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"?'5"Thls ‘re"ort-‘presents results of a statlstlcal analys

« Executive. Summary

rban ‘a‘nd two

.jrural; household budget surveys conductedz ln Ecuador'durlng the latter

V;.'part of the 1970‘5. "“The prlmary purpose of the analysls was to estimate

’.-,.food and hEJ|th expenditure patterns of different urban and rural
‘:fpopulatlon groups in order to assist Ecuador wlth the formulatlon of food,
g nutrltlon and health pollcles to be Included in’ natlonal development plans.
>‘:.-The Urban Househoid Budget 5urvey (UHBS) was conducted durlng the

perlod July '1975-June 1976 - In 25 cltles in the highland ‘and  coastal

"reglons. A totai of 9,518 households were interviewed, 51.6 percent

residing In>11 coastal cities, and the remainder in 14 highiand cities. A

"~ multi-stage sampling procedure was applied.

The Rural Household Budget Surveys (RHBS) were conducted during the

period September 1978 - Aprii 1979 (RHBS i) and April - October 1979

(RHBS H). Durlng the RHBS I, 4,385 households were interviewed, 41

percent In the Coast, 54.4% in the nghlands and the remainder in the

Oriente reglon. ‘ The same households. were re-interviewed durmg the

'Rl-lBS II when the total sample was 4,074 households. A muiti-stage

sampllng procedure was applied, with replacement of 474 sample

households (10.8%) during RHBS I, and no replacement during RHBS 1.

.~Because of the low numbers of sample households in- the Orlent region,
.these were exciuded from further analysis.
N ;iSeparate data files were created for each survey, . extractlng from the raw
;;‘data sets only those data needed for the analysls' UHBS' 201 varuables,
. RHBS 413 varuables, for each round ln each case the varlables which

yg‘;were created can be dlstlngulshed as stratlflcatnon varlables and food and



wnth clty size,'

",iexpendlture variables The stratification varlables can ‘be divided

: ijacro-variables (region, city size) and micro-varlables (household

emographic and socloeconomlc characterlstucs) The food and health
g[“expendlture variables conslsted of total food expenditures, expenditures

_;"on, a key foods group (41 foods ln UHBS, 45 foods in RHBS),

f”expenditures on a number of food items from the key’ foods group selected
,jon the basls of hlgh reportlng frequency, total health care expendstures,

t'fand expenditures on’ a number of health ‘care categories again selected

based. upon high reporting frequency

AThe urban sample was stratified by region (coast, highlands) and by city

size (< 40,000 inhabltants, > 40, 000 inhabitants, Quito, Guayaqull) “The
:'-:':rural samples were stratified by region, and farming status (yes/‘_no).'
The primary demographic characteristic selected was household life cycle

gstage, while food and heaith expenditure variables were adjusted for ‘total

household size. In order to select an appropriate variable to stratify for

socioeconomic status (SES), factor analysis was applied to determine y&hic’:h
';variable(s) represented the same dimension of SES as household income. .
. For the urban sample the number of household appliances present was
"selected as the primary)SES variabie; for the non-farming households:
number of facllities present (water, electricity, toilet), while for the
“l»farming households the land area under cultivation was used‘: to- stratify -

for SES.

'Food Expenditure Patterns.

'{Urban households spent on the average 45 percent of totaI household

¢ tures on food The average expenditure share of food decreased

:ybut did not signlficantly dsffer between hlghland and

4t



coastal cities of similar. :si’aqe".“ “Expenditures on milk, rice, bread and beef
commanded relatively highfood budget sharesb among households residing
in highland and coastal clties of different sizes. Comparing coastal and
highland households residino in cities of similar size, the former spent a
relatively larger .share of their food budgets on rice, beef, vegetable
lard, onions, tomatoes,‘ and plantain while the latter a relatively larger

share on bread, eggs, milk and potatoes.

The average expenditure share of food was shown to decline with SES

‘levels’.among highland and coastal households residing ‘in cities of
-differen(tv sizes. Expenditures on milk, 'ch_eesé and eggs commanded
’_greater shares of food budgets at hlgher SES levels of highland
‘«households in cities of all sizes, while expendltures on rice (except in

;;Quito), sugar and ground coffee  demonstrated dechning food budget

}};shares with hlgher SES levels. Among coastal households, expenditures

3 milk and eggs commanded increasing, and on rice, vegetable lard,

:’fpotatoes, plantain, sugar and ground coffee decreaslng, shares of food
TIbudgets at higher SES levels.

