srather than
to dJdomand them from the national or local governmente. In
such an environment, community development programs are more

likely to be succesaful.

The findinge in the final panel of Table IIX.4 reveal
that the reform beneficiaries are political realists. That
is, when attention 18 turaned away from solving local
problems toward potentially unjust treatment froa the
government, the pneneficiaries realize that the fastest vway
to achieve relieft is by talking to a politiclan. The
: espondents were asked, "Let's suppose that a group of your
naighbors believes that the gSovernaent is not treating you

Justly. Among the followingy, what do you think would
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produce the quickest results?" The choices were: Htalking
to a amunicipal councilman or congressman, organizing a
public meeting, asking a political party for help, or
organizing a strike." Over half (S6 percent) of the
beneficiaries stated that talking to a municipal councilman
or a congressczan wos the fastest way to get results- An
additional quarter of the beneficlaries stated that they

would organize public meetlngse.

At firet glancey the responses to this item for the
general population ecppear to be rather different from that
of the reforam beneficlaries; however, thie is largely as a
result of the much higher percentage of non—response. It is
found that only 37 percent of the non-agricultural comgonent
of the general population would telk to a eunicipal
councilmsan or congressaan, in contrast to 56 percent of the
reform bencoficliariese. However, when the 30 pesrceant of the
general population who are listed as *Don®t Know or other"
are eliainated from the responses, the percentage of the
non-agricul tural general population selecting thise category
Juaps to 53 percent, almost identical with that of the
reforma beneficiariess The reason for the big difference
between the general population and the refora ben ficlarioes
is the much higher percentage of the respondents with
missing data. However, the general population was also
provided with an additional responsey, not given to the
retora beneficiary population: "Speak to a member of the

communl ty development assoclation.” (see footnote d on Table

L)
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IIXe4). Since 23 percent of the non-agriculturatl
respondents selected that choice, it 18 clear why the
percentage of respondents selecting the other choices would
have dropped so precipitously. Hovwever, when these
incompatibilities in the questions asked of the general
population on the one hand and the reform beneficiary
population on the other are eliminated statistically, the
resultes appear to be rather consisteant. For example, it 1is
noted that the order in which the choices

are selected is ldentica! for both the reform saanple and the
general populatione. That 1ie, talking to a municipal
councilnan or congressman 18 the most frequently chosen,
followed by organizing pubdblic meetings, followed by asking a
political party for help and concluded by organizing a
etrike. The reform beneficiarivs in the Atlantic Basin

responded approximately the same way on this itema av did

those in the rest of the country.

Qotimica/Pesgiulsa Regarding Problem Selving. The above

question indicated the ways in which refora beneficiaries go
about solving local prohlems. It is important to know how
opilmistic or pessimistic the beneficiaries feel that these
activities are likely to be successful. These data are

reported in Table (IlI.Se.

Those beneficliaries who named a local problea were
askedy, "What hopes do you have that the problem wauld be

resolved if you tried 2o resolve 1t? Would you have high



TABLE IT1.5. OPTIMISM / PESSTMISN RECARDING SOLUTION OF 1OUAL PROBLYNS

Question: What hopes would you have that the problem (previously mentioned by respondent) would be
resolved {f you tried to resolve it? Would you have high hopes, average hope or little hope?

&\tlre. Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
IS )] N S ) S ()]
High hopes 70.8 (432) 88.7 (141) 64,5 (291)
Average hope 22.95 (137) 6.3 (10) 28.2 (127)

Little hope 6.7 (41) 5.0 (8) 1.3 (33)

100.0X (610) 100.0% (159) 100.0% (451)
Tau c = .18 Sig. (of Tau) = <.001

“leupondenta to this 1i.em fnclude only those who named a problem. Of thogse 645 respondonts, 35 had no
opinfon on this item (5.42 of those mentioning a problea).

Question: HWould you say that the problea(s) you have just mentioned affect you and your family a lot, some-

what or do not affect thea? Ceneral Population (males only)c

Entire Atlantic Non-Atlantic Non- Landless Landed

Sample Basin Basin Agricultural Peasants Peasants

i S (1)) 2 MmN 2 (N B SR ) R S ) N S )]
A lot 77.2 (494) 88.7 (141) 73.4  (353) 59.2  (213) 68.1 (64) 73.5 (50)
Somewhat 18.0 (115) 5.7 (9) 22.0 (106) 29.2  (105) 24,7 (23) 17.6 (12)
Not at all 4.8 (31) 5.7 9) 4.6 (22) 11.7 (42) 7.4 (¢)] 8.8 (6)

100.0X (640) 100.0X (159) 100.0% (481) 100.0% (360) 100.0% (94) 100.0X (68)
Tau c = .11 Sig. (of Tau) = (.00l Tau ¢ = .10 Sig. (of Tau) = .008 Sig. = ns

bReapondeuta to this item include those who stated that there were probleas {n the community, even if, in a
subsequent problem, no specific probles was mentioned.

CSourco-: 1976 National Probatility Sample.
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hopes, average hopes, nr little aope?" The respondents were
very optiaistic about solving the problems, with 71 percent
responding that they had “"high hcpes" and only 7 percent
stating that they had "Little hope." It is interesting to
note that the Atiantic Basin beneficlaries were evon more
optimistic, with 89 percent of thea having high hopes and
only S5 percent having 1little hope, a difference which is
s8tatistically significante. Howevery it must be once again
kept in mind that the atlentic Basin beneficiaries

woere lagg likely to have nased a prublexs and been involved
in solving s8uch a problen than the general populatione
Therefore, this ygreater optimism should be seen as
repre3enting the views of a somewhat sealler but more

activisx portion of the population.

Sariouspess of local probleg

The concluding item concerms local problem solving
attempts, to tar the extent to which individuals felt that
the problems they have are serious. Hencey, the respondents
wvere askedy "“Would you say that the problems you have just
mentioned affect you and your family a lot, somewhat, or do
not affect you?" It is clear from the bottoa panel on Table
III.S that the respondents feel the problexs are qulite

seriouse. Fully 77 percent of the general population felt
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that the probleam would affect them a loty, compared to 58
percent of ths non-egricultural component of the general
populatione. Similarly, only S percent of the refora
beneficiary sample felt that the problem would affe:t them
"not at all" compared to twice that (12 percent) in the

general populatione.

An explanation for these findings emerges whea one
compares the non—agricultrual population to the two peasant
sanples in the general population. There 1t ia found, as
shown in Table II1.S5, that the non-agricultural population
feels significantly lees affected by the protlems mentloned
than does the peasant populations 7TLis can only mean that
Costa Rican peasants feel morc zeverely affected by tLocal
problems than de urbanites. For example, peasants who have
inadequate rcads connecting their farms to the towae and
market places <find it either difficult or impossible to
transport theidr products to the gmarket. Urbanitesr who
complain about a bad road, howevar, perhaps are dlscomforted
only by buampiness or minor traffic delays on tho vay to

worke They would not be preavenied froa gettling to work.

It 18 noteworthy that the Atlantic Baoin beneficiaries
feel more serloualy affected by the problems than do other

ITCO bemeficiaries. Fully 89 percent of those living in the

102



Atlantic Basin tfelt that they were affected "a lot" by the
problems, a s8ignificantly higher percent than thosc
elsowhere. Hence, eve though the Atlantic Besin
beneficiaries are more hopeful that the problems will be
resolved, they also feel more severely easfrected by the

problcma.

Eroguency

The tables discussed so far have focused primarily on
attitudes toward cooperative behavior. The data regarding
actual participation in various cooperative endeavors have
been limited to those individuals who indiceted that they
had actually become involved in helping solve a community
problem (s8ce Table IIl.4, top panel)s The data, therefore,
do not provide informatlion on the cooperative behavior of
the ontire saaple. In order to get a complite picture of
coopuTative behavior among all the respondents a different

get of questioaus was aslted.

To measure the participation of the respondente 1u

various forms of cooperative behavior, the following
question was asked: “i'm going to name several
organizations. Tell me if you attend their seetingBSeecece"
The question went on to ascertain the frequency ot
participation in meetings of these organizations, and

finally sought to determine whether or rot the individual
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was a member or a leader of the organlzation. A total of
ten different organizations were named for the respondent,
and room was left to name other organizations not mentioned
on the 'ist. The list covered the following organtzations:
the municipality, the school board, the parent—teacher
assoclation, the community welfare committee, the community
development association, political parties, nutrition
commi ttee, soclal protection committee, cooperatives, and
the church coamittees This question produced a rich set of
information regarding coopevrative behavior, in that 1t
covered a very wide irange of organizations, and foi each
organization 1t derermined frequency of participation,
meabership and leadershipe. Most previous studies of
cooperative behavics and participation of this nature have
limited themselves to fewer crganizations and have often not
attempted to ascertain frequency of meetinys, wambership and

leadership.

Some of the results of the question regarding
Cooperative behavior are summarized in Table IIle6y where
8ix of the ten organizations named for the respondent are
listede(3] The data in Table III.6 also contain comparable

de’a from the general population sample.

Je The four excluded are the cosmunt ty welfare
conani ttee, the autrition coamittee, the soclal protection
committeey, and the church coauittee. The motivation for
eliminating the <first three vas that many of the communities
in which the survey was conducted did not have such
organizations in exlstence, and it would have been
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Several important conclusions emerge from an
examination of Table IIl.6. First, since the organizations
are listed in order of the frequency with which they are
attended, it 18 clear that cooperatives are far and away the
most lmportant organization among settlers. Over halft of
the settlers attend cooperative meetings at least sovme of
the time, and fully one-third are frequent attenderse. No
other organization achieves such a high rate of attendence.

This finding is not surprising for on nearly all the

settlements, there are cooperatives to attend to the
prcduction, marketing, and credit needs of the
beneficiariese. However, looked at from s different

perspective, 1t ig surprising that despite the existeace of
cooperativeea on the settlements, slightly less thaun half of
the beneficiaries state that they never attend cooperative
meetings. Since cooperatives are viewed as so vital to the
8uccess of the refora programs, and are assigned a central
role in the new settlements being undertaken in the Atlantic

Basin, ore may want to know why oanly about half of the

inappropriate to report on the non—participation of
respondents in osrganizations in which they could not possibly
have been members. An explanation as to the problem of
non-participation in non-existent organizations end how this
can be dealt with from a methodological pnint of view is
contained in PRooth and Seligson (1979:12). The church
comnittee was eliminated from the list largely because much of
the actlvity of this coamittees is related principally to the
8upport of church activities, such as improving the building
of a «church aand running various religious festivals. These
activitles are of a different sort from the type that are of
ma jor concern in this pape:e.
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settlers are involved in coopeéAflvoe and another half are

note

In this connection, a second important finding emeryes
from Table III.6. As can be seen from Table [I1.6 (footnote
a), there'ls only one organization on which there was any
slgniticant difference between the Atlantic Basin settlers
and settlers elsewhere, and that was in coopcratives. There
was s8ignificantly more cooperative meeting attendence among
the settlers outside the Atlantic zone (S8 percent) than
among the Atlantic Basin settlers (37 percent)e. An
explanation of why thise is so will emerge in the analysis of
the precdictors of cooperative behavior presented in Table

IIlefe¢

The finding of lower cooperative involvement among
Atlantic Basin settlers is consistent wlth information

reported in the tables presented earlier In this chapter.

For exampley, there were indications that the Atlantic Basin
settlers had lower trust than the other settlers (Table
III.1)y, and that, as indicated in Table I1le2, interpersonal
trust among the settlers themselves was Llower in the
Atlantic Basin (Table III.2). In addition, there were more
negative attitudes toward group cooperativeness (Table
I11.3)e Finally, although Table Iil.4 revealed that among
those who named community problems and ctated tt- ¥y had done

something to help resolve a problem, meeting attendence was
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TABLE IIT.6. COOPERATIVE BEMAVIOR: SETTLERS / GENERAL ZOPULATION

estion: I am going to name several organizations. Tell me 1f you attend their
Quescion meetings and {f s0, hew frequentlv,

General Populat lcmb

Entire (cales only)
Organization Reforn Non- Landless Landed
and attendance Sunple' Agricultural Peasants Peasants
20 2 oW S C) N S ()
Cooperative:
Frequent 36.0 (271) 4.1 (22) 2.3 (&) 4.0 %)
Once in a while 11.0 (83) 3.4 (18) 0.6 (1) 7.9 (8)
Infrequently 6.1  (46) 2.1 (1) 1.8 3) 5.9 (6)
Never 46.9 (353) 90.1 (481) 95.3 (163) 82.2 (G3)
100.0% (753) 100.0% (532) 100.0% (171) 100.0% (101)
School Board: (eticher School Bosrd or PTA)
Prequent 12.1 (91 3.2 1y 8.2 (l4) 4.0 (4)
Once in a while 8.1 (61) 3.0 (16) 6.4 (11) 7.9 (8)
Infrequent 6.0 (45) 1.9  (10) 2.) (4) 7.9 (8)
Never 73.8 (556) 91.8 (490) 83.0 (142) 80.2 (81)
100.0% (753) 100.0% (533) 100.02 (171) 100.0% (101)
Parent-Teacher
Associstion:
Prequent 10.4 (78)
Once {n a while 7.2 (54) (see above)
Infrequent 6.2 47)
Never 76.2  (574)
100.0% (753)
Comunicy Development
Association:
Prequent 5.6 (42) 1.7 9) 5.3 (9) 6.9 (7
Once in a while 4.0 (30) 2.6 (14) 1.8 (3) 9.9 (10)
Infrequent 1.9 (1) 3.4 (18) 2.9 (S) 2.0 (2)
Never 88.6 (667) 91.1 (491) 90.1 (154) 81.2 (82)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (532) 100.02 (171) 100.02 (101)
Municipalicy:
(1.e., county council)
Frequent 0.9 (¢)) 1.9  (10) 0.0 0) 4.0 %)
Once in a while 3.6 (2n 2.2 (12) 1.2 ) 4.0 (4)
Infrequent 5.0 (38) 3.2 an 1.8 (3) 4.0 (4)
Never 90.4 (681) 92.7 (494) 97.1 (166) 88.1 (89)
100.02 (753) 100.0% (533) 100.02 (171) 100.0% (101)



TABLE 111.6. COOPERATIVE BEHAVIOR: SETTLERS / GENERAL POPULATION

(Continued)
GCeneral Populutionb
(males ooly)
Entire
Organization P.afom. Non- Landless Landed
and attendance Sample Agricultural Peasants Peasants
i S )] i S i SUR () R SR ()]
Political party:
Prequent 1.1 (8) 2.6 (14) 1.2 (2) 4.0 %)
Once in a wvhile 2.5 (19) 1.3 (7) 1.8 (3) 1.9 (1)
Infrequent 3.5 (26) 0.9 (5) 1.8 (&) 2.0 (2)
Never 93.0 (790) 95.1 (506) 95.3 (163) 93.1  (94)
100,02 (753) 100.0% (532) 106.0% (171) i00.0% (101)

(One or two cases of nluﬁls dats in these variables were encountered)

o significant differences in organizational activisa appearcd between Atlantic vs. Other Ser-
tlement Basin settlers except for cooperatives for vhich it vas found that vhereas 58.0%

of Other Settlements settlers attend cooperative meetings, only 37.55 of Atlantic Basin
settlers do.

b)ata from 1976 National Pruoability Sample.

higher in the Atlantic Basin than elsewhere, Atlantic Basin

beneficlaries were less likely to have named a problem and

have attempted to do something about solviag that

problem. Therefore, it appears that among Atlantlic Basin

beneficiaries, cooperative behavior {is lovwver., However,

findings appear confined to participation 1in

cooperatives. No significant differences emerged on the

frequency of attendence in any of the other organizations

in Table 1I1.6. Therefore, this evidence of

non—-cooperativeness should be distinguished in terms of the

type of organizations, namely cooperatives versus other

ccasunity organizationse.
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That the extent of cooperative meeting attendence among
reform beneficiaries is high can be appreciated froa a
comparison with the general population, shown 1In Table
I1l.6. Whereas 47 percent of the reform boneficiaries never
attend cooperatives, 90 percent of the non-agricultural
population, 95 percent of the landlesse peasants, and 82
percent of the landed peasants do not do soO. Hence,
cooperative aeeting attendence is nearly twice as frequent

a8 in the general non-agricultural populatione.

These findingse should come as no sBurprise. Axong the
non—agricul turel sectors of the general population
cooperativesr are far less popular than they are in rural
areas. In urban areas, savings and crodit cooperative are
the most frequently encountered cooperatives. Al though the
savings and credit cooperative is comparatively popular in
urban Costa Rica, it generally attracts only the working
class strata of socliety. Moreover, since the Iinitiation of
the Banco Popular some years 4go, many saall seavers are
likely to use that institution rather than cooperatives. In
rural areas, Costa Rica's landless peasants rarely earn
sufficlent money to perait them to oave. Thelr salaries
normally place them at, o~ even slightly below, subsistence
levelse. Moreover, since they are not owners of the means of
production, they have little economic amotivation for forming
cooperativese. Landed peasants in Costa Rica, however, more

often becone members of cooperatives. Theae cooperatives
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are rrequently used for the marketing of their goods,
particularly coffee and sugar. The refora beneficlaries, on
the other hand, own the aeans o2 productiony, have long been
encouraged by ITCO to form cooperatives, and clearly stand

out as being unusually participatory in these organizations.

The school board and parent-teacher association, are,
respectively, the second and third most popular
arganizations among the reform beneoficlaries. In Costa Rica
virtually every rural comaunity has its village school, and
all schools are required by lew to have a 8chool board
(Juanta de Educaclén) and a parent—-teacher aseocliation
(Patronato de Educucidn)e The school board does not have
control over curriculum or hiring and firing, as it does in
the United States, but it is nonetheless a key organization
in most r: ~al coamunitiee« The parent—-teacher assoclation
helps raise me¢ ey for the schocl so it can improve classroona

facilities and the materials suppliecd to the stiudents.

Among the reforma beneficlaries, approximately
one—quarter of the respondents participate in school board
or pavent—teacher assoclation activitiese. Indeed, over ten
percent report frequent attendance in such actlivitiese.
Since participation In these activities can be expected only
from those wvho have children 1in the s8chool system,
participation could not be expected froa the 14 percent of
the respondents who have no children. Hencey that

one—quarter of the respondents participate in school—related
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activities whoreas three—quarters do not must be viewed

within the context of these demographlic parameterse.

A comparison of the school-related activity
participation of the reform boneficlaries with that of the
general population reveals signifticantly higher
participation among the former. AS shown in Teble I11.6,
only 8 percent of the general population says it is involved
in either the s8chool board or the parents associotion,
compared to approximately one—quarter ot tho reform
beneficiaries.( 4] Moscover, among the non—agricultural
components of the general populaticn, only 3 percent state
that they attend school-related meetings frequently,
compared to 4 times that (12 percent) in the ceform saaple,
and about three times more (10 percent) in the refora saxple

for parent-teacher association activitiese.

This difference 18 partly accounted for by examining
particlipation in aechool-related activities among the peasant
components ¢f the general population. It 18 8seen that
participation In these activitles L= higher thaa it is among
the non—-agricul tural population, although still

siganlficantly lower than among the reform beneficiaries.

4. Unfosrtunately, the queation put to the general
population asked about school board or parent—teacher
association and did not distinguish between the two; hengce,
if the respondent attended g¢lther the school board Qr the
parent—teacher assoclatior the questionnaire recorded
participation in these organizationse.
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That isy close to a £ifth of the peasaat couponent of the
.genoral population participates at least to some extent in
school board or parents association meetingse. Sinc»
peasants in Costa Rica have more children than those living
in urban areas, a primary determinant of the higher
participation of the peasants in school board activities may
be directly related to their having more childrens This
finding 18 substantiated by the fact, noted eloewhere
(Seligson, 1978b) that landless peasants in Costa Rica have
fewer children than landed peasants, largely because landed
peasants find that their children can help them on their
farms. Therefore, 1t should not be surprising that landed
peasants are somewhat more active than landless peasants in
terms of their participation ln school-related activitiese.
Yety, the fact that reforas beneficiaries particlipate 1In
school-related activities to an even greater extent than the
landed peasants of the general population indicates that
above and beyoand having children, there are other factors at
work etiaulating participation among the reform

beneficiaries.

It would appear appropriate to conclude, therefore
that although the higher incldence of children among the
refora beneficiaries as compared to the non-egricultural
part of the population helps explain school-related
participation, this is not the only fuctor. That is, reform

beneficliaries are more active in school~related activitiea
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than one would anticipate glven the proposction having
children. However, this contention needs to be examined
more carefully through a detailed analysis of family size
azong reforam beneficlaries coapared to that of tho general

population, an examination that would take us beyond this

analysise.
An examination of participation in the remaining
organizations listed in Table 1I11.6 is somewhat less

interesting. That 18 because participation in these
organizations (comaunity developmont association, municipal
council, political party) is rather infrequent. In
addition, no notable difference appears betwnen the refora
beneficiaries and the general population, wich perhaps one
exceptione. It 1is found that slightly more than one in ten
refora beneficinries (11 percent) particlpate in communlty
development associations, a figure which differs little fronm
the non-agricultural population and the Llandless peasants.
However, amony, the landed peasants of the general population
the fligure Jjuamps to almost two in tenm (19 percent ). Hencey
amonyg the tanded peasant ropulation, community development
agsociation activities uppear to be aore attractive than

among any of the other groups examined in Table IIl.6.

Attendence at municip-l meetings is only found among
one in ten of the reform beneficlaries (11 percent), and

8lightly lees than that among the non-agricultural and
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landless peasants of the general npopulation. A slightly

higher percentage (12 percent) of the landed pearsants attend

municipal meetings, but the difference is not significant.
Flnally, political party meetings are attended by less than
one in ten (7 percent) of the reform beneficlaries and by
about the seme proportion of tae general population, whether

agricultural or peasant.