1jiAverage expenditure shares of food across different household life cycle

stages tended to peak at stage 4, and declined thereafter among highland

and coastal household resicing in cities of different sizes. The ‘same

inverted U-shape pattern across household life cycle stages of average

food budget shares was shown for rice, bread, beef and potatoes among

‘highland urban households, and for vegetable lard, bread and plantain

among households in big coastal cities, and for beef among households in

Guayaquil.
: EXpenditure elasticity coefficients were estimated, and were found to be

4’:.643 for all foods, and S7 for the key foods group. Food commodities with

1id



10.

f‘the highest expenditure elasticities were eggs, mllk and cheese, and with

‘the lowest. rice, vegetable lard and plantaln. v There ‘was no slgnlficant

'difference in the marginal expenditure share of foods.: between hlghland
and coastal cities of the same size. The marginal expenditure shares of
"rice_ ‘and plantain were relatively higher 'among "highland urban

households,,and of beef, vegetable Iard,‘ bread, milk, eggs, cheese,

onions,  tomatoes and potatoes relatively higher among - coastal urban

households. The expenditure -elasticity coefficients of food, and of the

:"//’

key foods group, were consistently higher among low-SES than among
high-SES households. There were significant differences in marginal

‘expenditure shares of individual food items between coastal and highland

~urban households when holding their SES level constant.

“Rural households spent on the average 52 percent of total expenditures

,.‘on food,’ and 44 percent on the key foods group which amounted to about

;7“83 percent of total food expenditures The average food budget shares
.of bread, noodles, milk, potatoes and sugar were higher for highland

.fhouseholds, while of rice,1 beef, cheese and plantain were higher among

4

;;'coastal households. There were few differences in average food budget

{J,‘,shares between farming and non-farmlng households Among the latter

"the average expenditure shares of foods and of the key foods group
declined with the SES levels of both highland and coastal households.

The average food budget shares of rice,' vegetable lard and sugar

v decreased, and of bread, beef, eggs, ‘cheese and mllk increased, with the
_ FSES of highland, non-farming households, . while among . coastal,

‘,non-farmlng households, the average food budget shares of rice, noodles,

onions, vegetable lard and sugar declined, and of bread, eggs and milk

increased with SES. Ievels .

v
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13.

':“Anghland farming households spent from 54 percent (small landholdings) to
--:'44 percent (large landholdings) of total expenditures on food; for coastal
i“farming households the same range is from 60 to 47 percent.
:bExpendltures on the key foods group remalned a constant percent of food
*:budget of farming households with dlfferent slzes of landholdings Among
ll'hlghland farming househoids, the average food budget shares of bread,
".'r,noo'dles, milk and potatoes decreased, and of beef and vegetabie lard
,vlncreased, with the size of landholdings. The pattern among coastal
“farming household differed: average food budget shares of rice, cheese

and plantain decreased, and of beef increased, with size of landholding.

Farming households residing in the coast and in the highlands spent on
the average a smaller share of their‘ food budgets on food commodities
when household production was a source of. food supplies.

The expenditure elasticity of foods ranged from .77 to .80, and of the

key foods group from .72 to 79 among all rural households. The marginal

. expenditure shares of all frequently reported food items were below one
and were relatively high (> .5) for rice, bread, beef, eggs, milk and
_"onlons. The marginal expenditure shares of food‘and of the key foods
,group‘were higher among highland. households than in the coast, and
'~relatively higher among highland,lfarmlng than_ hlghland non-farming

.households.

Among rural househblds‘ ‘residing in . the highlands the marginal
exp'endlture shares of eggs; beef, cheese, itomatoes,‘and plantain for

non-farmlng households excrceded those for farming households; the

bopposlte differences was observed ln the marginal expenditure shares of,«,
_rice, bread, mllk, potatoes and sugar. : The -expenditure elastlcltles of

vmllk, rlce, noodles, vegetabie lard,”o'nlons, ~plantain and sugar,were



relatlvely higher among "‘oastal farming than non-farmihg households, the’ ,

marglnal xpendltures ; hares of'bread and beef were relatlvely hlgher for',

the-latter  group.

:‘ HealthExE 'enditure‘ Patterns .

14,

LT

16.

Urban households spent on the average 3 3. percent of ‘total householdw;

expendltures on health care, though 42 percent of the householdsf'
;reported no health care expendltures. Expendltures on medlcinesand
_drugs represented on the average 64 percent of the household health'
budget, on outpatient visits 16 5 perceht, and on dental care. v7.'4
‘?"percent.‘

‘,’Mean per capita health expenditures tended to lncrease wlth city size,

,:and tended to be hlgher among households residlng ln highland cities.

iThe average expenditure share of health care was relatively constant
.across regions and city size.;: The average health budge share of
,:outpatient visits was higher . among Qulto househoids ' than |n other

";hlghland cities, higher in small coastal cities than in Iarger coastal cities

or in small highland towns. The average health budget share of dental

v'care was reiatively higher In highland cities, but constant over city size.

. The same was true of the average health budget share of medicines/drugs

among highland households, among coastal households the average health
budget share of medicines/drugs was highest among households residing
in large cities.

Mean per capita annuai health expendltures increased ‘with higher SES

The san'e pattern was

within highland and coastal cltles of dlfferent slze."‘:

observed for mean per canlta expenditures on outpatlent vislts, dental

: care and medlcnnes/drugs.

vi
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There were slgnlflcant regional dlfferences In the patterns of average

'""expendlture shares of health care, and of average health budget shares

on outpatlent care, dental care and medlclnes/drugs across SES levels.

;The_average expenduture share of health care decreased with SES in small
'hlghland towns, first increased then decreased wlth ‘higher SES in larger
hlghland cltles, and lncreased with SES among Quito households. Among

jcoastal households the average expenditure share of health care increased

wlth .SE§_ among households in small towns and in Guayaquil, but remained

.'co'nst'ant' with SES in large cities. The average heaith budget shares of

outpatlent and dentali care, and of medicines/drugs did not demonstrate

'conslstent patterns with SE5 in either region or with city size. -
‘Arnong all urban househoids, the marginal budget shares for all health
" care and for dental care were relatively high (.85), while lower for

‘outpatient care and mediclnes/drugs. The expenditure elasticities of all

health care and of outpatient care showed signlficant variation among
highland cities of different size, the expenditure ‘elastlclties of dental care
and medicines/drugs showed considerably less variation. The marginal
budget shares of all health care and of each of the three separate health

care categories were relatively high for households in Guayaquil relati\le

. to other coastal and to highland cities.
':inghty-slx percent of the RHBS | households and. -’92 rp‘é:::é\m of the

’Y‘RHBS 11 households, reported health expenditures. - Total health care

expenditures accounted for 61 to 6 9 percent of total household

.expenditures. The health care categorles wlth the hlghest reporting
-frequenclesQWere: (a). outpatient visits (RHBS l 37%, J HBS I: 37.3%),
f(pf) l‘o?\ier-‘the-'counter drugs. (RHBS I: 153.1%; RHBS n‘.,f \70..4%), and (c)
‘medicines/vitamins (RHBS 1: 47.33; RHBS ll: 50.5%).

‘ vii’j



he"“average budget share for health care was in the RHBS | the hughest

:2’1-:‘

,lamon‘g coastal farmlng households and lowest among highland non farming
: households, with no difference between coastal and highland non-farming

-‘households Much less varlation in average budget ..hares of health care

-

'-between regions and by farmlng status was seen for the RHBS II The
"',average health care budget share of outpatlent vlslts was relatlvely
‘hlgher among t.oastal households, and of over-the-t.ounter drugs highest
”among hlghland farming households, and lowest among coastal non- tarmmg
: householos .

'i_'he" average budget share of health care decreased with SES among

o eoas‘tal ‘non-farming - households, but remained constant across SES levels

22,

of highland non-farming households. The opposite pattern was observed

for farming households, where the average budget share of health care

increased with SIES among highland households but not necessarily among

ooastal.households. Both among farming and non-farming househoids the

.~relative health budget shares of over-the-couonter drugs tended to

decrease, and of medicines/vitamins to increase, with higher SES levels.