In summing up this discussion, it is clear that
participation in coopouratives is the most common fora of
organizational activiem among the reforn becneficiaries, and
therefore it needs to be singled out for particular
attention. Participation in othoe~ foramas of community
organiz~tinns is far less frequent and ig probably best
dealt with as a wholee Finally, reform beneficiarlies
distinguish themselves from the general population only in
teras of higher participation 1in cooperatives and in
scrhuol-related activitiese. In other areas of participation,
their behavior is about the same as that encountered in the

g neral populatione.

Jadices of Cooperative Bebhavior

The analysis procesds to an assessment of the factors
which encourage or aiscourage cooperative behavior among
beneficiaries. In order to do that, it 18 necessary ‘o
create an overall index of cooperative behavior because the

data countained in Table III.6 are tuo varied to be analyzed
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succinctlye. Noreover, Table IIl.6 does not include data on
membership and leadership of the varloua organizations
listed, a factor which would further coamplicate analysis if
no index were createds An equally cowpelling reuson for
creating Iindices of cooperative behavior Ia that by doing so
it is possible to obtain an overall measure of the
respondent?’s level of behavior iIn these spheraes, permitiing
a comparison of the Atlantic Basin and other scttlencnts to

see lf there are any overall differences which cmorgoe.

Two separate indices o2 cooperative behavior are
created and presceanted 1In Toble IIl.7. A8 pointed out in
Table Ifle6y participation in cooperatives 1s far higher
than 1n any other orgenization among the bencticlaries.
Moreovey, it io of crucial importence to the success o7 the
projects being plennad in the Atlantic Susin. Therefore, an
index callod "“cooperative activism" Is created cnd preecenitaod
in the top panel of Table fIle7e This Index mcesgures
participation, meabership, and lcoadership of cocperativoae
The s8econd Index «created on Teble IIi.7 is the communul
activism index; which is en index of participation,
meabership and lewdership of the various organizetions
listed on Table II1.6 other than cooperatives. Not included
in the communal activism index is participatlon in political
parties. This was done 80 as cot to céntuse communal
participation with particiration that relates to politics at

the natlional level, which is the primary focus of political
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party participation in Costa Rica. Henco, communal activiam

focuses on comnunity development kinds of activities.[S5]

Looking first at the cooperative activisa 1index, the
overall data coafirm the findings already presented in Table
II1.6 with respect to differcences between the Atlantic Basin
and elsevherae. The mean score of the index, which ranges
from zero to five, is 1.3 for the Atlantic Basin
benericlaries, and 2.2 for other beneficiariee, a difference

which is statistically signiflcant.

Looking bricfly at the extremes on the covperative
activisa index, it is noted that vhereas four out of tean of
the boneficiaries elsowhere (42 percent) score at the Llow
endy, fully six out of ten (63 percent) of the Atlantic Basin
beroficlarlies score this lowe At the other extreme, among
other beneficiarliosy, fully 15 perceant score at the highest
levely compared to oaly S percent of the Atlantic Basin
baneficlaries. Hence, the mean 8core of cooperative
activism does not distort the actual data; Atlantic Basin
beneficlariee participate far less in cooperatives than do

other beneficiariese.

Turning to the comaunal activisam index in the bottom

panel of Table II1.7, no major differences emerge between

Se The detalls concerning the method in which the
indices were created 18 contained 1in Footnotes a and b of
Table IIl.7;, and the inturested reader should consult those

notes.



TABLE III.7,

DISTRIBUTION OF INDICES OF COOPERATIVE BEHAVIOR

Cooperative Activism Index:"

Entire Atlantic Other
Index Score Sample Basin Settlements
2 N I S .)] 2 M
Lo O 46,6  (351) 62.7 (111) 41.7 (240)
1 1.7 (13) 1.7 (3) 1.7 (10)
2 5.2 (39) S.1 (9) 5.2 (30)
3 8.6 (65) 9.5 (17) 8.3 (48)
4 25.1 (189) 16.4% (29) 21.8 (160)
HL S 12.7 (96) 4.5 (8) 15.3 (88)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 '(576)
Mean 2.0 1.3 2,2
Std. dev. 2.0 1.8 2.0
T value = 6,02 Sig. = <.00!
Comzunal Aztivisa Indax:b
lo O 55.2 (416) 50.3 (89) 56.8 (327)
1 4.2 (32) 5.1 9) 4,0 (23)
2 8.4 (63) 7.9 (14) 8.5 (49)
3 6.1 (46) 6.8 (12) 5.9 (34)
4 1.2 (54) 7.3 (13) 7.1 (41)
5 8.1 (61) 9.0 (16) 7.8 (45)
6 3.2 (28) 4.5 (8) 3.5 (20)
? 1.6 (12) 1.1 (2) 1.7 (10)
8 t.5 (11) 2.3 (4) 1.2 7
9 1.6 (12) 1.7 (3) 1.6 9)
10 1.3 (10) 2.8 (S) 0.9 %)
11 0.4 (3) 0.0 (0) 0.5 3
12 0.4 (3) 1.1 (2) 0.2 (1
i 1] 0.3 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.3 (2)
100.0X (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0% (576)
Mean 1.9 2.3 1.8
Std. dev. 2.7 3.0 2.7

T value » ~1,68 Sig. « ns

%A sumatcd indes composed of frequency of participation {n cooperative meetings
and oeabership/leadership in a cooperative. Scores are as follows: non-
attendance = 0 pts.; {nfr:quent attendance = 1 pt.; attend once {n a while = 2 pts.;
frequent attendance = 3 pts.: non-member = 0 pts.; mexsber = | pt.; leader = 2 pts.;
Maxioum hi score {s 5 pr,.

bA suraated {ndex cozposed of frequency of participation {n and oembership/

leadershiip of: school board, parcnt-teacher association, community development
asgociacion, nunicipality. Index scored as in note a above, with theoretical
maxioua score of 20.
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the Atlantic Basin and other beneficiaries. Honce, communal
activies “participation goes on at about the same levels in

the Atlantic Basin as i1t does in the rest of the countrye.

Correlatens of Cooperative Behavior

Table II11.8 begins the diticussion of the factors which
are related to cooperative behavior. This table presents
the correletes (Pearson p) of the cooperative activism index
and the comamunal activiem 1index based upon the variables
already explored in Chapter II as well as other chapters of

this studye.

As can be seen from a cursory examination ox Table
IIL.8, there are anany nmore variables correlated with the
cooperative activisa index than with the communal activisa
indexe. This makes s8sonse since communal activism is much
less common than cooperative activiexs among the refora
beneticiaries. Hence, the various corrolates are attemptling

to predict a much rasrer form of behavior 1in co=zunal

activism than they are among cooperative rciivieae.

Two varlables stand out ae being strong correlates of
the cooperative activism index: number of families in the
settlement and size of the settlement in hectares. In fact,
these two variables are really difforent measurements of the
same thing, namely, the size of the settlement. Settlements

which are larger 1in slze almost invariably tend to have a
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TABLE III1.8. CORRELATES OF COOPERATIVE BEHAVIOR®

Dependent variables

Cooperative Coozunal
Independent Activisa Actfvisn
Variables (and source table) Index Index
r r

lo. of families in gettlemenz (II.1) ~.58 ns
Size of settlement in hectzres (II.1) -.56 ns
Interpersonal trust adong settlers (V.2) .21 ns
Cini index of cantonal land inequality 17 as
Gind {index of district land tnequalficy .24 as
Croun cooperativencss index (V.3) .18 ns
Leagth of restdence {n settlcacnt (II.9) -.12 ns
Length uf reatdence {n village (II.8) .19 ns
Socio-lingulistic index of SES 14 ns
Maritel statue, macrind va. other (II.3) ns .15
Frequency of church attendance ns .10
Index of condition of dwelling unir (II.14) .24 . ne
Probles solving efficacy scale (V.4) ns .21
Index of efficacy toward

locul bureaucrats (1V.2) ns .09
Stze of land owned (II.11) -.19 .12
Index of owneraship of household

arti{faces (II.14) .15 ns
Years of formal educstion (II.15) .14 os
Fomily member invaded land (IV.7) .07 ns

*Includes only variables which are statiscically significant at the .05 level
or better with either or both dependent variables. N varies owing to non-
response. See source tables for frequencies.
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larger numbdber of famillies. Hencey, aize is quite clearly
related to activism in cooperatives among the refora
beneficiaries. The relationship, however, is an {inverse
onee. Speciftically, the larger the size of the settlement,
the lower the cooperative activisa index (r = -.58 for

famillesy; and —.56 for size in hectares).

The finding of a s8trong 1f negative relationship
between s8ize and cocperative behavior is significante The
correlation indicates that larger scttleaments tend ‘o
discourage cooperative participation, whereas smaller
settlements tend to encourage it. This finding corresponds
to considerable research on participation in many countries.
The s8tudy by Dahl and Tuftte (1973) contirms that
participation worlduwide tends to be higher in saxaller uni:s.
In Costa Rica this same finding has been confirmed by Booth
(197-L)y in which he found that participatlon was highest in

small comaunities and much lower in larger towns and cltiese.

Two factors are thought to be at work in stimulating
higher cooperative activity 1in small communitiese First,
small communities mean a higher rate of person—-to—person,
face—- to—-tace interactiony, which is 1likely to be more
satisfying than more impersonal contactse. individuals in
small communities can become involved and actually see the
fruits of their labor, a satisfaction which is not obtained

in larger =more iapersonal situations. A second factop
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involved is that in small communitiee individuale need to
become more self-reliant because there is less likelihood of
outside asslstance. In the larger comaunl ties, the
government at both the natlonal and local level finds it
efficlie¢ent to s8send in various foras of resources, both
material and humany, whereas s8such asslstance 8 w=msore
difficult to render on an efflicient basis in the emaller
communities. Indeed, ITCO 1tself amaight find it more
difficult to service the gamaller settlements, and 1t |is
generally impossible to have full-time ITCO eaploywves
located on each of these small settlements. In the larger
areay however, ITCO often maintains fairly large staffs. It
would not be surjyrising, therefore, that beneficlaries would
tend to leave it up to the public employees to take care of
the work of the cooperative rather than take it on thelr own

shoulders.

The strength of relationship between slze and
cooperative activity leads one to examine this relationship
in more detail. is there an extraneous quality about the
particular settlements involved which would stimulate
cooperation in the smaller ones but not in the larger ones?
If s8uch were the case, the high correlation would be
spuriouse. An examination of flgure III.1, in which the
actual scores of the cooperative activise index are
presented for each of the settlemeats in the study reveals

this 18 indeed the case. The nine settlements with the
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highest cooperative activisa index are all communal
enterprise settlements, and the remaining two coamunal
enterprises of the eleven in which the survey was conducted
fall close behind. Hence, communal enterprises have levels
of cooperative activisam much higher than found in the bulk
of the colonies and individual parcel settleaments. Since,
as sl.own in Table Il.l, the communal enterpriges tend to be
amo."¢( the smallest settlements in the sample, it is likely
that at least part of the relationship between cooperativre
activism and size is accounted for by the nature of the
emallest settlements. That is, the smallest settlements are
also the communal enterprise settlements. All of those
comaunal enterprise settlements have cooperatives and in all
of them, meabership |in the cooperative is essentially
obligatory, since land 18 held in common and people are paild
by wvirtue of the fact that they are moembers of the
cooperative. However, as will be shown in the discussion of
Table 1II1.9, the nature of the settlement 1s not the entire
explanation for the relationship betwveen slze and
cooperative activisme That 18, 8lze has an impact on
cooperative activism above and beyond its relationship witn
the s8ize of the communal enterprises. Therefore it will
remain a crucial variable in the prediction of cooperative

activism.

Qther variables also are correlated significantiy with

cooperative activisa but to a lesser extent than sizee. It
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is found that there is a slgnificant correlation (-.19)
between size of land holding and cooperative activieme. That
is, the larger the plot owned, the lower the cooperativo
activism. Since the smaller settlements tend to have
saaller parcels of landy, 1t 1is not surprising that
cooperative activism is higher in those settlements, given
the relationship Jjust noted between the size of the overall

settlement and cooperative activisa.

Highor inequality in land distribution in the area in
which “he settlement 18 found is related to higher
cooperative activisme That 18, the Gini index of both
cantonal and district land inequality is significantly
correlated with ccoperative activieam (r = 17 and .24,
respectively). Further enalysls needs to be undertaken to
deteraine why this relationship emerges, but it je possible
that higher 1nequality in the distribution of land in the
area in which the settlement is 1located implies that the
benoficiaries face stiffer competition from the agricultural
enterprises in the area. That 18, in those areecs in which
the land 18 more inequitably distributed, there may well be
a few large farms with overwhelmingly powerful econoaic
interests. In response to those forces, the settlers mey
feel that they are compelled to Join together ian
cooperatives in order to form a united front against those
powerful forcese. Howevéery, the connection betwecn land

inequality and cooperative activisa can only ba hypothesized
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here, since there are no data in the survey to confirn the

explanation just presented.

Two attitudinal indlicators are modest predictors of
cooperative activism. It is found that an index of
interpersonal trust has a correlation of «21 with
cooperative activisa, and an index of group cooperativism
has a correlation of at 18. That 18y, those beneficiaries
who are more favorably disposed to trust other settlers and
to cooperate with other settlers indeed do so. This
finding, while certainly not surprising, confirms the
connection between attitudes and behavior suggested earlier

in this chapter.

Indicators of s8oclo—cconomlic atatus predict rather

consistently, although not particularly strongly,
cooperative eoctiviaam. Education 1is found to have a
correlation of .14 with cooperative activism, aand an

indicator o? wealth based upon ownership of household
artifacts (see Table I1.14) has nearly the same strength of
association (r = +i5)¢ A somewhat stronger socilo—econoaic
correlate of cooperative activisam 1s found io the index of
the condition of the dwelling unit, producing a correlation
of +24. Finally, an unobtrusive measure of socio—-oconomic
status provided by a socio-lipnguistic index produces a

correlation of «14.{6] Hence, as has been found in previous

6. An extenslive discussion of the measurement of this
soclo-lingulstic index 18 contalined in Seligson aad
Berk—Seligson (1978).
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studies of participation, there tends to be an association
between higher socio-economic status and participation. The
better—off members of the community probably have more time
to become Involved 1in cooperative activism, and, perhaps
more importantly, might feel they have a larger stake in the
coopsrative, and therefore are more active 1in 1te. In
additiony it 18 likely that better—off memberasa of the
settlements are perceived as being the more successful by
other amembers, and are therefore encouraged to take

leadership roles in the cooperatives.

Length of residence produced two puzzling correlationse.
On the one handy it is found that length of reasidence in the
community in which the settlement 1s 1located produces a
positive correlation (r = .19) with the cooperative ectivism
index. However, length of residence in the sgettlement
produces the opposite relationship (r = -.12). Although
this relationship is puzzling, and further explanation 18
neededy, it 18 possible that since ITCO has been actively
involved in promoting cooperatives in recent Years, a
prograa which was less actively pursued in the early years
of the settlements, thosc who have been on the settlements
for wmany years and date from the early years, may have
become accustomed to operating without a cooperative and
therefore were lesas likely to Join when ITCO began promoting
this progranse. However, further analysis ot thise

relationship 18 needed.



Finally, it is noted that thore is a weak relationship
between a tamily member having invaded land and cooperative
activisam. The interprutation of this correlation, which we
would have expected to be positive, is difficult. It 1s
probably related somehow to the dynamics o0f the settlement
processg, and the history in which the individual and his
faaily became involved in the ITCO programse Such data,
however, are not provided by the survey instrument and would

need to be explored In other studiese

Turning now to the comsunal activiseas index, we find
that few of the variables smeasured in this study were
capable of predicting behavior of this type. The satrongest
predictor, which is not really very strong at all, is fouad
in the problem—solving efficacy ecale (r = e21)e[ 7] That 1is,
individuals who feel more efficaclous with respect to
solving local probleas are amore likely to be more active in
coamuni ty organizationse. Such a finding comes as no
surprise, and further confirms the connectian between
attitudes and behaviors in this study. The 3index of
efficacy toward local bureaucracy 1ig also sliguiiicantly

related to communal activism (r = «08), but this ls a very

weak associatione.

7 A tull discussion of the conatruction and measurement
of this scale is contained in Seligson (1980c).
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The eecond strongest variable related to communal
activism 1is8 marital statuse. That 18, individuals who are
married are more likely 110 be 1involved in communi ty
activities than those who ere not (r = .15)s This finding
comes ag no surprisey since married individuals are more
likely to have childrenm and therefore to find themselves
involved in a number of coamunity activities, particularly

these related to the schoole.

Size of land owned also 1is related (r = .12) to
coamunal activism. WVhat 1is seomewhat puzzling about this
relatioanship 1s that the larger the 8lz¢ of land owned b,
the iandividual, the higher the communal activism, whereas
the smaller the amount of land owned, the higher the
cooperative activien. Sinca, however, part of the
relationship of cooperative activisa to size was a Zfunction
of the nature of the communal enterprises, this divergence

is partially explained 1n such terms.

Pinally, 1t was <found that church attendance is
associated with communal activiem. Individuals who attend
church msore frequently are aore likely to be active 1in
community affairse. This association is not a function of a
correlation between church attendance and participation |In
church coamittee activitiesn, since church coamittee
participation was not included imn the Index of comaunal
activiam. Hcwever, one may attribute iess substantive

significance to tais association elnce individuals who
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attend church probably also live closer to the villayge
center and have less physical difficulty in attending group

functionse.

Prediciors of Cooparative Behavior

Analysis of the correlates of cooperative behavior
permi tted the exploration of bivariate (siaple)
relationships. However, the limitations of that approach
are woll knowne In particular, it does net permit
assessment of the relative strength of the assoclation for
each of the correlates of cooperative behavior, taking
others Iinto account. To do this it is necessary to enter
the variables found to have a significant association with
cooperative behavior into a multivariate analysis. This |is
done hereo through use of the technique of aultiple
regressions This technique enters all of the presumed
causal variables into a regression equation in order to

determine their relative predictive power.[8]

The results of two separate analyses are presented in

Table I11.9. The top panel of the table presents the

8. The particular approach used here is step-wise
multiple regression. This technique selects the variable
which has the greatest predictive power and enters it Iinto the
regression equation first. After this predictor has explained
all the varlance it is cepadble of doing, the s68econd most
powerful predictor In terms of the variance which has not yet
beon accountod Zor is onterede This procenss continuwes untjil
ell the varlables which can hove any significant capability of
augmenting the prediction of cooperative behavior are onterede.
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TABLE II1.9. PREDICTORS OF COOPERATIVE BEHAVIOR AMONG SETTLERS®

Dependent varisble: Cooperative Activism Index

Independent variables (and source tables) Beta Sig.
Size of settlement in hectares -.50 <.001
Gini index of district land inequality .11 .001
Length uf reatdence {n se:itlement (I11.9) -1 <001
Langth of residence in village (I1I.8) .11 ¢-001
Fanily member {nvaded land (IV.7) .09 .003
Croup cooperativeness index (V,2) .08 .008
Interpersonal trust among settlers (v.2) .08 .013

R= .62

gl .38

Sig. = «.001

Dependent_varisble: Communal Activism Index

Problea Solving Efficacy Scale .20 ¢.001
Marital status, married vs. other (II.3) .15 001
Size of land owned (II.11) .10 .024

R= .27

R~ .08

S1g. = (.00l

*Pinal step of stepwise multiple rogressions.
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predictors of the cooperative activiem index, and the bottoa
panel the predictors of! the communal activism indexe. Of the
14 variables which were found to have soae signiZicant
asgociation «»ith the cooperative activism index, only seven
turn out to be significant predictors of that variable when
taken together. An examination of the top panel of Table
II1.9 reveals that, as denonstrated 1n Table II1I«8y the
gtrongest association 15 fouand with the size ouf the
settleaents Since both silze of settlement in hectares and
8ize of settlement in terms of nuamber of faamlilies living on
it were very closely assoclated (multi-collinear), onoly one
of these variables was ratalned in the equation, namely,
slze in hcectares. The beta weight indicated on the table
showas that the s8izo of the settlement In hectares is the
stongest predictor (it has the largest bota welght) and,
moreover, it is a very strong predictor of cooperative

activisme.

As was poiated out in the discuasion of Table IIl.8 and
¥igure IIl.1, the fact that the cocamuaal enterprises are
also the smallest settlements has a distorting ef2fect on the
impact of this variable. That i8y it tends to inflate its
lmportance in predicting cooperative activism. Io order to
determsine whether or not the size of the settlement would
have a relatlionship with cooperative activisam when the
confounding effect of the communal enterprise situation is

eliminated, those settlements were dropped from the analysis
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and the regression equation was re-run exactly asg indicated
on Table III.8. It ie found that the relationship between
the size of the settlement and cooperative activiem i3 not a
spurious relationship. That is, although the correlation
between size of settlement and cooperative activism drops
wvhen the comaunal enterprises are eliminated, it remains
quite highe It will be recalled that the slae of the
settlement in hectares had an g value of =-=.56 with .i..e
entire sample, wvhereas with the coamamunal enterprises
eliminated, it is reduced to only -.4S5. Moreover, entered
into the regression equation for the subset of non-coamupnal
enterprise sgettlementsy, the size o0Ff the settlement in
hectares still remains the strongest predictor of
cooperative activigae. Therefore, one can conclude that size
is setrongly and closely related to cooperative activisame.
Settlements which are smaller are likely to produce higher

levels of cooperative activism.

The second best predictor of cooperative activiga 1is
the Gini index ot district land inequality. VWhile this
variable is a much weaker predictor than the s8lze of the
settlement (beta weight of .11 coapared to beta of —e50), it
nonetheless makes a significant contribution to the
eduntlon. Hence, settlements 1located in districts where
land 1inequality 1is higher are likely to find higher
cooperative activisame. It was also fouady as ernolained in

the analysis of Table III.8, that length of residence in the
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settlement and Llength of residence in the village are both
signiticant predictors of cooperative activism. Length of
residence in the settlement ls negatively associated with
cooperative activiss whereas length of residence in the
village is positively associated. The regression equation
also uncovers a significant relationship between the
respondent having a family member who had invaded land on

the one handy and cooperative activism on the othere.