The marginal expenditure share of health care approximated one among ail

rural households, was lower among highiand non-farming households than

among highland farming and coastal rural households. Of the three

health care categories, expenditures on over-the-counter drugs are not

llkely ‘to increase significantly in response to increases in total household

‘e')‘cpendltures. Expenditures on outpatient care and on medicines/vitamins

are more responsive to mcreased household expenditures There were

some dlfferences in the expenditure elastlcities of the three health care

i c'ategorl_e_s by regionand »‘farmin’g‘status .

viid
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1. .'INTRODUCTION

‘Thi’s‘ report. provides the results of a statistlcal analysis of three national
household budget surveys conducted in Ecuador during the latter part of the
?":-1970'3. The primary purpose of the analysis Is to estimate food and health
1Y,expendlture patterns of different urban and rural population groups. Beyond
estimating expenditure shares allocated for food and health expenditures on
’selected food items and on a number of health care categories are estimated.
The broader purpose of the analysis is to assist Ecuador with the deveiopment
vo‘f a food and nutr‘ltion policy. for inclusion in the national development plan.

In ’connection with the above, the author undertook two missions to

) Ecuador during 1983.. The first mission, which tasted 4 weeks, was primarily -

’:;Tndertaken to assist the USAID Mission in Quito and the Nutrition Unit of the

=2Nat|onal Development Council (CONADE) with the assessment and preliminary

analysls of the household budget data compiled by the National Institute of

~Statist|cs and Census (INEC). The flndings and recommendations of this

~ misslon have previously been reported and constituted the basis for the second

‘mission 1. .

The'specific terms of reference for the second mission were:

(a)  To ‘create master data files to contain regional, demographic and
4",fsocioeconomic variables as well as ‘quantities and values of selected
: -toods purchased and ailocated from home production;

(b;) Using standard statistical techniques, to describe food purchasing

| patterns by stratified population groups and _identlfy population
"groups with internally conaistent food expenditure patterns;

(c) To describe the income-food expenditure relationships by stratified

populati’on groups, using appropriate statistical techniques;



@

budget surveys, related to the relative cost-effectiveness of targeted

To -‘make recommendations, based upon the analysis of the househoid

food and nutrition policies, programs and projects.

In addition, under an agreement with the Amerlcan Public Health Associa-

tlon, the consultant was requested to extend the analysis to health expendlture

patterns

using the same data sets and master data files as created for the food

expenditure study Specifically, the consultant was askef‘

(a)

(b).
"population groups; and.

©

to describe health care: expendltures by populatlon strata;

to ,describe the income-heaith expenditure relationships by stratified

to provide recommendations for further analyticai work related to

vhealth care expenditures uslng household budget surveys.

f"w'hile in Quito and in preparation for 'compiling this~report’,»‘th;e‘con'su‘ltant

undertook the following actwitles.

@)
and USAID/Quito;

®

@

(a)-
(@
' and USAID/Quito to extract b“"g

.held meetings with professional . staff members of CONADE,.{INEC,

designed and created data files for statistical analysls,

.performed data editing and data . transformation tasks, ‘and’ prelimi-

_nary ‘statistical analysis using the Statistical Package Lthe'?SociaI
-Sciences (SPSS);
documented all data files and the variab‘l‘es.t_ney, ¢,an?_'h?':.'

consulted secondary data sources'compiled,‘.byoﬁgoy:‘ernm:ent:a'l;""a;gencies

nd ‘material /to’ be inciuded in

‘g“‘;this report; and

I8

providod training . in data edlting, ‘SPSS subroutlnes and In interpre-‘
| lf-ftation of statis.lcal results to a staff member of CONADE's Nutritlon
Unit.



lmplementatlon,’ and to the formulatlon of approprlate food and nutrition

vy

pollcles, are also presented

2. . BACKGROUND: ECUADOR.

Ecuador is classlfied as a mlddle-level developlng country with - substantnal
petroleum resources, and a cllmate and land endowment Suitable for a highly
productlve agrlcultural sector. Ecuador's total land area ls 284 thousand
square kllometers wuth cllmates ranglng from the troplcal Amazon ‘basin and
coastal planns to the’ cold of the Andes. The total populatlon as of mid-1983
was estlmated at 8.8 mllllon, 45 percent of whom live ln urban areas. The
crude bll‘th and death rates are estlmated at 4 1 and 1 0 percent respectively
and the population grows at an annual rate of 3 2 percent (2) ‘The infant
mortallty rate is 81/1000 whlch ls slmllar to that of Brazll and Peru, and
sllghtly higher than the average for troplcal South Amerlca (73/1000) Life
expectancy at birth is 61 years whlch ls comparable to the average for tropical
South America (62 years) | L | R | B |

Per caplta GNP was estlmated ln 1981 at US $1 171, well below the
average for ail of tropical South America (US $2,065)(2). Per capita income
levels tend to be higher ln‘ the coastal regions than in the highlands. It has
been kshown that household lncomes in urbar areas are fairly unequally
dlstributed; the Glnl index reported vfor Quito and Guayaquil were .518 and
489 respectlvely (3) l‘hese were higher than those reported for cities such
as Caracas (.429), Maracaibo (. 437;, Bogota (.472), Barranqullla (.463) and
_Santlago (.451). Rural mcomes show a greater degree of inequality than
‘urban lncomes.‘ it has been estlmated that the lower quartile of the urban and

"rural ‘populations (ordlnaril,ly“:"ranked' by_ income level) receive approx 4.3 and



3 0 percent of labor income, ‘whlle the upper qu.srtiles receive 57.5 and 70.'.:"i
percent, respectiveiy (4) : Further evidence of signiﬂcant urban rural"f;
'disparity in levels of Iiving Is. provided by the fact that of all urban housing'
units it was found that 83 4 percent had potable water, 84.3 percent had
-electricity and 84.0 had toilet facilities; the same percentages for rural housing
units were: 15 1, 11 6 and 132 percent (5) Access to these basic
household services . in rural area was usually better in the highlands than in
the coast.

Acces‘s to Iand is” aiso highly unequaliy distributed in rural areas.
Twenty=nine percent of all Iandhoidings consiste:d of Iess than 1 hectare each.
and as a group comprised in 1974 about 1. perceint of the total land area under
cultivation (4). And 0.3 percent of all Iandho‘idings consisted of 500 hectares
-or more and comprised 29.5 percent of tOt_EJil cultivated land area. Land
concentration tends to be higher in the highlands than in the coast (4.) Net
farm income per hectare utilized has also bee"n shown to vary inversely with
the size of landholding In rural Ecuador (4).

| Urban households Iin Ecuador, particulariy in Quito and Guayaquil, have
‘been shown to spend thirty-eight percent of all expenditures on food and
f_beverages, with this expenditure share being higher in Guayaquil (41%) than
in,kQuito '(34.4%) (3). Food groups the expenditures on which constituted a
high percent of total urban food budgets were, in order: meat and poultry,
cereals, dairy products and eggs, and veget.":bies and tubers. Expenditures on
medical care amounted to 2.5 percent of total househoid expenditures, 2.9
percent among households in Quito anq;' 2.1 ‘percent among Guayaquil

|
households (3). The expenditure elasticities of food and medical care were

shown to be .67 and .90 respectively.



No rufal‘hbusghpld (B‘ud"g‘e’t data are available, so little is known about
ff‘sp"é’hdiingbbehavi‘or"..'g:f.»' rural houseﬁolds in Ecuador. Data wﬁich allow an
'Taséessment oflif'oad" intake patterhs, and of the nutritional and health status of
ufban and rural populations are also scarce and highly cutdated. Average
daily energy intake for Ecuador was estimated at 1948 kcals. (1971-73), and
;‘éverag}e dailylprctein Intake at 43 grams (4). The prevaience of first-degre2
malnutrition among children less than 5 years, based upon weight for age, was
found to be higher among rural than urban children, but equél for second and
third degrees of mainutrition. Among rural school children, 46 percent were
classified with weight deficiency, and 19 percent wit\hbmalnutritlon 4).

General and infant mortality rates Have been declining during the 1960's
and 19')0'5 in rural Ecuador, while access to health care facilities have also
improved (4). Population per rural health care facility declined in the
highlands from 9,122 In 1970 to 6,576 (in 1977), and in the coast from 11,922
to 8,977 persons. Rural health facilities attended a smaller percent of the
‘population in 1974 (7.3%) than in 1970 (7.8%), with fnost of this decline in the

highland areas.

3. METHODS AND MATERIALS

Thts section describes: (a) the household budget survev ":":"Wi'i'lch generat-

' Aed the data; (b) the data sets which formed the basls for’ the analysls, and

i (c) the statistical methods which were employed in the analysls.