Two attitudinal indicators are fouand to have a
signiticant association with cooperative activism in the
regression equation, but these are the weakest of all the
predictors. That 18, the group cooperativeness index and
interpersonal trust among settlers were both found to be
predictors of cooperative activiasm; however, their beta
weights are quite low (.08) and they add very Llittle
predictive power to the equatione. Theretora, these
attitudinal factors are far Lless important in predicting
Cooperative activisa than are the other variables which had

eantered the equation earller one.

In sum, this effort to predict cooperative activism
proved to be highly successful. An indication of this is
that the aultiple correlati.a coefficient ig very high (R =
e62). Hencey this study has been sble to determiney to a
large extent, key factors which are conducive to high

cooperative activism in the ITCU settlements.
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L*88 guccess was achieved 1In nredicting comaunal
activisme As shown on the dbottom panel of Table I1]l.9, only
three variables weroc found to have a significant association
with communal activisa, and the aultiple R of the equation
is only «27. Hence, the analysis is able to predict almost
five times the amount of variance in cooperative activisa as

it can on communal activisas.

The strongest predictor of communal activisa turns out
to be the problem solving efficacy scale. Thus, it appears
that efficaclous individuals are aore likely to become
active in community affairs. Marital status proved to be
the second most powverful predictor, those who were married
being more likely to be active in coamunity affairs.
Finally, size of land owned was a significant predictor of
cc~sunal activism: the more land one owns, the more likely

it is that one will be active %¢ J’n communal affairs.

Summary

Alaost all observers agree that a key to the success of
ITCO settlements 18 the establishment and maintenance of
active and viable cooperatives. If this ia B0, the oanalysis
prosented 1In this chapter helps to highlight thcocae factors
which are likely to be conducive to the success of these
cooperativese. Moreover, the data presented here polat to
ways in which such participation can be augmented.

fartunatxely, the key varlable in determining cooperative
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behavior is8 one which is sanipulable. That is, the slze of
the psettlement 1ie perhaps the one variable which is most
directly under the control of the land refora agency. If it
were otherwlse, and cooperative activisa were best predicted
by such thinge as attitudes, then the prescription would be
mauch more difficult, since social sclientists have been
particularly unsuccessful 1In suggesting mechanisas for
attitudinal changee. The s8lze of the settleoment, on the
other hand, 18 a varlable which can be manipulated quite
easily by ITCO. The results presented in this chapter
8trongly poilnt to smaller settlements as contributing to

active cooperative behaviore.

At tirst glance; it might appear that althcugh the size
of the settleament is manipuladble by ITCO, there are certain
economic constraints which make opting for very s8maall
settlementsc Ilapracticale. That 18y ITCO ususatly acquires
land as complete parcels, having expropriated them from
owners of faras. Moreover, ITCO's new policy orlientation in
the 18708 has guided it toward the oxpropriation of
functioning farmss which have a well developed
infrastructure. Thise frequently seans that the
expropriation will be on larger farms. In addition, the
agency’s financial and legal resources are more efficlent
when 1t expropriates one or two large properties, since the
process of acquiring many smaller ones is a tedious and

often cxpensive oan¢e. Moreover, and most imsportantly, the
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process of land reform in Costa Rica 1is directed at the
larger farms rather than at those which are smallere. There
would be considerable social and political resistance toward
a redirectlion of ITCO's efforts away Zfrom larger faras
toward smaller onese. dence; such a policy 1is entirely

impractical.

The factors mentioned abovey, however, do not mean that
ITCO needs to revise iIts land acquisitlion policies. Rather,
vhat the findinge here suggest (s that it revise 1its
settlement policies. Hence, land acquired in large parcels
can be divided into smaller adainistrative units. Bach unit
could establish its own cooperative, althqugh there could be
tles among the cooperatives in the areae. That {isy, there
could be o coamon pooling of machinery and credite But the
actual operation of the cooperuatives, the membership and the

election of ofticers, should take place ian small units.

Bos small should these units »e? Some guidelines are
given 4in the information presented in Figure III.l in
conjunction with data presented in Tabivc Il.1l. It 18 sgeen
that the two setiloaments which have the highest scores on
participation in cooperativeo are Cerritos and TTABL,
settlements which have 21 and 23 wxembers respectivelye.
However, Bl Silcuncioy vwvhich has E£3 members, has a
participation score which 18 only slightly lower than that
of UTABA and Cerritos. Hence it would appear that

memborship can reach as high as the fiftles and still be
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likely to produce satisf ctory levels of particlpation.
However, once meabership approaches 100 or more, cooperative
participation drops precipitously. While there 18 not a
perfect asgsociation between 8ize and participation as
indicated by, for example, the relatively small gize of
Guayabo and it8 rather low levels of cooperation, the
overall association does exist and needs to be recognizede.
Hence, it would appear that cooperatives which have
meabership In the order of approximately 40 to 60 members
would be ideal for stimulating participation. Hence, any
large-scale appropriation should be planned in such a way
that the settlement is divided into a ogumber of
sub-setilaments such that each will have cooperatives of the

indicated number of mesberse.

No doubt before such a policy is contemplated further,
more data are needed. 4 specific and careful investigation
has to be made of cooporatives on ITCO settlements. Those
that have succeeded as well as those that have failed have
to be studied in some depth. The data presented 1in this
chapter deal with participec¢ion in cooperatives, a variable
which 18 viewed as a key to successe. i1t does not, however,
examine whether or not the cooperatives have 1ln fact been
successful. This information would need to be factored iato
any effort to restructure ITCO planning for future
settlements. Hence, before one would seek to establish

pollcy in this area it would be necessary to embark upon
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sucn an in-depth studye. One would not necessarily ueed to
confine the analysis solely to the ITCO settlements. Data
could be gathered on the vast array of ochar agricultural
cooperatives in Costa Rica to try to gain audltional

information from the experiences found there,

The only other variable which prodicts cooperative
behavior and which is “"manipulable" by ITCO is the length of
residence in the village. WVhile ITCO cannot, obviously,
increase or decrease a beneficiary's lengih of residence in
the village, it can use the length of residence as a
criterion 1in selecting prospective candidates for ITCO
projectse Hencey, the data presented In Table 1II1.9 would
suggest that those Aindividuals who have loag—-tara residence
in the neardby villages around the settlements being planned
would be preferable beneficlary candidates. Alternativoly,
the findinge might discourage ITCO from allowing individuals
who do not live near the settlements tu become members.
Obviously, this policy cannot always be adhered to. In many
cases; there is no readily expropriable land in areas where
there are many landless potential beneficlariec. Fo such
cago8 some dislocation is to be expected. However, Iin any
diven settlement It would be best to try to seek A maximua
nuaber of individuals who have resided for a considerable
length of time in the villages nearest the jettlement. The
presence of these individuals 1n the cooperative would help

promsote high levels of participation.

138



The finding that the Atlantic Basin beneficiarles tend
to have lower levels of participation is8 more easily
understood when it 18 recognized that all three Atlaantic
Basin settlements are rather large. Indeed, the three
settlements in the Atlantic Basin are among the five largest
settlements of the 23 analyzed in this study. In this
connectiony it is noteworthy that 2 of the 3 settlements
being planned under the new ITCO program for the Atlantic
Basin ares also very large. Hence, it would be of
considerable use 1if cooperatives with smaller numbers of

members were considered for these new settlementse.
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IVe. ASSESSMENTS OF LAND REBFORM SUCCESS: SETTLERS' VIEVWS

How does one measure the success or fallure of a land
retform program? At least two different perspectives can be
takene. First, success/failure can be evaluated on the basis
of the impact that the program has had on the nation as a
whole. Such a study would invelve comparing the goals of a
program with the accomplishments of the program. Hence, if
the goals include, as they do in Costa Rica, more equitable
distribution of ‘ational land and increased productivity in
the agricultural sector, one would need to conduct an
investigation treating the reform as one varlable out of
aany which IiInfluence the nation -as a wholee. Such c¢n
investigation would constitute a major component in the
overall evaluation of a refora programe. However, the
present investigation is not directed towoed exanining the
impact of the program on the nation, exd, indeed, data are
not available to do so. Rather, this study looks at the
impact of the reform progras on the individual, 1leaving to
others the evaluation of the impact of the program on the

natione.

The two perspectives for assessment, while separate
conceptually, are intertwined eapirically. For example,
refors beneficlaries who becone highly successful,
productive farmers add to national levels of agricultural
productivity. Nonetheless, the focus of the present study

is exclusively on the 1individuale. As suchy, many of the
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elements comprising an overall evaluation of the impact of
the program upon its beneficiaries have already been traced.
A great deal of data have been presented on the economlc,
political, and social life of the beneficiaries as
contrasted with other 8osta Ricansy, both peasant and
non—-peasant alikee. In this chapter, the focus 1s on the
settler's own evaluation of the impact of the refora

programe

The chapter attempts to determine how many of the
settlers feel that their experience as ITCO beneficlares has
been a Jood one. This will be done by examining first some
general =attitudes, and then by discussing the disadvantages
of the reform program as perceived by the settlers. The
study will <¢then examine the respondent’s own estimate of
vhethor or not he feeles he 1s golag to remain on  the
settlement, and to what extent he feels he is better off or
wvorse off for having Jjoined the programe. Finally, a brief
examination will be made of satisfaction with coamunal land

ownershipe.

There is one important caution that must be kept in
mlade. The data are coanfined to beneficiaries living on the
settlements at the time of the Interviews, and do not
include those who have once been ITCO beneficlaries but have
subagoquently left. Therefore, wmany of the %"fallures" have
escapad the analytical ara ot this 1investigation.

Nonetheless, since the uample is large and contains
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individuals, as shown lu Chapter II, who have lived on ITCO
settlements anywhere from a few monthe to a few years, the
survey should be able to pick up those who are potential

failures.

Relative Deprivation

People do not assess their success and failure in life
in 1isolation. Rather, they compare themselves with others
to determine the extent to which they have acheived success
or failures In the social sciencea, the study of “"relative
deprivation" has become a major focus of investigation

(Gure, 1970).

The central methodological question in aeasuring
relative deprivation 1is to determine the group or groups
against which the respondent compares him or herself.
Individuale aay feel relatively deprived when they think of
theaselves in comparison to one group but not in comparison
to anothere. Since it was oot known g priori with which
group the reform beneficlai les were comparing themselves,
this study sought mwmultiple points of comparisone Three
difforent reference groups were used, each one progreassively
further away from the respondent: first, the individual was
asked to compare himself with his friends; second, he wase
asked to coapare hiuself with farmers that he knows;
finally, he was agked to compare himself with the wmajority

ot people living Iin Costa Rica.
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The data regarding relative deprivation experienced by
reform beneficlaries &re reported in Table IVel. The top
panel presents the first question and as can be seen frono
the data 1in Table 1IVel, the great majority (698 percent)
state that they have had about the same amount of success as
thelir friendse. There 18 no significant difference between
the Atlantic Basin acd other settlers on this. This tinding
repceats lizell for the other two guaestions in thiag set of
items. That is, about two-thirds of the respondents feel
that thelr success in life has been about the same as that
of otherae. Vhai does vary ia the extent to which people
feel that they have had either amore success or less of it.
A8 can be seen on the first panel of Table IVel, only one in
ten of the respondents (12 percent) feels that he has had
less succern; whereas gosmevhat more (17 porcent) feel that

trey havos had more succeaesge.

The second item had the respondent coampare himself with
the najority ot farmers whom he has known. Once again,
about two—-thirds (69 percent) of the respondents fec! <hat
their lot has been about the same as that of otherse.
However,y, in contrast to the coaparison with friends, a
soaewvhat lower percentage of the respondents (9 percent)
feel that thelr sltuation has been wurse, and a somewhat
higher percentage (19 percent) feel that the situation has
beon better. Hence, whea ITCO beneficlarles comparo

themselves to other farmers, two out of ten feel that they
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TABLE IV.1l. RELATIVE DEPRIVATION

Queatton: Comparing yourself to your friends, would you say that you have had
more success than them in realizing your plans, the same success,
or less success?

More success 17.1  (129) 19.8 (35) 16.3 (94)
Same 68.9 (519) 67.8 (120) 69.3  (399)
Less success 11.6 (87) 10.2 as) 12.0 (59)
Don't know 2.4 _(18) 2.5 (&) 2.4 (14)
100.0% (753) oo (aOm 00.72
Sig. = ns

Question: Comparing yourself to the msjority of farmers who you know, would
you say that your life has been better than their life, has been
worse, or has been more or less the same?

Entire
Refora Atlantic Other
Saple Basin Settlements
i S 2 M I S}
Better 19.4  (146) 18.6 (33) 19.¢6 (113)
Sane 69.3 (522) 68.4 (121) 65.6 (401)
Worse 8.8 (66) 11.9 (21) 7.8 (45)
Don't know 2.5 (19) 1.1 (2) 3.0 un
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576)
Sig. = ns

Question: Comparing yourself to the other people who live in Costa Rica, do
you think that you get the sharc id 1ife of the things that are
necessary to live comfortably, or do you get more than your share
or less than your share?

More 4.2 (32) 3.4 (6) 4.5 (26)
Your share 61.8 (465) 57.1  (101) 63.2  (364)
Lass 32.0 (241 39.0 69) 29.9  (172)
Don’t know 2.0 A% 0.6 1) 2.3 (14)

100.0% (753) 100.0%  (177) 100.0Z (576)

Tau c = .06 Sig. (of Tau) = .02

145



have done better. Once again no significant difference
enmerges between the Atlantic Basin and the rest of the

counteye.

The final item in this series asked the respondents to
compare theaselves to other people living in Cousta Ricae On
this itea, the pattern shifts considerably. The percentage
of the respondents who feel that they have done Jjuat about
the same as others in Costa Rica cranges only slightly
dropping to 62 percente Bowever, those who foel that they
have gotten more than others has droppad to only 4 percent
of the gample. Most lmaportantiy, the proportion who feel
that they have gotten Lless out of life has risen
dramatically to almost one-third (32 percent)e Also, 1t is
important to note that on this item, there is a significant
differvence between the Atlantic Basin and other
beneficiaries. For the first time, on this 1tem, the
Atlantic Basin beneficiaries feel a greater sense of

relative deprivation (39 ve. 30 percent) than do the reste.

Sumaarizing the relative deprivation data, it is
relatively unaambiguously conclinded that when the reform
beneficiary compares himself to other groups of comparable
status, very few feel deprivede. More specifically, only
around one 1ln teu has a sense of relative deprivation when
compared to friends and farmerse However, the sense of
deprivatiun incrcases considerably when the comparison 1se

mado to Costa Ricans in general. Then, nearly one third of
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the beneficlaries feel relatively deprived compared to this

reference groupe.

By any objective measure, they are indeed a deprived
group in the national context. The Costa Rican peasantry,
including the reform beneficliaries, is at the bottom of the
soclo—econoalc ladder in the country. What ise surprising is
that a larger share of the respondents do not fecl that they

have gotten less out of life than Costa Ricans as a wholes.

Despite the objective conditlons of depriv~tion, nearly
two-thirds felt that their lot has been about the same as
that ot Costa Ricans in general. Perhaps this finding can
be explained by the very small proportion of respondents who
have had urban experlence (see discussion of Table II.4) and
who therefore do not have an appropriate yardstick for
comparing. Aunother explantion is that many Costa Ricans,
even those iiving in urban arezs, still think of the countey
a8 a rural, agrarian one even though by 1978 only 29 percent
8till worked in agriculture (World Banky, 1980). Hence,; the
refora benoficiaries mny be comparing themselves to agrarian
Costa Rica. Whatever the explanation, it is not possible to
ccme away frouw the data in Table IV.l with the fceling that
there 18 a strong sense of relative deprivation among ITCO
beneficiariess On the contrary, most of the reneficiarles
feel that they have done reasonably well in life compared to

other people.
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Disadvantages of the Settlements

No prograa, howvever well conceived and executed, can
leave all participants completely satisfieds In the case of
Coata Rica's reform progranm, numerous factors provide
grounds for dissatisfaction. Foremost among these are
inadequate funding and lack of experience on the part of the

plannerse. How have the settlers reacted to these programs?

In order {o measure discontent, a direct, open—ended
question was employed: “"Yhat are the disadvantages of
working on this (coamunal enterprise, colony, cooperative)?"
The interviewers noted as many &s three disadvantages listed
by each respoadente. However, since only 2 percent of the
respondenis offered two disadvantages and less than 1
percent gave three disa“‘vantages, the analysis in this study

focuses on the first disadvantage which was mentlioned.

Table 1IVe2 1lists the disadvantages which were
mentioneds Since the resjponses were noted in thelir entirety
and later coded into categories (a total of 37 categories
were employed), it was necessary to rduce these for esge of
presentatirn heres The dilsadventages are grouped into six

primary categories.
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TABLE 1V.2. PRIMARY DISADVANTAGES OF SETTLEMENT*

Eatire Atlantic Other
Disadvantage Sample Basin Settlements
S} I ) i S )]
No disadvantage nentioned 72.1 (54)) 59.9 (106) 75.9  (&37)
Dissatisfaction with
locale (roads, soils,
climate, market, etc.) 6.6 (50) 14.1 (25) 4.3 (25)
Lack of external support
(credit, ITCO, etc.) 6.2 (47) 13.0 (23) §.2 (264)
Poor ~rganization of
seti:lement/cooperative 3.7 (28) 2.8 (5) 4.0 23
Lov earuings/dehcs 3.7 (28) 3.4 (6) 3.8 (22)
Lack of :ooperation
among “ettlers/members 3.3 (2% 1.7 ¢)] 3.8 (22)
fcher disadvantages 4.2 (32) 5.1 (9) 4.0 (23)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576)

Dichotomizatton of disadvantage/no disadvantage

for Atlantic and Other Settlements T value=4.19 Sig=<.001

2The sctual question asked: "What arc the dissdvantages of working in this
(colony, cozmunal enterprisc, cooperative, etc.)?"” The responses were noted
by the fnterviewers aund later coded into 37 categories which are reduced here
for comprehensibility. Up to three possible disadvantages were coded for
each interview, but only 2.l per cent of the respondents offered two dis-
advantages and only 0.4 gave thrae disadvantages. Hence, only the first
disadvantage me¢ntioned is considered in this table.
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The most striking finding of Table 1IV.2 18 that the
overwhelming majority of the beneficiaries tisted no
disadvantage whatsoevere. Bully 72 percent of the
beneficliaries did not name a single disadvantage of living
on the settlement. Given the difficulties which rural Llife
and the settlement process itself present for Coata Rican
peasantsy, it is indeed encouraging to find that so amany did
not name a disadvantage. It should be noted that the samall
percentage of respondents who named a disadvantage is not a
methodological artifact. That isy, it 18 not the caese that
the beneficlaries were not capable of responding to this
type of itene. Indeedy on a nearly identical item, not
presented in this study, the respondents were asked to list
the advantages of living on the settleaent. (n that item,
96 percent of the respondentrs listed at least one advantage.
The obvious conclusion 1is that most of the beneficlarles
muet be sufficiently satisfied with the gsettlement for then
not to have any coaplaints worthy of note. This contention
is further substantiated by the data prese~ted 1in Tables

Vied and VIi.4d.

Looking now at the principal disadvantages which were
mentioned, clearly the major dissatisfaction concerns
various problems with the locale itself. These include such
things as roads, soil, climate, market facilitlies, etce The
principal dissatisfaction listed within this category, it

should be noted, was with roadse The second most frequent
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TABLE 1IV.3. SUCCESS/PAILURE OF SETTLEMENT
Question: Do you think that you are going to continue being a meaber or do

you think that you will cease being a member of this (colony,
comzunal enterprise, cooperative, etc.)?

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
2 W IS¢ I S.))
Continue 93.1 (701) 91.0 (l61) 93.8 (540)
Cease 2.5  (19) 4.0 ¢)) 2.1 (12)
Not sure 2.7 (20) 4.C (¢))] 2.3 (13)
Don't know 1.7 (1)) 1.1 (2) 1.9 (11)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576)
S13. = ns (with "not surs”
treated as "don't know"
Question: Are you in apreement or in disagreement with this type of
organization?
Agree 88.8 (669) 86.2 (149) 90.3 (520)
Both agree
and dissgree 2.0 Q5 4.0 () 1.4 (8)
Disagree 7.8 (59) 11.3 (20) 6.8 (39)
Don't know 1.3 (10) 0.6 0 1.6 ¢

100.0Z (753)

100.0% (177)
Tau ¢ = .05

100.0% (576)
Sig. = .01

(Statistics calculated treating “don't knov" as migsing data)
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TABLE IV.4. IMPACT OF REFORM UN SETTLER

Question: Does it seeam to you that you and your family are better off now
than before, vhen you weren't members of an ITCO organization, or
are you the same or worse?

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
L) i S )] i S
Better off 84.2 (634) 80.8 (143) 85.2 (491)
Same 11.8 (89 12.4 (22) 11.6 67)
Worse off 3.3 (29) 5.1 (9 2.8 (16)
Don't know 0.7 (S) 1.7 (3) 0.3 2)
100.02 (753) 100,02 (177) 100.0X (576)

Sig. = ns ("don't know" treated as
nissing data)

complaint concerned lack of external sunport, particularly
credit and technical help froa ITCO. EBach of theso most
frequeantly mentioned dissatisfactions was noted by only a

little over 6 percent of the sample.