34 ge_iscrigtlon of the Household Budget Surveys
3,1.1. /'  Urban Household Budget Survey, 14975/76

‘T‘l,"ne urban survey (Presupuestos Famillares de Area Urbana) was

f;under[-;taken during the period July 1975 - June 1976 In 25 cities in both the



DA

nd and coastal regions. Ciilss in the Oriente r\egion and the Galapagos

were not included. A total of ‘9,518 households was interviewed, 51.6 percent

ib‘fﬁ't‘hese:‘were located in coastal towns.

v

-'f'he stated purboses for undertaking the survey were (6):

i

il

I'v._‘j

To determine important demographic and socioeconomic characteristics

of urban households. To estimate income fevels and exbénditure

‘patterns and to relate these to demographic and socioeconomic house-

holds characteristics.

© To estimate consumption baskets, and to calculate th‘é v‘r;elative

weights of different commodities in these baskets.

To provide certain data to be incorporated in the national’. income

.accounts.

To estimate levels of living by geographic location and by income
levels and expeﬁditure parameters (average propensities to spend,
income elasticities of expenditures) which will provide an input into

the formulation of income and social welfare policies.

Sample Selection

Based upon the Population and Housing Census of 1974, 86 fywns with at

least 1,000 inhabitants were identified. " All these'are located in 'Ehe highiand

‘and coastal regions, and constituted the sampling frame. The towns were

classified into two groups:

(a) self-representing ("auto-representadas"): towns with at least 40,000

inhabitants and an university, and

(b) not self-representing ("no-autorepresentadas"): towns with Iéss than

40,000 inhabitants or without a university.



Therewer‘es cities in each region ,whichy fulfilied.@h::\t.k:riterion‘, (a:);-:and all
'fen ‘were includtid. From among the remaining 76 towns which belonged to
. group: (b), 15 were selected, 9 of these located in- the highland region. The
_'selection procedure applied was a stratified random sampiing, with 3 size
'classifications (1,000-5,000; 5, 000-10, 000, ‘and° more than 10 000 inhabitants)
"constituting the strata.

For the group (a) towns, a two-stage sampling proceduirer_lr Was f'epp|ij5~d:'°
The first-stage sampiing was at the block ("manzana") level: within'l_eech
se]ected block, homes were selected at random. - Blocks were selected using a
stratified proportional sampling procedure, where block size (= number of
homes) constituted the strata.
_ A two-stage sampling procedure was also applied in the group (b) towns.
'Neighborhoods ("conglomerados") and homes within the selected'nei'ghborhoods
were chosen at rancom. Thus, the unit of measurement is the household. It
‘is not clear what procedures were followed in the event that a multi-household

dweliing was selected.

Geographic Distribution of Sample Households

Of the total 9,518 households selected, 4,908 (51.6 percent) Were Iocated
in 11 coastal towns and 4,610 in 14 highland towns (Table A 31 ) he
highest concentration of sample households was in Guayaquil (14 9%), followed
by Quito (11.8%). '

We compared the distribution of sample households to. the distribution of
the urban population in the sample towns, reported in the 1974 Popuiatnon
Census (Table A.3.2.). Assuming no differences in household' size between
the coastal and highland regions, and between towns of ’A\different size, it

-appears that:



(a) the proportlon of . the sample households located In the hlghlands
:'»;':(48 5%) closely corresponded to the proportion of the ‘population in
‘Vfthe sample towns located in the hlghlands (45 2%),

(b) the population in Quito and Guayaqull may -have ‘been
| “‘,underrepresented, whiie . o
;‘_(c)" lt'-\e population in the sample towns other than Quito and Guayaquil

.. may have been over-represented

312 “*Rural Household: Budget Surveys, 1978/79

The rurai household budget survey (Encuesta de Ingresos \ Gastos de los -
fHogares del “Area Rural) was conducted in. two separate rounds during the
}::period September 1978 - October 1979 The flrst round was completed during
:the period September 1978 - April 1979, and 4 385 households in.the coastal
(41.0%), highlands (54.43)- and Oriente (3 6%) regions were interviewed
.(Table A.3.3.). Because of the small number of households in. the Oriente
region, these were exciuded from the analysls Further stratification by
socioe:onomic indicators would result in small cell frequencies, making thus
tatistical inferences difficult. The percent of sample household intervnewed
per month varied from 19 percent in November 1978 to two percent in April
1979. There was also variation between reglons in the percent of total sample
households interviewed per month. The timing of the interviews during the
survey period also differed between the two regions. Nineteen percent of the
highland sample households .wcre interviewed during the first two months,
versus 36 percent of the sample. housholds in the coastal region.

- The second round of the survey was Initiated in April 1979, and was
. N‘completed ln October 1979. Thls round of interviews was repeated In the same

Jil_sample ,,households as were~ inCIuded in the first round. A totali of 4,074



household were lnterviewed, including 128 households ln the -Oriente region

‘which" are excluded ‘again from analysis. The same instrument was’ used in the

two rounds of the survey There seems to be less month-to-month variation in

the number of interviews completed in round 2 " There also was less variation

betweon regions in the timing of the - lntervlews durlng the survey period.
The stated objectives for the survey are as’ follows (7)

. To obtain data on the incomes and expendltures ‘of -rural households

~To determme Ievels and sources of income and expendlture patterns,

rand relate these to demographlc, geographlc« . a_nd:”-,.socloeconomlc

- characteristics of rural households.

li To obtaln data on productlon ~'sales,_self-consumption, labor and

o other inputs, investment';; of agricultural productlon units (UPA:
"unldad de producclon agropecuarla"),, and to estimate farmgate
prlces. | |

ili N To ‘have the above data serve as. inputs into the formulatlon of

o natlonal and regional development pians, and to improve the natnonal
income accounts, and the analysis of lncome distribution and
expenditure patterns.

‘iv. To relate socioeconomic indicators :'to_le_Vels:,'of;{livinfg.;;';anlong‘ the rural
population.

'§_‘amgle selection

The total needcd sample size had been calculated as 4*402 households A

two-stage sampling procedure was lmplemented The prlmary 'ampling unit

.‘was the sector, of which- 300 were selected - Each sector was selected with a

probablllty proportlonal to lts slze, determmed by the number of '.'dwelllngs it

_contalned as reported in the 1974 Populatlon and Housing Census L';.“Each sector



'{vss’i‘ 'ﬂlde‘ntlfled " by :.economlc regions, provlnce,county("canton")anddlstrlct
v("parroqula")

The secondary sample units "‘were ‘the . dwellings whlch were selected at

random. in’ each of the. 300,:'s‘ectors.‘y:;;Excludedj",‘Were;‘; dwelllngs;:whlch were

permanently unoccupled, nhabltable ":'l_'t:'?:vl‘.e,;"‘fnot‘_clear howmultl-household
dwelllngs were treated S | |

In the first round, 474 salnple households (10.8%) lnltlally selected were
- replaced. The reasonsffor replacement were: (a) indefinite absence from the
home (8. 8%), refusal to be interviewed (0. 5%), and other reasons (1.5%). The
final sample size of round 1 was 4,384 or 99.6% of the calculated sampie size.
. ln round 2, no replacement of sample household took piace; the finai number

of househoids interviewed was 4,074 or 92.5% of the calculated sampie size.

‘G'eographic Distribution_of Sample Households
“ Roughly fifty-eight percent of the sample househoids were located in the
hlghland provinces, with theprovince of Pichincha having the hlghest percent
‘(1'0.5%). Among‘ the coastal provinces, Manabi and Guayas had _the highest
percents (Table A.3.4.). |
' ln: order to Jinvestigate whether the survey resuits may be representative
"yfo_r‘vthe whole rural population of Ecuador, we compared the regionai distribu-
tlon of sample’ households with the same distribution of the rurai population as
‘reported in the 1974 and 1982 Popuiation Census (Table A.3.5.). There seems
‘,to have been a slight shift of the rurai population to the highland region
.(1 6%) between the. two census years.' Assummg that‘there is no difference In

average household size between the total - rural populatlonas,a»whole and the

10



7svat'nplé""fpopulatlons in each region, it appears that the highland rural popuia-~

tlon’v%'y ‘be sllghtly overrepresentcd by the survey.