The third most frequent complaint concerned
organization of the settlemont. Individuals complained that
the cooperatives In which they worked were not properly
organized. The fourth major complaint centered on economic
problemse. Lowv earnings froa their farms, the high
indebtedness to ITCO for land costsy, and unpaid bank loans
were of principal concern. Lack of cooperation among the
settlers was the (final major area of complaint listed. A
number of other disadvantages of a miscellaneous nature

accounted for 4 percent of the complaints.
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Although most beneficlarlies had no complaints about the
settlemaent, it is clear that thie was not the case among the
Atlantic Basin beneficlaries. As shown in Table IV.2, only
60 percent of the Atlantic Basin beneficiares mentioned no
disadvantage, coapared with 76 percent of other
beneticlaries, a difference which is statistically
significant. Hence, these findings conform to the ones
presented earlier with respect to relative deprivatione.
Moreover, they can be seen to relate directly to the lower
cooperative activism among the Atlantic Basin boneficiaries.
The Atlantic Basin beneficiaries participate less in
cooperatives, feel a higher sense of relative deprivation
wvith respect to Costa Rica as a whole, and are more likely

to have coaplaints about the settlements.

Succeaa/Fallure

Perhaps the most important data in Chapter IV appear in
Tarina IVed and IV.4. Respondents were askeu whether or not
they planned to continue to remain members of the projects,
As ie seen in the top punel of Table IV.3, an unusually high
83 percent stated that they wero planning to continue to
remain meaberse. Moreover, only J percent saicd they were
planniag to abandon the settlement, the remaining
respondents iandicating that they weren't gure. Even 1f it
i8 assumed that all of those who were "not su-e" or who

"didn’t know" were planning to abandon the settlement, fewer
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than 7 percent of the beneficiaries were suftficlently
dissatisftied to be planning to leave the settlement,
Certainly ITCO can look with great sgatisfactlion upon this
resul t; few public programs are recelved so positively by
their beneficiarles as has been the Costa Rican land refora
programe It is worth noting that despite the discontent
expressed by the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries, shown in the
previous table;, no significant difference eaerges betweon
the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries and other beneficiaries on
this 1tem. Althouygh the Atlantic Basin benetflciaries are
slightly less likely to be willin;; to continue on t+' e
settlement (91 percent ve. 94 percent), the difference 18
insignificant. Hence, thrir greater difficulties in the
settlement are not a factor pushing them toward greater

abandonsient recese.

Since a crucial component of the analysis presented in
this study concerns organizational ar“ivism;, particularly as
it relates to cooperatives, data are presented in the bottom
panel ot Table 11IVed indicaling the degree of satisfaction
with the organization itself. Individuals may be unwilling
to abandon their plots but at the same time may dbe very
dlsaatisfied with the cooperative, colony or comaunal
enterprisea. Such was not the case, however, as seen in
Table VIe3de Fully 89 percent of the beneficlaries stated
that they were in agreement with the organization. An

addltional 2 percent cast themselves in the neutiral category
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of both agreeing end disagreeing. Only 8 perceat of the
respondents stated that they disagreed with the type of
organization with which they associated. Hence, these
findings directly parallel those presented in the top of
Table 1IV.J3. That ley, the settlers arc neither planning to
abandon their parc‘ls. nor are they dissatiaerlied with the
organizations eatablished in the settlementse. However, once
again the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries demonstrate somewhat
greater disconteatment with the programy, which though
statistically significant is not very great (7 compared with

11 percent).

From the long-term perspective, the most imaportant data
contained in this chapter appear in Table [IV.4.
Beneficiaries were asked to estimate whether or not they
Teel that they are better off, the same, or worse off than
thoey had hzen before Joining the settlement. Once again,
overvhelaingly positive resulta are reported. Fully 84
percent of the beneficlarles stated that they were better
oft, and only J3 percent stated that they were worse off.
Hence, this ‘nformation helps place into broader context the
date presenied in the top panel of Table IVe3d. There it was
found that 93 percent of the beneficiaries planned to
continue on in the scttleaent. The data in Table IV.4
indicate thet they do not plan to continue merely because
the @settlement 18 an unpleasant last resort: rather, most

of these paople (84 percent) Zeel they are better off than
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they had been before Joininge. The Atlantic Basin
beneticliaries, once again, appeared to be somewhat Lless
content: 81 percent of the Atlantic Basin bsneficilaries
considered themselves to be better off, compared to 85
perceant of other beneoficiaries,; and msore oix thoe former (S
percent) feel they are worse off, compared to the others (3
porcent), but the differences are not statistically

signiticant.

Communal Land Qwnership

At the time this investigation was planned and executed
in 1976y a wmajor question being discussed within the ITCO
organization was the efficacy of various foras of settlement
organizaticne The study, thereforey, hoped to deterxine
whether the communal enterprise experiments golng ou at the
time offered a aore eflective organizational foramate. Since
that time, ITCO has coved away from the communal enterprise
program, and no new communal enterprises have been
establishedes Yet, support for the coamunal enterprise form
of organization persists in Costa Rica. There 18 eupeclally
strong support among some elements in the intornational
comamvai ty ., particularly the Interamerican Inetitute of
Agricul tural Sciences (IICA). There i8 no scope 1in this
study, houwevery, to go Into a cor.pirisoc of the perceived

impact of organizational form on beneficlaricsoc.(1])

1. One such atteapt, focusing on the demographic impact,
appears in Seliyson (1979).
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Cne kecy varliable should examined In this study, howvever
briefly. Communal enterprise respondents in the sample were
asked whether or not they would prefer to have their own
farm or continue to work the land in commone PFully halft (50
percent) of the communal enterprise beneficlaries stated
that they would prefer to have their own farmse This does
not mean that the communal enterprise beneficiaries were
necessarily planning to abandon their snterprises. Rather,
given the choice between communal farming and individual
farming, hal2 would prefer individual farminge Because the
survey Instrument did not ask whether or not these
individuals were opposed to communal faraing whea they

Joined the settlement, but did Bso because it was their only

opportunity to get land, or whether they became dissatisfied

TABLE 1v.S5. SATISPACTION WITH CORMMI/RAL LAND OWNERSHIP
(Commmal enterprise respondents only)

Question: Would you prefer to have your own farm or would you prefer to be
s member of a communal cnterprise and work the land {a common?

2 )
Individual fara ' $0.0 (112)
Communal enterprise 48.7 (109)
Don't know 1.3 (3)

100.02 (224)
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with the comamunal form of farming only after having
experience with it, we cannot iaterpret this dissatisfaction
a8 bagsed on basic value preferences or unhappy experlence

with the coamunal eaterprise.

Satiatactiou Scale

The 1initial plan of analyeis for predictors of
satisfaction was to use as the measure of satisfaction the
first 1item contained 1in Table IVe3dy and/or the item
contalned in Table 1IV.4. That 18, the criteria of
satisfaction were considered to be (1) whether or not the
respondent thought he would convtinue to be a member, and (2)
to what extent he felt that being an ITCO beneficlary meant
that he and his family were better off. However, the
overvhelaingly positive responses to ‘hese items =ade such
an analysis methodologically problematical, because there
vas 80 little variance in the koy dependent variables.
Therefore, an effort was mare to develop a asore sensitive
dependent variable which would distinguish more clearly
between degrees of success nsxzong the heneficiarics. To do
thisy five items werc used from the tables reported thus far
ia this chaptere. These five ltews are preseated 1ln Table

IVe6.[2]

2« The items appear to form a Guttman, or cumsulative
acale pattern. For this reasony, 1in Table 1IV.6 they are
sudjected o a Gutiman scele analysis. They meet the
coefficient o reproducibility criterion («95). but they fall
slightly short of the coefficient of scalability criterion
(.54).
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TABLE IV.6. SATISPACTION SCALE: GUTTMAN SCALE AMALYSIS*

Biserial
Per ceat Scale-Iten
Iten passing Correlation
1. No disadvantages of working in settlement
wentioned (Source: Tsble VI.2) 72.1 .40
2. In agreement with the type of organization
(Source: Table VI.3) 88.8 .69
3. Belief in continued zenbership in
organization (Source: Table VI.3) 93.1 .60
4. Respondent and fanily perceived as not
worps off than before joining settlement
(Source: Table VI.4) 96.0 .65
5. Did not name second disadvantage of working
in set-lement 97.9 .51

Coefficient of Reproducibility = .95
Coeffictient of Scalability = .54

#In order to develop a scale with dats for all cases, "don't know" respcnses
wure trested as passing for items | and S, and failing for items 2, 3, and 4.
Hence, oot naming a disadvantage of the settlemeuts in items 1 and S5 {s con-
sidered to be the ===s as bel'eving that thore are no disai-antages.

Unfortunately, cven using all five items together does
not estadlish a scale which finely divides the respondents
iato lower to higher satistactione As seen in Table 1IV.7,
the distridbution is highly skewede Fully 64 percent of the
respondents scored in the highest categorye. An additional
25 percent scored Iin the next highest categosye Only 1
percent of the respcndents ware on the low ond of the scalee.
This dietribution, therefore, makes it quite difficult to
search adequately for predictors of satisfactiorn since the
population i3 so closely clustered at one end of the scr.lee.

Nonetheless, it is the best measure availablee.
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The pattern noted earlier of greater discontent in the
Atlantic Basin settleaents emerges also in the overall
satiafaction scale scores presented in Table IVe7. As can
be seen, there is a significant difforence between the mean
acore for the Atlormiic Basin as compared to the rest of the
countrye. Yhereas 68 percent of beneficiaries elsewhsre

scored in the highest level of satisfaction, only S0 percent

of the Atlantic Basin Leneficlaries did so.

An attempt was made to use the satisfaction scale as a
dependent variable 1in a culiiple regression analysis.
However, given the highly skewed nature of this varliable,
the regressica analysis proved unsatisfactory and very

little variance was explainede Future studies will nuved to

pay more attention to measur'ng this ilaportant concepnt.

TABLE 1V.7. DISTRIBUTION OF SATISFACTION SCALE SCORES

Satisfaction Entire Atlantic Other
Score Sample Basin Settlezents
2 ™ 2 oM 2 W
b 1 1.2 9 0.6 ) 1.4 (8)
2 2.9 (22) 4.5 (85 2.4 (14)
3 1.4 (56) 1.9 (¢3)) 6.1 (35)
4 24.6  (185) 32.8 (58) 2.0 (127)
H S5 63.9 (481) 50.3 (89) 68.1  (392)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (576)
Mean 4.5 4.3 4.5
Std. dev. 0.8 0.9 0.8

T value = 3.38

Sig. = <.001

1€0


http:measuy'.ng

Concluslon

Thie chapter has atteapted to asgess the overall
satisfaction with the ITCO program. The overall conclusion
is quite clear: beneficliaries by a large majority pesrcolve
the program as a success. Specifically, nearly
three-fourths of the beneficiarlvs did not name a single
disadvantaye to living oa the Settlemeats, while nearly all
(96 percent) mentioned at least one advantagee. Norecover,
more than nine out of ten beneficiaries are plaaning to
remain on the settlement with legs than three out of one
hundred planning to leave 1t. Finally, over eight in ten
felt that they were better off after having become
beneficiaries than they had been before, whilo fewecr than

four out of one hundred felt they were¢ worse orYe.

Comparisons of the Atlantic Basin boaieficlarioes wiith
beneficiaiies elgevhere revealed a pattern encountored
earlier in this study. I: waa fouad that tho Atlantic Baeln
beneficimaries are somewhat more discontented with the
prograa than their counterparts elgewhere in Costa Ricae
The differences, however, were generally small aand not

statietically significante.
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Ve POLITICAL PARTLCIPATION:

INSTITUTIONALIZED AND MOBILIZED MODES

Democratic syastess, of which Costa Rica is one of the
foremost 1In Latin America, place a high value in involving
cltizens with matters of puablic concerne. The study ot
political participation for the land reform beneficlaries
who are the object of investigation in the present study 1ls
thus o0f 8pecial relevance. In recent yeors ITCO ntfficials
have been attempting to find vays ¢to increaso beneficliary
participation in declslon—-makinge. This effort 18 1-.
response to the recognized need to reduce the paternalistic
tendencies evideanced 1a many ITCO prograas. Moreover, the
current "Agrarian Resettlement and Productlvity" project
undertaken with USAID financial assistance project was
designed with a nuaber of participatory objectives in aiad.
For all these reasons it is appropriate to look at political

participation amsong ITCO beneficiaries.

First, a word about definitione. Traditionally,
rolitical participati. has been defined by political
scientists in rather narrow terms, Llimited basically to
votinge. Howevery, in recen?! years as a result of a numbe. of
crogs national investigations, the definition of political
participation has been widened conslderabLy so as to include
the analysis of the many varied ways In which individuals
have some involvement 1in political 1life. Hence, the

definition used in the present paper I8 drawn from the
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public goods perspective enunciated by Seligson and Booth
(1578, 16879 ). This perspective (defines political
participation as '"those activiti~s which Influence, or are
intended to jafluence, the distribution of public goods."
The definition has a number of advani.ages; however, for the
purposes of the present sturly, its primary advantage is that
it does not 1limit participation to those activitics which
iavolve the formal institutlions of government. AS a result,
a wide range of coamuni ty-based activities for
cedistribution and creation of public goods are Included

\ader the definitione.

This chapter focuses on the more directl;” political
aspects of political particlpationy having corervd the
comauni ty—-level aspects in Chapter III. We look first at
the more traditional forms of political participation,
nawely voting and campaign activism, and then s8hift to an
1xamination of particularized contacting, a mode of
participation first discussed by Verba and Nie (1972)y, and
elaborated in comparative perspective by Verba, Nie and Kim
(1678)¢ In addition, u brief look is taken at political
communicatione. The chapter then coamaslders uncoanventional
forms of participation, referred to here as Ymobilized

participation."[1] These 1include participation in strikes

1. A discussion of the distinction between
institutionalized and mobilized foras of political
participation is contailned in Seligson (1880:75y ne 1)
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and land invasions. Thus the chapter 1 divided 1oto a
diecussion of two wmajor modes of political participation,
Yinstitutionelized" and "mobilized." The effort here 1is to
dietinguish primarily between those forms of participation
which are largely conventional and not challenging of the
system and those which involve mobilization and potential

challenges to the political system.

loatitutionalized Participation

Electoral Participatiqan

Since voting is the fora o2 political participation
wvhich has been studied most frequently, the analysis begins
with suffrage. As is seen in Table V.1, 85 percent of the
ITCO beneficiearies say they voted in the 1974 election and
76 percent report having voted in 1970. The difference
between the two elections is not indicative of lower voting
in 1870, but rather mnre a consequence of the percentage of
the respondents interviewed in 1976 who tad been too young
to vote in 1970. Since the abstentica rate for the 1974
election on a nationwide basis was 20 percent, ITCO
beneficiaries appear to be participating in elections at a
rate somewhat higher than the natlional population as a

whole.
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A comparison of the Atlantic Basin and other area
samples reveals very little difference between theme There
i8s co significant difference between the percentages of
perdons voting, 1In oither the 1970 election or the 1974

election.

Interpretation of high voting turnout levels like the
ones presented in Table V.l is relatively unambiguous. Maay
regearchers have argued that 1low turnout, especially in
systemss In which the vote is compulsory, as it is in Costa

Rica, 18 a definite silgn of political alienation (Muller,

TABLE V.l. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: VOTING IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS*

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
oW oW 2 m
Voted 1974 83.1 (626) 81.4 (144) 83.7 (482)
No Vote 14.7 (108) 18.1 (32) 13.2 (76)
Don't know
or too young 2.5 (19) 0.6 (1) 3.1 (18)
100.0%Z (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0Z (576)
Sig. = ns
Voted 1970 76.1 (573) 75.7 (134) 76.2 (439)
No Vote 17.0 €128) 22.6 (40) 15.3 (88)
Don't know
or too young 6.9 (52 1.7 3) 8.5 (49)
100.0% (753) 100.0% (177) 100.0% (576)
Sig. = ns

165



Jukaa aand Seligson, 1982). In Mexlco, for exaaple,
abstention rates in the 1970 and 1976 presidential elections
ran to over 30 percent, and the 1979 congressional election
iu that country saw abstention hit an all-time high of over
S0 percent (Seliygson, 1979). Indeed, comparison of Coste
Rican voting levels with data reported in the sevean—-natioa
study by Verba, Nie, and Kim (1978:57-58) reveals that they
are higher than those found in the United States, Nigeria,
the HNetherlands, Japun and India, and are exceeded only by
those of Austriae. The fact that amonyg ITCO beneficiaries
voting 18 u.zher than it is among the population as a whole
certalnly would seem to suggest low levels of political
alienatione. How~ver., siace the prasent data set contains a
nuamber of much more direct measures of political alienation,
it would be best to defer a firm statement on that subject
until those data are analyzed: VWhat can be said at this
point, however, is that voting particlpation amuong ITCO

beneficie ~iles i3 very high.

Campaign Participation

Respondents were asked about four different ways In
which they might have become iInvoived in political
campalgns. Unfortunately, no coaparative data from other
sectors of the Costa Rican population are available. in an
effort to provide some basis for comparison, data from the

United States and India, two other democraclesy, one
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industriallzed and the other agrarian, are jresented- The
data for these two nations are at the national levsl, and
therefore no direct comparisons with the Costa Rican peasant

population 18 possible.

Table V.2 presents these foras of campalgn activiem in
order of increasing froquency. Among reforam beneficliaries
whoy, as has been pointed out in Chapter 11, are rather poor,
very few of the beneficlarlies ectuelly wont so far as to
contribute money to a political party or candicdate. Only 4
percent of all beneficiaries had contributed money during
the past three or four years, compared to 13 and 21 percent
for the national populations of the United States and India.
Although the Atlantic Baslin had a slightly higher pescentage
of -ontributors, it was not gignificantly different from the
other settlers. However, because of financial limitations,
this low percentage of contributors should not be taken to
mean that people in the ITCO settlements are not actively
iavolved 1in campaigns. This point is made more forcefully
in analysis of the other forms of campalign activisa

discussed below.

One way in which individuals become involved in
political campaigns is by talking to friends and nelghbors
and atteapting to persuade them to vote for a certain party
or candidate. indeedy 1n the United States this form of
campaign participation is engaged in by the greatest wumber

of poople. Persuading individuals to vote for a party is an
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TABLE V¥.2.  POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: CAMPAIGN ACTIVISM AMONG SETTLERS

Quastion: During the last three or four years have you contributed money to a political
party or to a candidate or to some to other political group?

Entire Atlantic Other United Indu'
Sample Basin Settlements States
4 (N) b4 (N) b4 N b4 b 4
Contributed 3.5 (26) 4.0 (€)) 3.3 {19) 13 21
Not contributed 95.6 (720) 94.9 (168) 95.8 (552) 87 79
xn't Know or
Too Youn 0.9 (1) 1.1 2) 0.9 (5) _- --
100.02 (753) 100.0% (177) 100.02  (576) 1002 100%
Sig. = ns

fluestion: During the political campaigns, have you tried to convince peopls to vote
for ¢ certein party or a certain candidata?

Tried to
Convince 16.7 (126) 21,5 (38) 15.3 (88) 28 -—
Not t.ied 82.7 (623) 78.5  (139) 84.0 (484) 72 -—
Don't Know or
Too You g 0.5 (4) 0.0 __('Ol 0.7 (%) - -—
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0 (576) 1002 -

Tau b = .07 Sig. (of Tau) = .03

Question: (For respondents who .:zve tried to convince people to vote for a certain
party or co didate): You do it frequently, sometimes, once in a vhile,
or almost never?

Frequently 26,6  (3)) 34.2 (13) 20.5 (18)
Sometimes 36,1 (43) 36.8 (14) 33.0 (29)
Once {n a ,

vhile 27.0 (34%) 26.3 (10) 27.3 (24)
Almost Never 13.4 (17) 2.6 (1) 18.2 (16)
Don't Know 0.8 (1) 0.0 (0) 1.1 (1)

100.02 (126) 100.0% (38) 100.02 (88)

Tau ¢ = .21 Sig. (of Tau) = .01
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TABLE V.2. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: CAMPAICN ACTIVISM AMONG SETTLERS
(Continued)

Question: Have you worked for one of the po’‘*ical parties or for some candidate. For
exanple, have you put up posters, ._stributed handbills, esked friends to
vote, etc.?

Entire Atlantic Other United India
Sample Bastn Settlemants Statos
T N L () z (N} 2 3
Worked 18.5 (139) 28.2 (50) 15.5 (89) 26 25
Not Worked 80.6 (607) 70.6 (129) 83.7 (482) 74 75
Don't Know
or Too
Young 0.9 (@))] 1.1 (2) 0.9 (5) - -
100.0Z2 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576) 1002 1002
Tau b = .14 Sig. (of Tau) = ,001

Question: In the last three or four yesrs have you attended a political oeeting or a
campaign rally?

Attended 27.2 (208) 6.2 (64) 26.5 (14)1) 19 14
Not atomded 72.5 (541) 62.7 (111) 4.7 (430) 81 86
Don't Xnow
or Too
Young n.9 (@) 1.1 (2) 0.9 (s) - -
100.02 (753) 100.02(177) 100.0X (576) 100X 100X
Tau b = .11 S1g. (of Tau) = ,001

®Source: Verba, Nie and Kim (1978:57)

activity engaged 1in by 17 percent of the refora
beneficiaries. This compares to 28 percent reported in the
Varba—-Nlie study for the United Stetes. Thie form of
campaign activism 18 also somevrhat highor in the Atlantic
Basin: 22 percent of all Atlantic Basin benericiarles
alteapted o convince someone to vote for a certain party or
candidate, compared to 15 percent in the other settleaents,
This difference 18 statistically siguificant although the

styen, ' of the relationship 18 rather weak-
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Among those who atteapted to convince someone to vote
for a particular party or candidate, it is found that nearly
one~quarter attempted to do 8o '"frequently." . mong the
Atlantic Basin benetlciaries, this percentage is highor; 34

percent ot zthe Busin beneficliaries attempted to convince

someone to veote for a particualar candidate or party
frequeatly, compared to 21 percent of the other
beneficlaries. This ditference 18 also statistically

signiticant. Henco 1In terms of the type o02 campaign
activiem wnich involves coavincing poople to vote for a
particular candidate, the Atlantic Basin beneficlaries stand

out as being considerably more active.

Workinyg for a political party in the form of putting up
postero, distributing hendbills, etcey 18 a form of campaign
activisam engaged in by somewhat more of the beneficlaries
than the other modes. Ve @ee that 19 percent of the
beneficiaries had worked on campalgne Iin these wvays,
compared to 26 percent and 25 percent in the United States
and India, respectively. Conforming to the findings
reported above, the Atlantic boneficliaries were once again

more activee.

The moat ccmmon form of campaign activism is attending
political meetings and rallies. Fully 28 percent of the
beneficiaries atteaded such ameetings. In India only 14

percent study aitending such meetings, while in the United
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States, tire figurms =lses to 19 percente. Theretfore, in
coaparative perspective Costa Rican reform beneficiaries are
quite active especially when it is considered that
comparisons are being made betraen a comparatively poor
peasant population and the national populations of the other
nationse. Once agaln, the Atlantic Basin/other area

coaparisons reveal tne former as more activee.

Oveorally, then, Costa Rican reform benoeficlaries arse
rather active 1Iin terms of campalgn paiticipation. It was
surpriaing to find that the Atlantlc Basin beneficiaries are
more active than the beneficliaries Iin other areesy, but this
may bs due to the somewhat more politicized nature of
political dicscourse in the Atlantic Basine The Basin is an
area undergoing long-term political stresses and stralns,
end these factors are likely reflected in the higher levels
¢ wvolitical participation found in the regione. Hence,
wh in Chapter Il there were indications that the Atlantic
zone g@ettloments were social islands, not closely linked to
the larger society of which they form a geographic part, the
initial evidence imn this chapter indicates that fhe incular

status does not carry over into political life.

Rarsopal Contacting

Two forms of porsonal contacting have been identified
by students of political participatione The first of these
is "contacting with a communal referent," that isy, contact

with somo political figure or governaent official in an
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effort to help achieve some communal benefite. The second,
the one focused on here;, is contacting with a personal
referent, known as "particularized contacting." An example
of such contacting would be an individual petitioning a
municipal executive to improve the road leading to his farme
ideally, data for both forms of contacting should be

examincd, but unfortunately only data on the latter form are

available In the surveye.

The date presented in Table V.3 reveal that the most
common form of particularized contacting i3 talking to ITCO
officials. This finding 18 not surprising since ITCD is the
govcrnmental agency which usually has the greatest
vieibility on the settlementse. Indeed, most settlements
have one or more representatives of ITCO permanently based
there. For this reason it is not surprising that 46 percent
of the beneficlaries have asked an ITCO official for help.
No othur coantacts compare in frequency with those made with
ITCO ofticials. The police, the next most frequontly
contacted public figures, were approached by only 12 percent
of the beneficliaries. The municipal exocutive was contacted
by 10 percent of the beneficliaries, while slightly fewer (10

percent) of the beneficiaries had contacted a congrossaane

The only real surprise In thc data emerged in the lovw
frequency (9 percent) with which the beneficlaries state
that they have contacted a government office. It was

expoc ted that because the settleacnts are govesrnmeat
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TABLE V.3. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION:

PARTICULARIZED CONTACTING

Question: Have you ever asked for hel

(Per cent answering 'yes")

P on a personal or fa=!ly problea from any of the followingy

General Population(males only).

Atlantic Pessanty
Person or Entire Atlantic Other Other Suttlements Ucbanice
Institurion Saample Basin Settlemants S1g. (t-test) Peagants Urbanites Stg.(t-test)
= (N 2 N = S ()} i S C AN SN ()]
1TCO 43.3 (349) 67.8 (120) 39.8 (229) .001 ——— me= mee eee -
The police 12,2 (92) 13.0 (23) 12.9  (69) ns 7.1 (22) 8.8 (30) ns
Munfcipal
executive 10.0 (75) 7.9 14) 10.6 (61) ns 9.3 (29) 17.1 (58) .003
A congressman
(diputado) 9.6 (72) 13.6 (24) 8.3 (48) .04 10.6 (33) 12.1 (41) ns
A goverament ——
office 8.5 (64) 13.0 (23) 7.1 (81) .01 - mme cee —ee
A political
party mecber 8.1 (61) 11.9 (21) 6.9 (40) .04 ——— me= eme e -——
A counciloan as
(eunicipe) 6.6 (50) 6.2 (11) 6.8 (39) ns 9.9 (31) 10.9 (27)
Sample size (753) (S%2)} (576) (312) (339)

%source: Booth, et. al, dota tapes

used for Estudfo de tigglo‘{; de comunidadades, Vol II, 1973,

bﬂn refers to nusbar of respondents who reported contacts.



spongored prograas,; thers would be repeated need for the
beneticlarisa <o go to government offices to arrange one
detail or another. Respondents could have interpreted the
question as referring to government offices in the capital
city, because in Costa Rica the word "el gobierno" refers to
the party and president in powor. Heance, local offices of
the aunicipality or social security (Seguro Social) may not
have boven conside:r d government offlices. However, if thils
explanation does nut account for the low percentage, and it
probably doeg noty, at least not fully, a troubling
explanation sujgests Lltself. Quite possibly moust problems
experienced by settlers are referred to the local [TCU
representative rather xhan taken to any other government
offlce, councilman, or party member. If this is the case it
i8 furthor evidence of the 1isolation of ITCO settlements
from the nosrmal chaunels of political and socinl lize.
Hencey ITCO repressntatives, no doubt in a well-inteantioned
effort to be of assistance to tho settlers, perfora tasks
which probably should be done by other agenciese. For
exampley probleas with local roads are probably beling

referred to ITCO rr.ther than to the munliclpal executivee.

Ar. examination of the coaparat/ *» cata from the general
population does not gsSupport this contentione It is Tound
that the refora beneficliaries are much more likely to have
contacted the police and are slightly more likely to contact

the uwunicipal executive than are peasants (landed and
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landless) in the general population. V¥Yhile It is also true
that the general population peasants are more likely to have
contacted a congreocsmany the diftference is ainute. The only
contacts which are notably higher among pecsants in the
general population than among the r«¢fora beneficlarles are
with municipal councilmen. Hence, whereas 10 psrcent of the
peagants in the genoral population have mads such contacts,
only 7 percent 02 the reform beneilclaries have done 8o

heree.

The relative isolation and recent arrival ot a
substantial proportion of the reform beneficlaries might
well explain this lower level of contactinges A bdrief look
at the data from the urbam sector of tho general population
reveals that with the exception of contacts with the
municipal eoxecutive, the Llevela of contaecting aro not
significantly higher thuan they are anong the pcegant
population. Hencey, the reform beneficlaries sxhibit levels
of particularized contacting very siailar to that found 1n

the population of Costa Rica, whether peasant or urbanite.

Particularized coantacting ie gonerally higher among the
Atlantic Besgin beseficlarlese than it 1s ouwong other
beneficiaries, a finding which conforms to the pattorn which
emerged in campaign activism (Tab .e VeZ)e Fully 68 percent
02 the Atlaaxic Baslin beneficiaries had contacted an ITCO
offticial, compared to 40 percent for the other regliono, a

uifforence which i8 statistically significant. There was
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also slignificantly higher contacting among the Atlaantic
Baslin boneficiaries with congressmen, government office, and
political pariy aocmbers. Hence, here again we find the
Atlantic Besin beneficlaries as demonstrating higher

political participation.

Bclitical Commupnication

The final form of inetitutionallzed politlical
participation to be discussed in this chapter is political
communicatione. A8 g@8oeen from Table Ved, few reform
beneticiaries spend a great deal of tixe tolking about
polltics. Only slightly Lless than 4 percent of the
beneficiaries tallz about politics as frequently as once a
week or more offen. Yet one—third ot thn beneficiaries
stated that they talked about politics at least once in a

whilee

A comparison of beneficlaries and other peasants
(landed and landleas) reveals that their levels of political
coamunsration are quite similare While tnere appears to be
some ovidence that the Yeneficiaries are slightly less
likely to engage in political communication, the minor
differences In quewstion wording might well be responsibdle
for the diftferences. It is cleacr, however, that urbanites
are much more Llikely to engage 1in frequent political
comuwunication than are peasants. A8 shown on Table V.4,
nearly one~third of the urban component of the general

populeation 19 likely to talk politics frequentlye.

176



I

TABLE v.4. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: POLITICAL COMMUNICATION

Question: In general, with what frequency do you talk about politics and about political matters with
your friends: almost every day, once a veek, once in a while, or rsrely?

Generul Por 1lstion (znles only).

Entire Atlentic Other
Sample Bacia Settlexents Peasants Urbauites
2 (N i )] i S ()] i S ()] I S )]
Almost b
evary day 3.7 (28; - 8 (12) 2.8 (16) 2,9 (9) 31.3 (106)
Once a
wveek 0.3 (2) 0.6 (1. 0.2 (1) 15.4 (48) 14.7 (50)
Once in
a wvhile 33.7 (254) 41.8 (74) 31.3 (180) 30.1 (94) 18.3 (62)
Rarcly 60.7 (457) 50.3 (89) 63.9 (368) 51.0(159) 35.7 (121)
Don't kaow 1.6 (12v 0.6 (1) 1.9 (1) 0.6 (2) 0.0 (0)
100.02(753) 100.02(177) 100.0%(576) 100.0%2 (312) 100.0Z2(339)
Tau ¢ = ,11  Sig. (of Tau) = <.001 Tau c = .31

Sig. (other) ¢.001

%Source: Booth, et. al. "Estudio de tipologfe de comunidades,

bTho wording of the questionnaire used to tather the national data vas as follows: You and your friends
talk about national politics: frequently, oace in a vhile, very rarely, or never?



Beneficiaries ln the Atlantic Basin once agailn turn out
to be more participant. As seen from Table V.4, the higher
rate of political communication in the Atlantic Basin is
statistically significant. There are more Atlantic Basin

beneficiaries who talk about politics almost every day and

more who talk about poiitics once in a while.

In susm, one lhas a picture of institutionalized
participation among ITCO beneficiaries as being
coaparctively frequent. These are indlviduals who are not
isolated <from mainstream politica 1o the country but are

relatively involved.
Mobilized Particlpatlion

Unignization and Strikes

In rural Costa Rica union activity ie not very commone.
Indeed, in the country as a whole ;he parcentage of the
population unionized is generally lower than found elsewhere
in Latin Aarrica. Whereas unlon amemrership constitutes I3
percent of the economically active population in Argentina,
24 perceant in Colombie, and 21 percont in Mexico, it is ounly
4 percent in Costa Rica, among the Llowest Llevels of any
Latin American country (Statlistical Abstract of the Latin
Amorica)e. However, the union movement has been experiencing
some growth in recent years. Hence, whereas in 1953 there
were only 74 unions legally registered in Costa Rica, by

1868 there were 250, and by 1974, 411 (Anuario Estadistico,
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1874:151)s Rural wunions, however, are not very common
except among banana vorkers. on the Atlantic and Paclific
coasts. It is in these areas which, in 1934, the first
strike of banana workers was held. Traditionally, support
for labor unions has been highest in these reglonse. This
pattern also emerges in the data on beneficlaries of the

ITCO programse.

As seen from Table V.5, nearly three-quarters of the
beneficiaries had at loast heard people talking of
unionization. In the Atlantic Basin the talk ot
unionization, as expected, was s'goificantly highere There,
84 percent of all the beneficiaries had at least heard seome

talk about unionizatiore.

Strike participation, hovever, was rather low. Only 16
percent of all bteneficlaries had ever pacrticipated in a
strike. Once againy Atlaniic Basin bereficlaries, as
expectedy were more likely to have participated o a strikee.
One—-fifth of those beneficierles had participated in a
strikey a differeace which l1s statistically gigrificant when
compared to settlers elsewhere. However, these ftindings do
not mean that they had participated in u strike aftor having
become beneficlaries of an ITCG settlement. Rather the
question merely askod, WHave you ever particlpated in a
strike?" It is quite likely that moot of the strike behavior

had occurred prior to the repondent's having received land

179



TABLE V.5. MOBILIZED PAPTICIPATION:

UNIONIZATION AND STRIKES

Question: Have you heard talk of unionization?

Entire Atlsrtic Other
Sample Basin Set:lements

2 M 2 ® oM
Heard 73.6 (554) 846.2 (149) 70.3 (405)
Not heard 26.0 (196) 14.1 (25) 29.7 (171)
Don't know 0.4 3) 1.7 (3 0.0 (0)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0%  (576)

Tau b = .15 Sig. (of Tau) = <.001

Question: Have you ever participated {o a strike?

Yes 15.7 (118) 2.9 (37) 14.1 (81)
No 84.3 (635) 9.1 (140) 85.9 (495%)
100.0X (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0%  (576)

Tau b = .08 Sig. (of Tau) = .01
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from ITCO since it is difficult to imagine who the strikers
would be striking against once they received lande.
Unfortunately, the questionnaire did not indicate when the

strike had occurrede.

Comparative data regarding syapathy for unionizatlion
and atrikes are contained in Table V6. In that table, the
beneficiary cduta are supplemented by data on non-settlers
drawn from the 1973 peasant sestudy discuased An the

latroduction (Chapter 1),

Information concerning union membership 1s contalned on
the first panel of Table Ve6.[2] Looking first at union
membership among the settlers, nearly one in five had once
been &a member o0f a uniony, a rato far above the nationeal
average. A8 anticipated, union membership in the Atlantic
Basin was even higher, lnvolving 26 percent of the settlers
in that region, a difference which is statistically

signifticant.

A comparison of union memberschip among settlers and
non-settler peasanie reveals that nemdorship rates among the
settlers fall between that of the landed peasants and that
of the landless peasants. That ls, awiong landed peasants in
the non-settler sample; only 5 ,2rcent of the respondents

had ever been a member of a union,; whoreas 37 percent of the

2. The Jdata on union membership are given in Table V.6,
rather than in Table V.5, because of the possibility of
showing comparisons with non-settlers.
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TASLE V.6, UNIONIZATION AND STRIKES: SETTLERS/NON-SETTLERS

Quegtion: Are you now or have you been a member of 4 union?

Settlery Non-Settlors
Entire
Reform Atlantic Other Landless Landed
wauple Basin Settlements Peasants Peasants
T I g_rz) T (N 3 % T (N )
Mezber 1901 (1&) 26,0 (48) 1770 ¢ 7.3 (9B) €2 )
Not a
weaber 80.2 (604) 73.4 (130) 82.3 (474) 62.4 (164) 93.8 (242)
Don't Know 0.7 (5) 0.6 (1) 0.7 (&) 0.4 (1) 0.0 (0)
100.0X(753) 106.0%X(177) 100.0%(177) ‘ 100.0%2(263) 100.0% (258)
Landless Landed
Tau b .19 .16 Tau b = ,10 Tau b = .38
Sig. Z .001 < .001 Sig. (of Tau) = .004 S1g. (of Tcu) £.001

Quesgton: Now | am going to tell you a story in order for you to give me your opinion about it. Don
Alfredo hae two nearby farms. One day the workers on one of the farms 80 on striku. The
owner ask: the peasants of his other farm to work on the farm which is on strike. Should
the workers of that other farm help the owner, or should they do nothing, or should they
help the otrikere?

X M) 2z W 2 m 2 W) z
Help
strikers 46.2 (348) 52.5 (93) 44,37 (25%) 55.9 (147) 33.3  (86)
Do Nothing 18.6 (140) 8.5 (15) 21.7 (125) 12.5  (33) 12.0 (31)
Help Owner 19.0 (143) 28.2 (50) 16.1  (93) 30.4 (80) 52.7 (136)
Don't Know 16.2 (122) 10.7 (19) 17.9 (103) .1 3) 1.9 (5)
109.02(753) 100.02(177) 100.02 (576) 100.02 (263) 1%0.02(238)
Landless Landed
Tau ¢ .02 .25 Sig. = ns Tau ¢ = .26
Sig. .001 <.001 Sig. (of Tau) {.001

2®Dacta from 197) peasant study, males only.
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TABLE V.6. UNIONIZATIG! AND STRIKES: SETTLER/RON SETTLERS (Continued)

Quescion: In gencral, taiking about unfons of agricultural day laborers (jornaleros Yy peones agricolas),
would you say :hat you are fa agreemsnt with them, agsinst them, or nefther in agreesent nor

sgainst?
Settlors NogSettlers®
Entire
Reform Atlsntic Other Landless Landsd
_ Samnle Bauir. Settlemsnts Peasants Peasants
b4 (N) z (N) I ) X () 3 (R)
Agree 4B.3 {295) 4T.6 (B)) 50.7 (228) 75.0 (1%3) 53.4 T
Hefther 39.4 (241) 40.4 (65) 39.1 (176) 11.9  (29) 22.4 (49)
Againet 12.3 (795) 18.0 (29) 10.2 (46) 13.1 (32) 24.2 (53)
100.0x(611) 100.0%(161) 100.0%(450) 100.02 (244) 100.02(219)
Tau ¢ = .09
Landleus lL.anded -
Tau ¢ . Stg. (of Tau) -007 Tau ¢ = .21
Stg. ¢ .00l ns S1g. (of Tau) «(.001

Note: For this ftem thare are 142 respondents in the reform sample (18.9% of the sample) who d1d not respond
because they either did not know vhat a unfon was or were unsure of the answer. The above percentsges, as well
as the ones in the question foliowing, arx hased oaly upon those who respoided. In the noiu-settler sample 58
tespondents (11.1X cf tha cample) wv-re in this category.

Question: Talking about strikes of agricultural laborers (jornaleros Yy peones agricolas), would you say
that you are {n sgreement, agalui., or nefther {n agrecwent nor agsinst thic kind of e.rike?

2o 2 m 2om I m 2™

Agrec 37.5 (252) 135.9 (60) 38.0 (192) 49.6 (124) 29.2 (73)

Nekher 37.6  (253) 137.1 (62) 37.8  (191) 18,4  (46) 20.0 (5Q)

Against 24.9  (167) 26.9 (45) 24,2 (122) 32,0 (80) $0.8 (127)
100.02 {672) 100.02(167) 103.0X (505) 10C. CY(250) 10G.02(250)

Landless Landed Sig. = ns.
Tau ¢ .18 Tau c = 23
Sig- ns <.001 81g. (of Tau) ¢.001

Note: See previous question for non-response data explanstion. On this item, 81 respondents of the reform
savple (10.82) end 21 respondents of the non-settler saaple (4.0X) did not respond.

*Data rram 1973 peasant study, males only. Landed peasants include titled and untitled landowncra as well

48 squatters. Landless peasants include renters, sharecroppers and all landless - crer types. See Seligson

(1980) for detatls of classification.




landless poasants been membars of a union at some pointe.
The percentage of settlers who had been union meabers, at
least at one point in timo (19 perceat), Zfalls in between

that of landed and Llandless peasants. This reflects the

fact that beneticlaries are individuals wha had once been
landless peasants, and therefore were in a position to
become union members. Once they have achieved mesmkvurship on
an ITCO settlement, however, the reform beneficliaries lose
most of thelr ecounomic wmotivation for union aembershipe.
Since the question asked for union membership at any point
in the past, the survey was picking up historical
information which probebly exaggerated the aumbor of
beneficiaries who were union members at tho time of the
BUrvVeYe Hence the reported intermediate position of union
membership among the seottlers as comparad to the

non—-gsettlers i8 quite understanduble.

The intermsediate position of the settlors vis—-a-vis
non—gettlers with regard to union membership is retflected
quite cloarly in their attitudes toward unionization and
strikee. a8 shown In Table V.6 The fisrst panel presents
choices rcecad to tho rospondent based upon a short story Iin
which be 18 ascked to choose vwhother the workers should
assist the fara ownery do nothing, or help the strikers in a
particular situation. Not sucrprioclagly, the refora
bene¢ficiaries had an opinion Intermediate betweven that of

the Llanded and landless non-settler peasants. VWhereas 56
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percent of the landless peasants would help the strikers,
only 46 percent of the reform beneficiaries and 93 percent
of the LlLanded peasants would do 8o. However, these
findings, to a certain extent, diverge from the "help owner"
re8ponse. A8 seen among the non-~settlers, maany more landed
peasants would help the owner (53 percent) than would
landless peasants (30 perceat). However, among the reforam
sample, only 19 perceant of the respondents would help the

owner, less than either the landed or the landless peasantsge

Iwo additional commonts are in order with regard to
this question. First, the difference between the landed and
landleas peasants in terms of their willingness to help the
strikers is statistically significant. Second, there i8 no
statistically significant difference between the Atlantic
Basin and other settlers among the refora samaple. Hence,
although the Atlantic Basin settlers are somewhat more
likely to select the "help utrikers" responsn than are the
other settloursy thoey are also wmore likely to select the

"help owner" possibility.

Respe: .onts were asked to what extont they agree with
the formation of unlons among agricul tural day laborers.
These results also present some ambiguities. It was found
that 75 percent of the landless peasants supported unioanst,
while, as expected, many fewer Landed peasants suppor ted
unions (S3 percent), a difference which is statistically

gigniticante. However, only 48 percent of the reform
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beneficiaries supported uniocas. Hence, i1t appears that the
reform beneficiaries are Jlenag eympathetic toward union
formation than even the landod peasgantse This find.ing is

contradicted by the number of respondents who 8tatoed they

wvere against the formation of such unionsee. Among
non—-settlers, landless peasants were amauch less likely (13
percent) to be opposed than were the landed peasants (24
percent ). However, among the refora Lteneficiarlies, only 12
percent of the respondents were ageinst the formation of
these unions;, less than the percentuge found among the
landless peasants. In s8sum, refora beneficiaries are both
less likely to support or to oppose unions than either the

landless or landed peasants.

The findings of this question are further confused by
the fact that, contrary to expectation, the settlers in
other parts of the country seem to be more positive toward
unions than are tre Atlantic Basin settlers. Since, as
already shown, Atlantic Basin settlers were more likely to
have been union meabers end amore likely to have participated
in strikes, it is dizZficult to understeand why Atlantic Basin
settlers would be more hostile toward the formation of
unions than other ITCO s¢.”" lorse Yety, not only arc they
more hostile toward the formation of unions, but they are
svmewvhat more hostile toward the holding ot strikes
(although the diffe-nnce i8 not significaent, as will be

discucsed immediately below). Perhaps experiences with
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unions among the Atlantic Basin settlers had been rather
negative, and this may have caused thea to disavow their
support for unionization and strikes. However, there are no

data in the survey to test this hypothesis.

Turning to the tourth panel on Table V.6, we s8ee that
whereas S50 percent of the landless peasants were in favor of
strikes, 38 percent of the reform sample werv 1In favor of
strikes and only 29 percent of the landed peasants were in
favor of strikese. This “intermediate" position of

beneficiaries has been observed before.

A fina: note on the flndings on this item is that there
was no statistically significant difference between the
Atlantic Basin and other settlers. Even though it was found
that there 18 a somewhat higher percentage of support for
strikes among other settlers than among Atlantic Basin

setilers, the difference is not statistically significante.

Sorting cutl the attitudes toward unionization and
strike ie somewhat couplicated. It was found that oaly
one—-tifth of the bonoficiear'‘e., had ever been members of a
uniony, and only iﬂ percent had ever participated in etrikes,
yet attitudes towaird strikes and unionlzation were more
Fositive than these figures suggest. On every itoa there
were more rospcocndents from the reform sauple who expressed
support for unionization and strikes than were opposed <to

ite To be sure, the sugport for unionization was somewhat

higher than support for strikes. Nonetheless, when

1
|
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presented with a hypothetical situation (refer to the second
panel of Table V.6), nearly half of the respondents in the
refora sample would support the strikers. Comparlisons with
the non-refora settlers are beclouded by the fact that the
intermedliate category of reeponse was selected by -an; more
refors beneficiarles than by non-settlers. This difference
may reflect a substantive difference or aay reflect
diffe:ences 1In the way the inter.'ews were conducted. The
large nuaber selecting the middle category may weil roeflect

a transitional orientation of sattlers as they move from

being landlesse poasants to smallholders.

Some support for this view 18 found when one e¢xamines
the correlations between length of residence and attitude
toward unlons. There 18 a consistent positive assoclation
between the length of residence in the settlezont and a less
favorable attltude toward unions. Por examp! o, referring to
the ftiret question on Table Ve6, a correlatis» (r) of .16
(8ige = «001) is founc between being in favor of the owner's
position a&and length of residence in the sottlemente An
identical { though reversed) correlation 18 found in the
third panel on Table V.6 with respect to being in agreement
with etrikes of agricultural leborers. Thercfore, one can
conciude that as the reforam beneficiaries spend more years
on their fara, thelr attitudes will continue to shift ae
they become more Lllke those of the landed peasants which

they have become.
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Land Invaslong

The problem of land invasiony, or squatting, has bacoae
a major one in Costa Rica in recent years. The serious
inequalities in the distribution of land have caused many
peasants, in 1light ot the high prices of land, to occupy
land without aurchese or authorization in order to find a
place to farwm and live. Since, as sahown in Chapter 1l aorcx
of the re@pondents had been landless poasants before they
acquired theiss [ITCO properties, it is not surprieing that
many of them would be quite syapathetic toward land
invasions. Indeudy it A8 likely, if not probable, that many
of the respondents had been cuntemplating Iianvading land

before becoming mem'iers of the ITCC settlement.

Reapondento were asked three questions with respect t-o
their attitudes and behaviors toward laud invasions. Fisrst
they were asked to what exteat they agree or disagrve with
such invasions; then thay were askad whether or not any
mesbers of thelir family had ever invaded land; awd finally
they were asked whethuor they themsulves had poersonally
invaded land. Llooking at the top panel on Table V.7, it 1is
not surprisiag to find that an overwhelming msajority of
respondonts agreed wit'. land 1invasions: 87 percent of
tesporndents agreed with such 1invasmions, whereas only 12
percent dieagreed. It 18 found that support for Lland
invarions was somcowhat higher in the rest of the country as

compared to the Atlantic Basin, a difference which ise
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statistically eignificant. The more important finding is
that the reform beneficiaries, whether they 1live 1in the

Atlantic Basia or not, strongly support land invasilons.

The strong support for land invasions among refora
beneficieries wmay have long-term political implications.
That la, peasants eeeking land in areas near existing
settlements might find allies in thelr struggle. Political
parties in Costa Rica which 8seek 1o capitalize on that
support might be able to do soe On the other hand, this
support for land invasions could aleo be used to mobilize
strong rucral support for an active reform programe.
Political parties which have as one of the planks in thelr
platform, support for a vigorous land reform program could

expect to have strong support from the reform beneficiaries.

Personal experience among reform Dbeneficiaries with
land invaslons is consliderably Llees than beneficiaries®
support for such invasions. As shown in the second panel of
Table Ve7, only 21 percent of the roform beneficiaries
stated that some meaber of their family had 1invaded lande.
There was 0o 8ignificant difference between the Atlantlc
Basin and other settlers, although there was a s6omewhat
smaller percent among the Atlantic Basin settlers (17
percent ) who had a family member who had Iinvaded Lland as
coapared to the other sgettlers (22 percent). This
difference, although not signiticant, might help explain the

findings presented in the firat panel of Table V.7, where
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TABLE V.7. MOBILIZED PARTICIPATION: LAND INVASIONS (SQUATTING)

Question: Some people find themselves obliged to {nvade land to maintain thefr
fanilies. Are you in agreement with those landless peasants who
invade land that they need, or are you nct in agreement that they

invade?
Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
)] R S S ()]
Agree with
invasion 87.4 (658) 84.2 (149) 88.4 (509)
Dissgree with
{nvasion 11 6 (87) 15.3 (27) 10.4 (60)
Don't know 1.1 (8) 0.6 (1) 1.2 (7)
100.0% (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0% (576)

Tau b = .06 Stg. (of Tau) = .05

Question: Has some member of your fanily had to invade land?

Invaded 21.0 (158) 16.9 (30) 22.2 (128)
Not invaded 78.5 (591) 83.1 (147) 77.1 (444)
Don't know 0.5 (4) 0.0 0) 0.7 (4)
100.0X (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (57¢)

Sig. = ne

Question: Have you participated in a land invasion, or have you taken land that
vasn't yours?

Invaded 25.6 (193) 22.0 19) 26.7 (154)
Not {nvaded 76.2  (559) 78.0 (138) 73.1 (421)
Don't know 0.1 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.2 (1)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02  (576)

Sig. = ns
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slgnificantly higher support for land invasions was seen in
the area outside the Atlantic Basine The findings reported
on this 1tea need to be accepted with some caution, howevere.
Because land invasions are an illegal activity in Costa
Ricay it 18 possible that a number of respondents who are
related to persons who had invaded land would prefer not to
mcntion this facte Nonetheless, the very small percentage
of non-response in this iteam does tend to lend credence to

the 21 percent overall figuree.

The data presented in the bottom panel of Table V.7
encourage greater confidence in the veracity ot
sel t-reporting of this illegal activity. It was found that
26 percent of the beneficiaries stated they had personally
participated in a land invasion, a figure which I8 somewhat
higher than that reported for family members. If the
respondents were atteapting to hide personal ‘'guilt," it
would be expected that reported frequency would be lower for
personal invasion than for invaslon reportud for family
meaberse. In any event, at least one—fourth of the
respondents are willing to admit squattaing behaviure
Squatting agailn appears more frequent elsewhereo, conforaing
to the pattern established on the previous two 1items, but

<he difference i8 not statistically signiticant.
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This chapter has examined the levels of various kinds
of political participation among the settlers. A nuaber of
patterns have omerged for both the 1lnstitutionalized and

mobilized modes.

Institutionalized participation was found to be
frequent amonyg the reform beneficlariese. Specitically,
voting was found to occur at levels higher thanm th> national
average, and particularized contacting of ITCO ofticlials was
very <frequente. Compared to non-—-beneticlaries, seeking
assistance from the police occurred far aore frequently.
Contacts with other public officials tended tc go on at
about the same ratss as among the general population.
Although there were no comparative data for
non—-beneficlaries, that a substantial oumber of
beneficiaries had become involved in various forss of
political activity which did not involve require financial
sacrifices Finally, althrugh beneficlaries engaged in less
political communication than iid Costa Rican urbanites, they
did so with cbout the same frequency as the non-beneficiary

peasant populatione.

Unionization, strikes and land iuvasions were the
principal foras of mobilized participation examined in this
study. Vhile wost beneficlaries had heard about unions,

less than a fifth had participated in a strike. However,
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these figures are difficult to interpret silnce they may have
only historical relevance. Most opportunities to
participate in strikes probably would have occurred srior to
the beneficiuary's Jjoining the settlement. Nonetheless,
there is 8till considerable sympathy for unionization and
strikes among the beneficiaries. Very strong support was
expressed for land invasions, and over one-fourth of the

respondents admitted having participated in an invasion.

Comparisons of Atlantic Basin settlers with those froa
the rest of the country revealed no differences in voting,
but higher levels of campaign activiem and particularized
contacting among the formere. It was also found that while
the Atlantic Basin settlers were moro likely to have
participated in strikes and to have been meabers of unions,
they were somewhat more likely to be opposed to unionization
than other settlers. Finally, there was somewhat less
support for land invasions in the Atlantic Basin than
elsewhere, but even there, well over eight 1in ten

beneficliaries supported such direct actione.

The overall picture is one of falrly high levels of
political participation among the reform beneficliaries.
These are not ""passive peasants" by any means. Iather, they
are active, invclved citizens who expend considerable energy

participating politically.
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Vie THE SETTLERS AND THB GOVEBRNMENT:

EFFJICACY AND TRUST

In Chapter Vy, a number of dimensions of political
participation behavior were explored. Social scientists
have come to view behavioral experiences as very important
in conditioning attitudes. It is expec*edy therefore, that
the quality of participatory experiences has a strong
influence on the extent to which individuals feel
efficacious and trusting toward their government, two
attitudes which are thought to be of crucial importance in
detersining 1long tera setability of political systeas
(Seligson, 1979; 1880c)e. In this chapter, these attitudes
are examined, with numerous comparisons offered between the
ben sficiaries and the general population of Costa Rica. An
extenslive discussion of the relationship between efficuzy,

trust and participation i1s contalned in Seligson (1.979).

Relitical Efticacy

Efzicacy toward Local Goverpment

Previous research amonyg Costa Rican peasants (Seligson,
1980b:117:119) has deaonstrated quite clearly that land
tenure has a very strong influence on etfficacy. in
particular it has been found that landed peasants express a
much higher sense of efficacy than do landless peasantse.
Such findings are coafirmed by the data on the top panel of

Table VIe.ie. Respondents were asked to state what they
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TABLE VI.1. EFFICACY TOWARD LOCAL GOVERNMENT: SETTLERS / NON-SETTLERS -

Question: Let us suppose that in the municipal council (la aunicipalidad) there 1s a ncw law under discussion
which you consider unjust and haraful to your commmity. What do you think you could do sbout this?
(Note: Respondents we-e not read alternatives, Sur up to 21 different responses were given and coced.
Presented here is the comparison of those who proposed some action vs. those who did not).

Settlers Non-Settlers®
Entive
Reform Atlanttc Other Landless Landed
Sample Basin Settlenents Peanants Peasants
2 M BRI )] i S )] 2 (N i S )]
Do
something 82.6 (622) 93.8 (166) 719.2 (456) 50.6 (133) 65.1 (168)
Do nothing or
don't know 17.4  (131) 6.2 (i1) 20.8 (120) 49.4 (130) 34.9 (90)
102.0X  (753) 100.0X (177) 100.02 (576) 100.02 (263) 100.0X (258)
Landless  Landed Tau b = .16 Sig. (of Tau) = < .001 Tau b = .15 Sig. (of Tau) = <.001
Tau b .32 .18

Si < .001 <.001
gécatlon: If a group of neighbors made an effor” to stop that law (the one referred to io the above question),

what chance would theyhave to succeed: good chance, fair or little chance?

Cood

chance 69.1 (520) 85.3 (151) 64.1 (369) 35.4 (93) «l.l (106)

| £284 19.1 (144) 10.7 (19) 21.7 (125) 300 (79) 27.9 (72)

Little

chance 4.0 (30) 2.3 4) 4.5 (25) 21.7 (57) 22.1 (57)

Don't know 7.8 (59) 1.7 (3) 9.7 (56) 12.9 (34) 8.9 (23)
100.0Z (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0X (576) 100.0X (263) 100.0X (258)

Landless Landed  Tay c = .12 Sig. (of Tau) =< .00l Sig. = ns
Tau ¢ .28 .25
Sig <.001  <.001

.Data rrom 1973 peasant study, males only. The significance test reported between the columns “non-agricultural”
and “landless peasants” 1s s test of the di{ference betwee.. the non-agricultural rcspondents on the one hacd, and
the lardless and landed peasants on the other. The test reported between the last two coluzns 1is a test of the
difference hoturen the Tanded and 1andlacr neacanta nlse



thought they could do about a law which they consider to be
unjust or harmful and which was being discussed by the local
msunicioal council. A3 18 shown in Table VI.1l, landed
peasants were siganificantly more likely to state that they
would do something about such a law than landless peasants

(6S percent vee S1 percent).

It was anticipated that the reform saaple beneficlaries
would have an efficacy level somewhere between the landed
and landless peasants, ae found in the study of political
participation in Chapter V. Howevery, rather different
findings emerged. Fully 8J percent of the reform
benaficlarles stated they would try to do something about a
law being proposed which they thought was harmful to their
interest. Thus, reform beneficiaries indicate significantly

higher efficacy levels than the landed peasants.

This is an extraordinarily high percent, much higher
t.ian encountered in most other studies that have been done
cross—nationally. In the classic five—nation study
conducted by Verba and Nie (1963:172, 19873), which used a
slightly different verslion of the question used 1in Costa
Rica, it was found that of the five nations, the percent
feelling that they could do somethi. gz about unjust laws was
highest 1in the United States. But even there only 77
percent of the population felt "Yefficaclious." In Mexico,
only 52 percent of the population felt politicelly

efficaclious. Only U.S. respondents with a secondary
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education or above vwere more likoly to respond in as
efficacious a way as the reform beneficlaries (85 percent

for the U.Se. vae 83 percent tor the beneticliaries).

Assuning that the reform beneficiaries, prior to thelr
recelving a plece of land froam the reform prograam, had had
effice.y levels similar to those of the landless peasants,
an assuaption wvhich sSeoms warranted (1], efficacy levels
have increased substantially since the beneficiaries have
been granted land. It appears that because beneficlaries
have been given such strong attention by the government
through the land reform process, their feelings of efficacy

have risen s8o highe.

Another laportant finding emetrging from the first panel
on Table VI.1l 1is that the Atlantic Basin settlers have a
auch greater sense o0f efficacy than do other settlerse. An
extraordinarily high (94) percent of the Atlantic Basin
settlers stated that they would do something about a law
which they considered to be unjust, a difference which is
statistically significant. This finding is consistent with
the findings reported in Chapter V, that in many areas,
Atlantic Basin beneficlaries had significantly higher levels
of political participation. Hence, the Atlantic Basin

beneficlaries not only participate to a greater extent, but

1¢ The Justitication for this assertion 18 concalined 1in
Seligson, 1978.
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they also feel more efficaclous than do the other

beneficiaries.

Further support for the finding that reform
beneficiarlies feel themselves more efficacious than
non—reform beneficla~ies, and that Atlantic Basin settlers
feel more efficaclious than other settlers, is contained in
the bottom panel of Table VI.l. Settlers were asked what
chance for success they thought the action they suggested
would have with regard to the aforementioned law. Among the
non—sgettlers, only about 2 out of S respondents thought that
their actlions would have a good chance for successe
Although landed peasants were somewhat more likely to
believe that the actions would have a good chance for
success than landless peasants, the difference was not

signlfticant.

Sicnificantly higher levels of optimism regarding the
outcome of action were oxpressed by the reform
beneficiaries, 69 percent of wiom thought they had a good
chance of success, and only 4 percent thought that they had
a bad chance. This result stands in marked contrast to the
21 percent of the non-settlers who thought that they would
have little chance for success. In sum, taking both panels
of Table Vi.l togethery, one finds that the reform
beneficiaries are significantly mo~e likely to be willing to
do something about a local law which they consider unjust,

and are significantly more optimigtic that that activity
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would have a good chance for success.

Moreover, among the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries there
ls even greater optimiss that action will lead to success.
Fully 8S percent of the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries thought
they would have a good chance for success, a difference
which 18 statistically significant as coapared to the rest

of the beneficiaries.

It Is important, however, to qualify these findinge by
noting that they refer exclusively to feelings of efficacy
toward local (ie.ee¢y municipal) governament. It is necessary
tu look further to determine if this pattern of higher
efficacy among Atiantic Basin settlers is paralleled with

respect to government beyond the local level.

Efticacy Toward Government Adaminlatration

All over the world, government bureaucracies <frustrate
individuals. People are accustomed to waiting in long lines
in tront of bored-looking bureaucrats who often seem to be
totally unresponsive to their demands. [t 18 surprising,
therefore, to Z2ind that the reform beneficiaries belleve
that they would receive good treatment by bureaucrats, as
seen fruy VIe2. In the top panel of Table VIi.2 we see
repsonses when persons were asked how well they thought they
would be treated if they went to a government oftfice to
discues a personal probleamae. It was found that 7 ou: ot 10

of theam felt that they would be treated well, and an
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TABLE VI.2. EFPICACY .OWARD GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATORS

Question: Let us suppose that you had to 80 to a government office to discuss
4 personal problem, for exasple, a legal matter or an {dentiffcation
card that you need, how do you think that they would attend to you
there? Well, fatir, or badly?

Entire Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
Well 70.7 (532) 67.8 (120) 71.5 (612
Fair 21.2 (160) 20.9 37) 21.4 (123)
Badly 3.6 (27) 5.6 (10) 3.0 (17)
Don't know 4.5 (34) 5.6 (10) 4.2 (24)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576)
Sig. = ns

4

Question: If you tried to expalin your problem to the people of that office,
do you think that they would pay you a lot of attention, only a
little attention, or that they would ignore you?

A lot 54.2 (408) 50.8 (90) 55.2  (318)
A little 36.4 (274) 36.2 (64) 36.5 (210)
Ignore 5.3 (40) 10.2 (18) 3.8 (22)
Don't know 4.1 (31 2.8 (5) 4.5 (26)

100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576)

Tau c = .06 Sig. (of Tau) » .04

Questfon: And {f you went to that office as a representative of the (communal
enterprise, cooperative, colony), to discuss soce problea of your
organization, do you think that they would pay you a lot of
attention, a little attention, or would they ignore you?

A lot 64.1 (483)° 61.6 (109) 64.9  (374)
A little 28.8 (217) 29.4  (52) 28.6  (163)
Ignore 3.6 (27) 7.3 (13) 2.4 (18)
Don't know 3.5 (26) 1.7 (3) 4.0  (23)
100.02 (753) 100.03 (177) 100.02  (576)

Sig. = ns

Questton: If you were to have some problem with the pulice, for example, {f
you were accused of a misdemeanor, how do you think that you would
be treated at police headquarters? Would they treat you well, fair

or badly?
Well 7.1 (279) 23.2 (41) 41.3  (238)
Pair 29.9 (225) 61.2 (73) 26,6 (152)
Bad}y 19.4  (146) 19.8 (35) 19.3  (111)
Don't know 13.7  (103) 15.8 (28) 13.0 (75)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0Z2 (57%)

Tau ¢ = .11 Sig. (of Tau) = ¢.00l
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additlional 2 out of 10 felt that they would be treated fair.
Only 4 percent felt that they would be treated badlye. The
comparison between the Atlantic Basin and the rest of the

country did not reveal any significant differencee.

The first item presented on Table VI.2 was probed with
a follow-up question which asked the respondents to what
extent they thought that the officlals in the office would
pay them attention if they trled to explain their problem to
theme. Here, the reform beneficiaries vwere less sangulne
about receiving a great deal of attention, yet the majority
s8till felt that they would receive a lot of attentione. An
additional 36 percent thought they would recelve at least a
little attentione Only S percent of the respondents thought
that they would be ignored. Given that the respondents are
all p«+.eants, albeit smallholders, it is truly surprising to
see to what extent these individuals indicated they felt
that they would be received well by the bureaucracye Aftor
all, these are individuals who are far from wealthy, yet the
findings reveal that despite thelir absence of wealth they
felt that they would receive reasonable treatment. These
findings are notable when compared to the resultse of the
five nation study noted earlier. It was found that in the
United States a lower percentage of the population (48
percent) respinded that they would get serious consideration
from the bureaucracye. In Mexico, the difference was even

greater, with only 14 percent responding that they expected
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serious consideration.

It {8 noteworthy <¢hat there wae a sigaiticant
difference In the seecond iteam presented on Table VI.2
between the Atlantic Basin and other settlers. It was found
that the latter felt soxewhat amore likely to receive a lot
of attention than did the Atlantic Basin gettlers. This
finding contradicts the pattsrn presented earlier {(n this
chapter as well as in Chapter V, in which it was foyund that
Atlantic Basin settlers s8tand owui as individuals who had
higher levels of political participation and algso felt that
they could be more efficacious toward the aunicipal
governmente. This di ference, although statistically
slgnificanty is very small, and It ie difficult to lnterpret

1ts substantiva gignificance.

An attemapt was made to determine to what extent
people’s collective action would have upon feelings of
efficacy toward government bureaucrats. That ls, the survey
attempted to deteramine if petitioning government bureaucrats
as a member of the ITCO organization, whether it was a
communal enterprise, cooperative or colony, would make a
difference in the exteat to which the individual felt
efficaciouse. The results of this question are presented In
the third panel of Table VIi.2. It was found that feelings
of efficacy Iincreased when 1Individuals were petitioning
government as aeabers of an organization cather than as

individualse Hence, 64 percent of the respondents felt that
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they would get a lot of attention if they went as
representatives of thelr organization |in contrast to 54
percent who felt they would get a lot of attention 12 they
went representing only themselves. Organizational
representation, therefore, does tend to increase perception
of efficacye. On this item; no significant differences were

detected between the Atlantic Basin and other sBettlers.

Pollcemen are not wall-loved by the poor in aany
socleties, and Costa Rica 18 no exception. The survey
sought to determine the extent to which individuals thought
they would get good treatment from the local police. It
should be noted, however, that the Llocal police {imn Costa
Rica are not highly visible. It was only a few years ago
that the local police services in Costa Rica were organized
into the Guardia de Asoistenclia Rural. Before that time the
local police forces were only loosely organizedes Given the
extremely peaceful nature of Llife 1in the Costa Rican
countryside, it is rare for the police to have to use force.
Indeed, probably the most common uso of the local police is
to help maintain order on Sunday afternoons when drinking
somet imes becomes too heavye Yet, despite the low
visibility, the reform beneficlaries are not particularly
positive toward the polices A8 is shown on the bottom panel
of Table VIe.2, only 37 percent of the bencficiaries thought
they would be treated well by the police, and nearly one in

five thought they would be treated badly.
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The one area in Costa Rica which has had eignificant
rural unrest In recent years is the Atlantic Basine. It is
not surprising, thorefore, that the Atlantic Basin
beneficlaries aight feel somewhat more antagonistic toward
the polices Only a Llittle more than one out of five
Atlantic Basin beneficlaries thought they would be treated
well by the police coapared to two out of five in the other
settlements, a diftterence which is statlstically
significant. However; the percentage of Atlantic Basin
respondents who thought they would be treated badly by the

police did not vary from those elsewnere (one out of five).

Iruat in Goveroment

Diffuse support has long been considered to be one of
the basic and crucial political variables in any political
systeme Over a cecade ago, David Easton emphaslzed that the
maintenance of diffuse support is critical if a political
system 18 to survive: "When such support threatens to fall
below a ainimal level, regardless of the cause, the systea
must elther provide mechanismss to revive the ftlagging
support, or its days will be numbered” (Easton, 1965: 124).
In a more recent evaluation, Miller (1974a: 951) ominously
warns that: “when such support wanes, under.ying discontent
is the necessary result, and the potential for revolutionary
alteration of the political and social system 18 enhanced."
In Latin America, which has long been characterized by

political instability, many analysts have sought to link the
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prevalence of instahility with the absence of strong support
for the systeam of governaente That is, they do not see a

concensus underlying the systeme.

In Costa Rica, which has been blessed with an
exceptionally long history of political stability (Seligson,
forthcoming)y, one would anticipate that there would be
stronger Llevels of support for the systeam than elsewheree.
However, the peasant population in Costa Rica lives auch
less well than does the population living in urban areas,
and a amarked degree of 8ocial and economic duality has
emerged in this century (Booth, 18975). Therefore, among
those who are landless in Costa Rica one would anticipate a
considerably Llower level of support for the system than
among those who ure landede. Yhat ot the reform
beneficiarien? Has the reform program wmade them wmore
supportive of the system? The information presented in this

section will address this questione.

Firast it 18 necessary to define diffuse supporte
Although the terminology differs, there is general agi-reement
on its definition. Easton (1975: 44S5S), relying on Parsons
f1958), defines "diftfuse support" as f'gupport which
underlies (he regime as a whole and the political
coamunity.”® Alxond and Verba (1965: 63) used the term
"syetem affect,'" meaning "generalized attitudes toward the
system as a =nolceesy" while Miller (1974: 952) refers to

"political trust, which is sesebasic evaluative or affective
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orientation toward the government." In the 18608, a measure
of diffuse supporty, called "trust in governsent" wvas
developed by the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan: These items were included in the questionnailre
used in the present study. In addition, a nuaber of more
recently developed items that are designed to tap diffuse
suprort were also included. These items were developed
because it had been found that the responses to the trust in
government 1items tended to be arfected by support for the
incuabents, that is, individuals who were more supportive of
the incumbents would tend to be more trusting of government.
Diffuse support Ae a variable which 18 thought to be
independent of respondents' attitudes toward the incumbent

regime.[ 2]

The data for trust ian government are presented in Table
VIeJd, in which eight separate 1tems are analyzed. In this
table comparisons are made between the Atlantic Basin and
other subsets in the reform sample, on the one hand, and

between those two and the general population on the othere.

The tirst item contained on Table VI.3 18 the one which
most respondents found most difficult to answer, and
therefore has the highest percentage of missing datae. This

was an item in which the respondents were asked to estimate

2. For a coampletn dlscussion of the definition and
measurement of diffuse support, see MNMuller, Jukam, and
Seligsony, 1982.
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TABLE VI.3. TRUST IN GOVERNMENT: SETTLERS / GENERAL POPULATION

Question: Lets talk about government, not only the presant govarnment, but all the previous ones as well.
you think that government misspends a lot of the money that the people pay in taxes, misspends little

of the money, or misspends some part of the money?

Do

Reform szwple General Population (males only)*
Entire
Reforn Atlantic Other Noa- Landless Landed
Saaple Basin Settlements Agricultural Peasants Peasants
I S (O N TR )Y I S{)) 2 % I SR C) SR SR (1))
A lot 47.8 (360) 61.6 (109) 43.6 (251) 49.5 (143) 41,7 (35) 42.0 (21)
Some 23.1 €174) 15.8 (28) 25.3 (146) 10.4 (30) 11.9 (10) 6.0 3)
A liccle 6.9 (52) P (5) 8.2 (47) 25.6 (74) 20.2 (17) 20.0 (10)
None 4.0 (30) 4.5 (8) 3.8 (22) 5.2 (15) 2.4 (2) 10.0 (5)
Don't know 18.2 (137) 15.3 (27) 19.1 110) 9.3 (27) 23.8 (20) 22.0 (11)
100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0X (576) 100.0X (289) 100.02 (84) 100.04  (50)
Non-Agri. Landleas Landed Tau c = .14 Sig. = ns Sig. = ns
ThAu ¢ .09 .03 .03 Sig. (ot Tau) =<.001
Sig (.001 <.001 ¢<.001

Question: Row often do you think that one can trust in goverument to do the righc thing? Cac you trust it almost

always, almost never, or at times?

Almost

always 11.2 (84) 11.3 (20) 11.1 (64) 21,1 (61) 14.3 (12) 16.0 (8)

At times $0.3  (379) 43.5 (€2 $2.4 (302) 47.1 (136) 33.3 (28) 34.0 an

Almost :

never 33.1 (249) 39.5 (70) 31.1 (179) 28.7 (87) 4).7 (35) 36.0 (18)

Doa't know 5.4 (s1) 5.6 (10) 5.4 (31) 3.1 9) 10.7 9) 14.0 7
100.0X (753) 100.9% (177) 100.02 (576) 100.0% (289) 100.02 (84) 100.0X  (50)

Non-Agri. Landless Landed Tau ¢ = .13 Sig. (of Tau) = .005
Tau ¢ .09 .03 Tau ¢ = .06 Sig. (of Tau) = .04
Sig. ¢.001 .03 ns

.Data from 1976 National Probability Sample, males only.
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TABLE VI.3. TRUST IN COVERNMENT: SETTLERS/CENERAL POPULATION (continued)

Question: Would you say that government is interested in resolving the problems >f the majority of Costaricans or
18 it interested in only in the problems of a select few?

S
Reform Sample Ceneral Populattion (males only)*

Entire

Reforam

Samnle Atlantic Other Non- Landless Landed

Basin Settlements Agricultural Peasants Peasants

LN ) 2 N) 2 M 2 N) 2 ;) 2 (L))
Majority 43.3  (326) 45.2 (80) 42.7 (246) 42.2 (122) 41.7 (35) 38.0 (19)
Select Few 51.1  (385) 50.3 (89) 51.4 (296) 54.3 (157) 45.2 (38) 50.0 (25)
Don't Know 5.6 (42) 4.5 (8) 5.9 (34) 3.5 (10) 13.1 (11) 12.0 (R)

100.0x (753) 100.0%x 177 100.0% (576) 100.0T (289) 100.0% (84) 100.%2  (50)
Non-Agri. Landl Landed - ~ a

Sig on n’s" : ‘:'"‘ nnse Sig. = ns. S1ig. ns. S13. ns.

Question: Do you think that among public servante the majority do not have the preparation necessary for their
fob or the wojority does have the preparation or there are some who do and some who do not have the preparation?

Prepared 29.6 (223) .1 (55) 29.2 (168) 39.8 (115) 39.3 (33) 38.0 (19)

Some prepared 53.7 (404) 50.8 (90) 54.5 (314) 21.5 (62) 17.9 (15) 14.0 )

Not prepared 10.1  (76) 9.6 an 10.2 (59) 33.9 (98) 25.0 (21) 28.0 (14)

Don't Know 6.6 (50) gs (15) 6.1 (35) 4.8 (14) 17.9 (15) 20.0 (10)
100.0X (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576) 100.02 (289) 100.0Z (84) 100.0X  (50)

Non-Agri. Landless Landed Sig. = ns. S1g. = ns. Sig. = ns.

Tau ¢ .07

Sig. .001 ns 09

Question: Do you think that the majority of public employees get their jobs because they have the necessary

preparation or do they get thie through friendshipa?

Preparation 26.7 (201) 27.1 (4R) 26.6 (153) 27.17 (80) 32.1 (27) 30.0 (15)

Friendships 66.5 (501) t8.4 (121) 66.0 (380) 68,2 (197) 54.8 (49) 56.0 (28)

Don't Know 6.8 (31) 4.5 (8) 7.5 (43) 4.2 12) 13.1 (11) 14.0 (7)
100.02 (753) 190.02 (177) 100.02  (576) 100.02 (289) 100.02 (84) 100.02 (50)

Non-Agri. Landless Landed
ns ns ns

Si{g. = ns. - -
Stg. 8 Sig. ns Sig. ns

* Data from 1976 national probability sample.
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TABLE VI.3. TRUST IN GOVERMMENT: SETTLERS / GENERAL POPULATION
(Continued)

Question: Do you think that among public servants there are many who are honest, there are some who are honest,

or there are few who are honest?

Refora scople

Ceneral Population (males only)®

Entire
Reform Atlantic Other Non- Landless Landed
Sample Basin Settlements Agricultural Peasants Peasants
I S N S¢S SN () 2 W . o® 2 M
Many honest 16.6 (12%5) 20.3 (36) 15.5 (89) 27.7 (80) 20.2 17) 12.0 (6)
Some honest 44.6 (336) 42.9 (76) 45.1 (260) 42.6 (123) 5.3 (28) 48.0 (24)
Pew honest 27.1 (204) 29.4 (52) 26.4 (152) 20.1 (58) 29.8 (25) 28.0 (14)
Don't know 11.7 (88) 7.3 (13) 13.0 (75) 9.7 (28) 16.7 (14) 12.0 (6)
100.0%3 (753) 100.0X (177) 100.0X (576) 100.02 (289) 100.02 (84) 100.0%X (50)

Non-Agri. Landless Landed Sig. = ns Tau ¢ = .13 Sig. (of Tau) = .003
Tau ¢ .12
Sig. < .001 ns ns
Question: Do you think that the government does help you, hurts ycu, or nefther helps nor hurts you?
Helps 39.3 (296) 49.7 (e8) 36.1 (208) 25.0 (7%) 23.8 (20) 25.0 12)
Refther 45.6 (343) 35.6 (63) 48.6 (280) £2.6 (152) 54.8 (46) 56.0 (28)
Hurce 12.2 (92) 12.4 (22) 12.2 (70) 18.3 (53) 13.1 (11) 14.0 (7)
Don't know 2.9 (22) 2.3 %) ..l (18) 3.5 (10) 8.3 7) 6.0 3)

100.02 (753) 100.0% (177) 100.0% (576)

100.0X (289}

100.02  (84) 100.0x (50)

Ron-Aﬁ;i. Landless Landed Tau ¢ = .09 Sig. (of Tau) = .005 S1g. * ns Sig. = ns
Tau ¢ . .05 .03
sig. $.001 .04 .05

Question: Some say that government isn't interested in the probleas of people like you. Others say that govern-

ment 18 {ntercsted in the prodbleas of people like you.

What do you think?

Interestrd 67.7 (510) 72.3 (128) 66.3 .382) 55.7 «161) 57.1 (48) 56.0 (28)

Not {nterested 27.0 (203) 24.3 (43) 27.8 (160) 37.7 (109) 3.5 (29) 32.0 (16)

Don't know 5.3 (40) 3.4 (6) 5.9 (34) 6.6 (19) 8.3 ) 12.0 (o)
100.0X (753) 100.0X (:77) 100.0X (570) 100.0X (289) 100.0X (84) 100.02 (50)

Non-Agri. Landless Landed Sig. = ns S1g. = os Sis. = ns
>
gfu - <:3$1 :82 ns
¥ Vata Trom 1976 Watlonal ProbablIity Sample. Ihe significance test repoited between the coluans non-agriculcural™

and "1»ndless peasania” 18 a test of the difference betveen the non-agricultural respondents on the ooe hand, and
the ‘andless and landea peasants on the other. The test reported between the last two columns is a test of the

difierence between the laided and landleass peasants only.



how much they thought the government misspent the money that
people pay in taxes. The item, ag can be senn, is
del iberately skewed in the negative direction. Tuat is, the
respondents were not asked whether or not the governmuent
misspent tax moneys; but how much it misspent. This was done
because it was assumed that it 1t had been put in the
neutral phraseology many penple would have tried to "—ascane"
from criticizing the government in a very sensltive area.
A8 can be seen in the first panel of Table VI«3y nearly half
nf the respondents 1in the reform sample thought that the
dovernment misspends a lot of tax moneye. This was alaost
identical to the percentage of respondents 1in the
non—agricul tural, general population who felt that the
government was misspending tax money. However, as shown on
the table, a much larger percentage of the non—agricultural
components of the general population felt that the
government was amisepending only a Llittle tax money, and
therefore the refora beneficiarles are sotatigtically
significantly more likely to feel that the government wastes
money than are the non—agricultural respondents of the

population as a whole.

The 1landed and landless peasants of the general
population wvere slightly 1less critical of goveraaent
spending of tax money; however, the difference I8 very
ssall. Moreover, the high non—-response rates among the

landed and landless peasants make the interpretation of
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these differences rather difficult. For example, 1f the
non-respondents are eliminated from the 1landless peasant
subset of the g. eral population, fully 71 percent of the
respondents who ansvered this itea felt that the governaent
aisspent a lot of tax money, whereas only 54 percent of the
landed peasants who provided a response to this item felt
that waye. These responses are more in concert with what one
would have anticipated,; namely, that landless peasants would
be legs trusting in government than landed peasants, but the

non—response rate cautions against drawing this conclusion.

A comparison of the Atlantic Basin settlers with others
reveals that the former are slignificrntly less trusting in
governuent. Many more Atlantic Basin settlers than others
agree thet the governmeat misspends a lot of tax money (62
percent vse. 4? percent). Another perspective 18 derived
from these data by comparing thes with the 1976 netional
election study conductoed by the University of Michigan. In
that 1nvestigation 1t was found that 74 percent of the
respondents had stated that the government wastes a lot of
tax moneyy, a figure far higher than encountéred in the Costa

Rican data.

The second panel in Table VI.J asks the respondent how
often he believes he can trust the government to do the
right thing. It waa found that among the general
population, non—agricultural respoandents were significantly

more likely to trust the government than the landed or
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landless peasants. That is, contrasting the peasantry with
the non-agricultural sector of the soclety, the peasantry 18
more distrustful of governaente. There was, however, no
statistically significant difference between the landed oand

landless peasant componenx of the general populatione.

«

Looking at the reform sample, it 1is found that 11
percent of the respondents thought they could trust the
government almost always, a figure which is somewhat lower,
unexpec tedly, thac that for the landed or landless peasants
of the general populatione. Howevory, this Zfinding is
contradicted by the fact that fewer reform beneficliaries
thought they could trust the government "almost never,' than
could peasants in the general populatione It was found that
33 percent of the reform Leneficiaries thought tney could
trust the government almost never, whereas 42 percent of the
landless peasants and 36 percent of the landed peasants felt
80 negatively about the system of governmente. A comparison
of the reform benaficiaries with the landless peasants finds
the former significantly more trusting in governaant,
whereas there is no significant dixference between them and
the landed peasantse Hencey, on this itemy the refora
benefticliaries o press levels of trust that are

iadistinguishable from those of the landed peasantse.
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The comparisons with the Atlantic Basin settlers reveal
once again significantly higher levels of distrust there.
More of the Atlantic Basin settlers feel that they can
alnost never trust the government to do the right thing than
do those elsewhere. At the same time, it is clear that the
refora beneficiaries are not as trusting of governaent as
the non—agricultural parts of the general population. This
conforus to the anticipated finding that the peasantry, even
those who had received land from the government, are Lless
trusting of government than those who live in

non—agricul tural sectors.,

The third question in Table VI.3 asks the respondents
to what extent they think that the governaent is interested
1o resolving the problems of the majority of Costa Ricanse.
On this item, there was no ‘"intermediate' category,
therefore the respondents were forced to choose between the
trusting and distrusting response. A little over half of
the refora respondents felt that the government was
interested primarily in the probleas of a '"select few."
There was no significant difference in the degree to which
Atlantic Basin beneficiaries responded this way compared to
other beneficiaries, nor wvas there any slignificant
difference between the non-agricul tural respondents and the
peasantry, or between the landless peasants and the landed
peasantse. Finally, no significant difference was found

between the reform beneficiaries as a whole and the various
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components of the general population. Hence, in Costa Rica,
whether you are a reoeforam beneficlary, a peasant or a
non—-peasant, it appears that public opinion is about evenly
divided on the iesue of whether or not the government |is
interested 1in the problems of the majority of the people as

opposed to those of only a fewe.

For coamparative purposes it is worth noting that 1in the
United States 1In 1976, 66 percent of the voting age
population felt that the government is only interested in a
few big interests, a percentage notably higher than found in

Costa Rica.

Somewhat more negative opinion is expressed regarding
the preparation of public officialse Panel 4 of Table VI.3
asks8 whother or not the respondent thinks that the majority
of public officlials are sufficiently prepared for their
Jobse. It was found that among the reform beneficiaries,
somewhat less than a third felt that they were prepared,
whereas among the general population somewvhat more than a
third telt that they vwere prepared. However, th.: finding
is balanced by the fact that many more reform beneficlaries
selected the Intermediate category ‘'some pregpared" Iin
contrast to the general population, and only 10 percent of
the reform beneficlaries felt that the majority of public
servants were not prepared in contrast to 34 percent of the
non—agricul tural population who sald o2ficials were not

preparede. Overall, then, the reform beneficiaries are
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significantly more assured of the preparation of public

officlals than 18 the general populatione.

There was no s8ignificant difference be tween the
Atlantic Basin and other respondentse. The data on the
peasant subsets of the general population are more difficult
to Iinterpret since the missing data on these items amount to

nearly one—-fifth of the sample.

The next jtem in the survey, reported in panel S of
Table VI3, asked the respondents to state thelr opinion as
to whether public employees got thelr jobs because they were
prepared or whether they got them through friendships.
Approximately two~-thirds of the reform beneficlaries and the
non—agricultural components of general population thought
that people got jobs 1n Costa Rica through friendshipse.
There was nc¢ significant difference between the Atlantic
Basin and other settlements, nor were there any differences
between the non—-agricultu-al and peasant components of the
general populatione. Therefore, there seems to be rather

consistent opinion on this iteme.

Respondents were asked to what extent they thought
public servants were honeste. As 1is shown in panel 6 of
Table VIeJd, the non—agricul tural general population
respondents are sl niflcantly more Llikely to feel that
public servants were honest than are those in the reforn

saaple. Over a quarter of the non—agricultural respondents
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felt that the public servants were honest, while less than
one—~fifth of the reform sample felt this waye. It i8 also
worthy of note that the non-—agricultural respondents in the
general population were ssignificantly more likely to feel
that public servants were nonest than were the peasant parts
of that sample. Surprisingly, however, the landless
peasants were somewhat wmore likely to feel that the
governaent officlals were honest than were the landed
peasantse. The peasant portions of the general sample,
however, have attitudes much like the reform saaple. That
isy simllar nuabers of peasants in the general population
estimated that the public servants were honest as compared

to the reform beneficiary sample.

The last two questions iIin the trust 1In government
series dliffer in substance from all the ones which preceeded
them. These items asked the respondents to commecut on the
dovernaent'’s relationship directly =%1th thea or with people
in the same work situation. The other items asked the
respondent to coament on 1s83ues with which he may have had
very little experiencnh: For example, the previous questions
asked the respondents about government honesty and
preparation of public servantse Therefore, these Llaat two
items are perhaps the best indicators of the respondent's
attitude toward the way he feels governament is behavinge. It
is particularly noteworthy, therefore, that the resulcs of

these items are different from the ones presented above: on
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these two items, & significantly higher percentage of refora
beneficlaries respond in a trusting fashion as compared to

the gensral population.

Lookling at the next—-to-the-last panel on Table VI.Jd,
one sees responses as to whether or not the government helps
or hurts the rospondent, or whether it nel ther helps nor
hurts hiee. It was found that nearly two—-fifths (39 percent)
of the benefticiaries felt that the governmeant helped thea,
in contrast to one—-quarter (26 percent' of the genoral
population’s non-ayricultural respondents feeling thie way.
Furthermore, the percentage of the non—-agricul tural general
population which felt that the government hurts them wes
higher than the percentage among the refora beneficlaries.
Moreover, the refora beneflciaries are also significantly
more likely to feel that the governament helps thea than are

either the landless peasaats or the landed ounes.

It I8 also iInteresting to note that on no previous {tea
on which the respondent had three possible choiccs was the
percuntage of the respondents Iin the most positive category
8o highe. This would appear to indicate that on this itea,
the refora beneficliaries were very positive. For example,
1t ls worth cosparing the responses on this itea with the
question regarding the preparation of public servants. it
is found that fully 10 percent more of the refora
beneficlervies responded with the most positive response on

the "goveranment helps" I1tem as comspared to the '"pudblic
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ofticials prepared" jtea, whereas among the deneral
population nearly 15 percent legg of the general population
responded with the most positive response on the '"helps"
itc.. compared to the “preparation® iteme. Hence, it is not
the wording of the item itself which 18 altering the
responsese. Rather, the respondents appear to be reacting
directly to the content of the iteme In the case of the
retorm beneficlaries, the respondents are indicating that
they teel.talrly strongly that the government 18 helpful.

The responses to the next 1ltem support this contentione.

The final question of Table VI.3 asks whether or not
the respondents think that the government is interesied in
the prodlems of people like themselves, or whether they
think it is not interestede AS can be Seeny over two—-thirds
(68 porcent) of the reform beneficiaries felt that the
government was Interested in the problems of people like
themselves, whereas only slightly over half of the general
population (56 percent) felt thls way, a difference which is

statistically seiguificant.

The reform beneficlaries were also signiticantly aore
likely to respond that the government is interested in them
than r7ere the landless peasants. The very small N'g among
the landed peasants prevented the differences here froa
becoming signiticant, since the differences between the
landed and landless peasants were not significante.

Coaparisons with previous items indicate the dramatically
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different nature of the responses of this i1tems On no
previous item in which there were only two choices was the
positive response selected by such a large percentage of the
beneficiaries. The third question on Table VI.3 gsaw 43
percent of the beneficlaries choosing the positive response,
and the fifth item on Table VI3 ftound only 27 percent of
the respondents choosing this 1teme. Indeedy, on no other
item of the entire serlies of trust in government questions
was such a high percentage of respondents found selecting
the positive response. While thie 1is also true of the
general populationy, the fact that the reform dbeneficiaries
significantly exceeded even those responses Iindicates once

again the higher trust level among the beneficlaries.

Two final points need to be made on these last two
items before an explanation is offered. First, among the
general population 1»v signiricant differences were found
between the non—agricultural/landless/landed peasantse On
the next—the-last item, the one referring to whether the
government hurts or helps the respondent, there was a
signifticant difference among the reform beneficlaries, the
higher percentage of Atlantic Basin respondents (50)
selecting the positive response as compared to the other
settler respondents (36 percent)e. This difference was
significant.e On the last item, a higher percentage of the
Atlantic Basin beneficiaries responded in a positive

fashlon, although the difference was not significante.
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These last twvo .tems iIndicate that on those Issues
where the respondents have some direct experience, their
attitude toward the governaent is much more favorable than
is that of the general population. The mos8t probable
explanation for this finding is that the refora
beneficliaries have had favorable direct contact with a
government assistance program, namely, the land refora
programe. Apparently, they have concluded that the
governaent is generally interested 1Iin assisting them in
their efforts to secure a better life. This conclusion is
teapered somewhat by the fact that many of the respondents
did not select the "helps" response on the next-—to—the—last
iteny but it must be recognized that these items were qulite
general and did not refer to the land reform prograam in
particulare. That 18, it was a general question about
whether or not the government helps or hurts theo respondente.
Therefore, the respondent may have bsen thinking about the
government programs globally, rather than about the refora
program in particular. He may, therefore, have been
teapering his evaluation of the reform program with
discatisfaction with other programs such as the pubdblic
education system, road construction, health care, etc. The
infuormation presented In the fourth chapter of this study
indeed revealed very positive attitudes toward the reform

program itsel<f. It would be appropriate to conclude that
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the reform program appears to have helped lncrease the
levels of trust in goveronment among the reform
beneficlaries, exceeding those of the general population, at
least on those items where the individuals have had personal

experience.

RiLLugse Suprart

The results of the trust in government items presente~
above =may have been quite dliesturbing to sany readerse. That
isy, 1t may have comse as some surprise that sesuch a large
percentage of the refora beneticlaries, as vwell as tho
deneral population, should reflect such negative attitudes
towar< the governaent. For example, only 11 percent of the
reforms beneficlaries felt that the goveranment could be
trusted almost always to do the right thing, and less than a
third of the reform becneficiaries thought that goveraoment
officials were prepared, or received thelr positions because
of their preparation rather than through friendsahips. Such
findings might lead one to the conclusion that just because
many respondents, both refora beneficiaries and the general
population; respondod rather negativily on these Llteas, they
were reflecting low levels of diffuse supporte This {8 an
erroneous conclusion to draw in the 1light of recent
rerovarchy wvhich has shown that the trust 1In governaent
1tems, although they have been vwidely usod now for over
twenty years, tend to exaggerate the extent of negative

feelings toward the gysates of goveronment (Muller, Jukam and
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Seligson, 1982):. They seem to be tapping attitudes which
can be classifisd as "ritualistic negativism." Many of the
items dealt with in Table VI.3 express commonly heard
sayings of diegruntlement among the populations They do not
necessarily imply that the . spondents are rejecting the
systea of governaent iIin favor of some other. In order to
aeasure those feelings, it is necessary to turn to items
which more directly tap attitudes toward the system of

governaente.

A peries of four itemss, reported in Table VIie4, atteapt
to retlect attlitudes toward the systam of government in a
more direct manner, avoliding ritualistic negativism. n
these 1teas, it 18 found that negative attitudes toward
government are much less frequently expressed by the
respondents. Unfortunately, no data currently exist for
comparison with the general population. The first i1tem on
Table VI.4 asks the respondents whether there are many
things about their fora of government in which they can take
pridey, or whether there are not many such thingse. It is
isund that among the reform beneficiaries; well over half
(57 perceant) feel that there are many things of which they
can be proud. Once again the pattern of higher support for
the system of government is found among the Atlantic Basin
beneficliarles, when 61 percent of those respondents felt
that there were many things they could be proud of,

However, thic difference 18 not statistically significant.
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TABLE VI.4. DIFFUSE SUPPORT FOR THE SYSTEM OF COVERNMENT

Question: With which of the following opinions are you in sgreemant?
"I am very proud of many things about our form of goveenment.'
"I can't find many things about nur form of government to take

pride (n."
Entire

Reform Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
S C)] I S () X i S ))
Proud $1.4  (4632) 60.5 (107) $6.4  (325)
Not proud 35.5 (267) 36.7 (65) 3.1 (202)
Don't know 1.2 (56) 2.8 (s) 8.3 (49)
100.0% (753) 100.02 (177) 100.02 (576)

Sig. = as

Question: Soms seople thiuk that a change in our form of government is needed
in order to solve the problems which exist. Do you think that a
\arge change is necessary, some change, or no change?

No change 29.0 (218) 31.6 (56) 28,1  (162)
Soae change 37.8 (285) 30.5 (54) 40.1 (231
Large change 26.8 (202) 30.5 (54) 25.7  (148)
Don't know 6.4  (48) 7.3 (13) 6.1 (35)
100.0Z2 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (576)

Sig. = ns

Question: Some people say that our form of government and politics is good for
the country; others think that it is bad. Without talking about a
specific party, in general, do you think that the present system of
governmenr. and politics is good, or ts bad for the country?

Good 57.5 (432) 51.6 (91) 59.4  (342)
Neither 23.5 (1717) 22.0 (39) 26.0  (138)
Bad 14.5 (109) 23.2 (41) 11.8 (68)
Don't know 4.5 (34) 3.4 (6) 4.9 (28)

100.02 (753) 100.02 (177) 100.0% (576)

Tau ¢ = .09 Sig. (of Tau) = .003
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The udecond itea on Table Vi.4 asks the respondent to
what extent he feeis that changes are necessary in the fora
of government. AS can be seen, slightly over one—quarter of
the reform beneficiarles felt that a large change was
necessary, whereas three-quarters felt that only some, or no
change wasg needede. Curiously, the Atlantic Basin
beneficlaries were slightly more likely to suggest that a
large change 18 necessary, but at the same time a slightly
higher percentage of the reform beneficlaries stated that no
change was necegsarye. These somewhat ambiguous findings are
not statistically gignificant, and therefore lead to no

definitive conclusionse.

The third item on Table V1.4 askus respondents whether
they think that the fora of government and pollitics is good
for the country, bad for the country, or neither. Only 15
percent of the respondents felt that the systea of
governaent was bad 20r the countrye. However, a rfomewvhat
higher percent of the Atlantic demneficlarles (23 percent)
felt that the system was bad for the countrye. This response
ie at variance with the response just reportacd, it should be

notede.

The final item on Table V1.4 c¢aps diffuse support
toward the system of elections. Slightly more than a
quarter of the respondents felt that it is not lmportant to
pay attention to election caampaigns, and Atlantic Basin

beneficiaries were somewhat more likely to suggest this.
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TABLE VI.4. DIFFUSE SUPPORT FOR THE SYSTEM OF COVERNMENT

(Continued)

Question: Some say that 1¢t's & good fdea to pay sttention to election csmpaigas
because it {s imporcant that the best candidate wins. Others ssy 114
te not importaat if the people elect one csndidate or the other
tecause oothing changes.

Eatire
Reform Atlantic Other
Sample Basin Settlements
R S )] i S ) ik SR )]
Elections
{sportaat 68.5 (516) 61.0 (108) 70.8 (408)
Mot important 28.) (21)) 3.2 (64) 25.9  (19)
Don‘t know 3.2 (24) 2.8 (%) 3.3 (19

100.02 (733)

Tau

100.0% (177)

100.0% (376)

b= .10 Sig. (of Tau) = .004
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This difference was statistically significante On this itea
and the one that preceded 1t, lower Llevels of diffuse
support are expressed by the Atlantic Basin beneficiaries
than by other beneficlaries, a pattern different froa
previous 1items. No clear-cut explanation emerges from the

datae.

This chapter has explored feelings of political
efficacy and political truste. It was found that the
beneficiaries demonstrated slgnificantly higher feelings of
efficacy toward thelr local governmaent than did
non—-sgsettlers. It was also found that gJsettlers expressed
comparatively high levels of efficacy toward government

bureaucratse.

There are strong indications that the reform
beneficiaries have more positive attitudes toward their
goveranaent than does the general population, although there
are sasome exceptions to this pattern. Specifically, much
higher levels of trust in government were found amonyg the
refora beneficlaries on two key ltems: the deygree to which
the government is helpful and the dJdegree of interest the
government has for its citizens. Those ltems are important
because they relate directly to the attention the individual
feels he recelves from governmente. It is clear that the

beneticiaries believe very strongly that the governaeant is
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helpful and ilnterested in thelir problems.

That Costa Rlcan reform beneficiaries show
coaparatively high levels of political efficacy and
political trust has important lmplications for the long-tera

development of the settlements. Individuals with high trust

and high efficacyy often referred to as "allegiant
activiats" in soclal sclence literature (Seligson, 1980d),
are those who are most likely to participate in

constructivey, developmentally oriented community projects.
These are individuals who feel that the government |18
responsive to their demands, and who also trust that
governmente. ITCO's beneficlaries, therefore, are more
likely to be active participants in community developaent

programse. Evidence of this was seen in Chapter V.
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VIle SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study has attempted to provide a picture of Costa
Rica's land reforam program as seen from the point of view of
its beneficlaries. Although oxtensive data have been
presented and the general outlines are clear, many questions
remain to be answered. Some of these questions can be
approached by <further analysis of the present data base,
while others require the gathering of additional datae In
this concluding chapter a summary of the main findings will
be presented. Policy implications of the research then will
be discussed. Finally, suggestions will be wmade for
additional analysis and data collection as a guide to future

study.

Susmary of Malo Findings

The findings presented in the preceding chapters cannot
all be summarized here. Only those findings of wider

interest are noted.

The sajor achievement of the program revealed by the
study is the high level of satisfaction expressed by the
beneficiaries. Few governmental programs are recelved as
positively by thelr beneficlaries as this one has beene
Prograss directed at the poor in the United States rarely
receive such strong suvpport (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1873).
Indeed, even in programs noted <2or thelr success, it 1=

unusual to find such strong support among the participants

(Mazmanian and Nienaber, 1979:173).
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Most research on agrarian reform has focused
«excluasively on technical and economic 1issues to the
exclusion of an analysis of beneficlary satisfaction,
participation, feelings of efficacy, trust; etce It i8 the
latter factors which have been the primary <focus of the
present study. One study, however, which did look directly
at some of these attitudinal lampacts of the reform progress
was conducted in Colombia (Egginton and Ruhl, 1874)e In
that study 1t was found that the beneficiaries did got feel
greater levels of economic setisfaction when coampared to
non—-beneficlariese. In additlon, it was found that the
beneficiaries exhibited Llesg trust in the political system
than non-beneficiarieses Finally, however, it was found that

there was a substantial Increase in future expectationse.

As has been shown, the Costa Rican reform has produced
very different and much more positive results. Although the
data are not precisely comparable, the Costa Rican
beneficliaries have a m@much more positive reaction to the
reform than do their Colombian counterparts. While these
couvparisons are too limited to permit drawing Zfira
conclusions, they support the view that the Costa Rican
srogram, with all 1its acknowledged LlLimitations, is a

sucCcess.

Other findings in this study lead to similarly
optimistic conclusionse. It was f£ound tha? the respondents

had a high sense of political efficacy and political trust.
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Such attitudes provide trhe foundation for more actlve
involveaent 1in local development programs. Additional
evidence suppor ts this contentione. For example, the
settlers demonstrated very high levels of interpersonal

trust and positive attltudes toward group cooperatione.

Behavioral indicators of cooperation revealed that the
settlers were 8trongly oriented toward solving problems at
the local level. Moreover, the; were very optimistic that

local self-help activities would bear frulte

The wmost frequent form of participation involved
cooperatives. It was found that the mwsajority of the
settlers participated in cooperatives, compared to less thaan
10 percent for the population of Costa Rica as a whole.
Cooperative participation was found to be particularly high
in the sgmaller settlements. Appareatly, the intimacy and
the frequency of face-to—-face contact encourages cooperative

participation 1o the smaller settlements.

The Costa Rican reform program 18, however, not without
its negative aspects. Two major ones merit mentlioan in this
concl'uding overviews. First, although the settlers earn more
than thelir Qlandless counterparts, they do not live well in
apy absolute sense. Far too many are without of basic
services (water, electricity, plumdbing, etc.). Moreover,
compared to o“her Costa Ricans, even landless peasants tend

to have more material comforts. Second, the Atlantic Basin

231



settlerse emerged as a more discontented lot. Numerous
measures ot political and interpersonal trust, group
cooperativeness, cooperative particlipation, relative
deprivation and dissatlsfaction with the settlement, showed
greater negativisam among the Atlantic Basin settlers
compared to those settlers living in other regionu of the
country. While the differences were not unusually great and
while there were a few variables on which the Atlantic Basin
settlers farec oetter than other settlers, the persiistent,
statistically significant pattern of negativiea i1in the

Atlantic Basin is clear.

Recommendations

A serles of policy recommendations emerge froa this
anal.ysise. It is abundantly clear from the data presented i
this study that, et 1least up to 1976, the Costa Rican
agrarlan reform program has been a great success among those
affected by ite. In 1light of this central finding one
hesltates to make reccamendations that would substantially
alter the ITCO formula, which has permitted such a
successful program. However, there are components of the
prograa which have achieved markedly lower rates of success

than some others and in those there is8 rooa for improvemente.

The most serious problem identified hy the research wans
the Llimited economic progress that hes been amade by the

beneficiaries. Although the data are admittedly
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fragmentary, there are several signs that the beneficiaries
are not making sufficlently rapid progress toward breaking

out of povertye.

what can account for this limited economic progress?
Going back over the data on lncome presented in Chapter 11
and correlating 1t with a number of other variables analyzed
in the study, the following concluaions emerges First,
incomes increase the Llonger the settlers reside on the
settlements (r = .15, eig < «001). Hence, one explanation
for the limited economic growth is a temporal one; over
time settlers can expect to earn higher incomes. Second, 1t
va8 found that cooperative participation increases income (r
= elly 8ig < «004). Third, incomes increase as education

increages (r = .08, slg < .02).

Taken together, these findings sugygest three policy

directionse. First, new settlers are the ones who need
increased institutional support. Second,y, added emphasis
needs to be placed on cooperative formation and

participations Neither of these suggestions is novel, for,
basically, they conform to the progras lines established for
the new Atlantic Basin settlements. However, as will be
noted bhelow, there 18 reason to question whether such a
policy will be fully effective. The third finding suggests
that ITCO embark upon an adult educational program, probably
in cooperation with the Ministry of Education, to liamaprove

the educational levels of the beneficlaries.
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Jookng first at the problem of limited education, it 1s
clear that all too many of the beneficiaries are in need of
asslstance in this area. As shown in Table II.15), one—-fifth
of all beneficiaries have had no formal education
whatsoever, and nearly half (45 percent) have had less than
a third-grade educationy; the minimum level for functional
literacye Noreover, ITCO peasants are as Llikely to be
without formal education as the country's population of
landless peasants, an indication that lLittle or no effort
has been made to improve the educational preparation of the

beneficiariese.

Few agrarian reforma programs can expect to succeed
fully in rural Costa Rica when the participants are
illiterates Agrarian development today relies upon the
application of Zfairly sophisticated technology. MNoreover,
effective participation in cooperatives virtually requires
literacye. With one—-fifth of the reform benefticiaries
illiterate it can be expected that technological innovation

and cooperative developauent will both be hampered.

The Atlantic Basin project Llancorporates a heavy
emphasis on technological innovation. The agricultural
products to be produced in the new settlements are likely to
be profitable only 1f the technology is ecpplied effectively.
The low levels of education among a large proporiton of the

beneficiaries will seriously hamper these plans. It is
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obvious, therefore;, that ITCO needs to improve the levels of
education during the training and orientation processe.
Illiterate and semi-literate beneficlaries should be given
intensive courses 1n reading and wrltinge Since literacy
training for adults works best when the element of fear and
eabarassment is eliminatedy, one-to-one tralning is a
necessity. Perhaps students from the local high schools
could volunteer to conduct these classes. However it is
doney it must be done early in the training process, since

the success of future training will depend on 1t.

Since literacy tralning, even when done in an intensive
fashiony takes several months, it will be impossible to
conduct such tralning in the ITCO training centers. Rather,
the Lliteracy instruction should go on prior to settlement,
it at all possible. In cases where this will not be
possible, it is very laportant that it be initiated at the

outset of the settlement process.

It should be emphasized that the goal of one hundred
percent functional literacy among beneficiaries la-not a
difficult one to achleve, nor 1is 1t costly. Cuba,
Nicaragua, and Ecuador have all dramatically reduced
illiteracy through massive campaigns. If those campaigns,
which coped with national illiteracy rates many times higher
than those found in Costa Rica, have been successful, then
the elimination of illiteracy among ITCO’s several thousand

settlers 18 an achievable goal.



The importance of cooperative participation 1In
economic advancement of the settlers raises the questio
to how such particlipation can be further satimulated.
findings reported in Chapter III in part answer
questione. It was deteramined that the size of the settle
had a very strong influence on covoperative participat
Specifically, those settlements which have <fifty tc 8
members provide a botter environment for the stimulatio
cooperative participation. Therefore, ITCO should cons
foraing samaller settlements. Since many land acquisit
are often made by expropriation of large farms it would
appropriate to consider subdividing these parcels

smaller units of fifty to sixty plcts eache.

Nonetheless, even if the above—mentioned policies
pursued, more dramatic changes would be needed 1if
standard of Lliving of the beneficlaries is to
substantially increasede. The correlations noted e
betwveen income on the one hand and education, coopera
participation, and time worked on the settlement on
other are weak; few settlers live very vwell.
directly, in spite of the successes of the program, far
few reform beneficiaries, even after five or ten years w

manage to earn enough to live above the poverty line. W

increased cooperative participation and education promis
be possidble solutions; they alone are unlikely to alter

situation dramatically.
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How can ITCO best achleve higher incomes for the
settlers glven the severe financial constraints under which
the Institute, and Costa Rica in genercl, presently operate?
It would appear that a more effective use of the human
potential of the settlers is neededes The beneficlaries, it
has been shown in this s8tudy, have a large reservoir of
positive attitudes toward cooperatione. Moreover, the
beneficiaries have a positiva attitude toward the reform
program, the governaent and the great majority believe that
they have become better off since Jolining the programe
Under these circumstances, it would appear that a carefully
desligned program would find ready acceptance among the

beneficlariese.

Over the past few years, it has been increaaingly
recognized that the success of rural development project
depends crucially upon the active involvement of the
participants of the program in both policy formulation and
implementation. Programs that are imposed from above rarely
are effective, even when those programs are designed with
the best expe:st advicee. All individuals, peasant and
urbanite, rich and poor, are more likely to understand and
support a program if they are involved in 1its formulation

and lsplementation. This {e particularly true in Costa

Rica, which has a long-standing tradition of participatory

democracy.
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In Costa Rica, peasants have not often played a major
role in policy foramulation and 1implementation. Rather,
peasants often learn after the fact about the nature ot o
particular project, long after their ideas could have any
influence on the designe. An earlier analysis of the titling
programy, conducted by the investigator (Seligson, 1981),
revealed that many beneficiaries of the titling program were
very poorly Iintformed about the nature and goals of that
program, and hence retained their suspicions of {te. In some
instances a clear lack of cooperation was detected.
Informal interviews with the reform beneficiaries revealed

some of the same complaints.

Thlis study has not been designed to indicate ways in
which the reform program nowv underway in the Atlantic Basln
could be made more particpatory. Hovever, the project paper
already contains some concr2te proposals along these lines
with respect to the community development component of the
project. In the months to comey, as the Atlantic Basin
program proceeds, ldeas for increasing participation should
become concretized and, no doubt, will be discussed at

length with the appropriate ITCO officialse.

In conclusiony the Costa Rican agrarian reform, as seen
through the eyes of 1ts beneficiaries, 1s a valuable and
positive programse. Its full impact; however, 1 .8 not yet
been realized. Svme of the findings and suggestions
contained in this report m=may help achieve an even more

satisftying outcome.
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