As was indlcated previously, 311 . (7.1%) fewer househoids:were inter-
"vlewed ln round 2. Of these, 30 had been located in“the Orlente region. The
mam reason for the decline in number of households intervlewed was' permanent
migration (5.8%); other reasons included refusai to participate, temporary
absence, and merging of sample households into one. Sample households were
‘not replaced in round 2; There seems to be some regional selectivity in the
number of households which dropped out during the second round. The
‘highland sample was reduced by almost 9 percent, while the coastal sample by
'S percent. The highest percent of the sample households that dropped out
occurred in Guayas (19%), the lowest percent in Carchi (3%). The province

with the highest relative reduction in sample was Esmeraidas (9.1%) and Carchi

‘was ,.tll'i'e province with lowest relative reduction (2.9%).

13 2. Data Description and Variables |

3. 2.1. Urban Household Budget Survey, 1975/76

- The data set which contains the raw data of the Urban Household Budget
Survey 1975/76 (UHBS), consists of seven different card types. Household as
:'well as individual data are contained on these cards. With the exception of
,:?the first card, the number of records per case (household) varies for all
‘tcards. The card types are described in Table 3.1. Data contained on four
"é_j"cards were included in four. separate card files and -each, after suitable
‘transformations of the raw data into variables, was converted into a SPSS
'system file. The individual system files were merged into one master file

('PFAU1') which contains 201 variables for 9,518 cases.

1



Table 3.1
Organization of raw data set “by different card types,:
" Urban Household Budget Survey, 1975/76 '

.‘l,?‘Ca'rd:f*-T\!"'g"e': Data Description:
Be L Household:

1. Household size
2. Housing characteristics
3. Presence of consumer durables

Head of Househoid:

1. Sex, age, marital status
2. Education, occupatior
3. Annual total income

2% Each_Income-Receiving Member:

1. Family position, sex, age, marital status
2. Education, occupation

3. Anpual monetary income

4. Annual non-monetary income

3% Each Member Not F ceiving income: v
1. Family position, sex, age, marital  status
2. Education, occupation o

Each Good/Service Purchased:
1. Code of good/service

2. Quantity purchased

3. Urnit of measurement

4. Value (27nual equivalent)
5.

E

1.

Value purchased on credit .

ach Income-Receiving Member:
Source of inccme
2. Annual income from each source

6 Each Income-Receiving Member:
1. Financial transactions:
savings, borrowing, etc.
2. Type of transaction '
3. Annual amount of each type of transaction

7 Household Members other than included on

Card Type 2 and 3:
7. Family position, sex, age, marital status
2. Education, occupation

’_“;)Varlables used In ‘the analys:s were constructed with data from these card
types::



The variables which were created for the analysis-‘béﬁ be distinguished
as: (a) stratification variable, and (b) food and heaith expenditure variables.
“The stratification variables can be divided into:

i location

ii. demographic characteristics

ii3. socioeconomic characteristics

The location variables are:

(a) Reginn: high.ands, coast

(b) City size:
- less than 40,000 inhabitants :
- more than 40,000 inhabitants (excluding’ uito and Guayaquil)
- Quito, Guayaquil

Bimographie characteristics include:

(a) Household size:

less than 4 persons
4 or 5 persons

- 6 or 7 persons

- 8 or more persons

(b) Household life cycle stage:

stage 1: - age of head: ‘ess than or equal to 40 years
« no children under 6 years present
- no children between ages 6-19 present

stage 2: - age of head: less than or equal to 40 years
- at least 1 child under 6 years present
- no children between ages 6-19 present

stage 3: - age of head: less than or equal to 40 years
- at least 1 child between ages 6-19 present

stage 4: -~ age of head: greater than 40 years
- at least 1 child under 6 years present

stage 5: - age of head: greater than 40 years
- no child under 6 years present
- at least 1 child between ages 6-19 present

stage 6: - age of head: greater than 40 years
- no children under 19 years present

The socioeconomic indicators are:

- (a) occupation of head of household:

- professional/managerial
= skilled



(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)
%)

(g)

The final selection of the stratification variables‘Wé_s" ,}ba:sféd'uﬁon the
,fr‘e'fsy‘lhts”;of-fa;tor analysis which is discussed in the following section.

Food purchasing patterns are measured by: (a) total expenditures on all
foods and.beverages/year and (b) total annual expenditures on key food items.
The list of key foods was compiled in consultation with CONADE's Nutrition
: i.]hlt, which monitors market prices of these foods on a monthly basis to cost
sbecific food baskets. The expenditure ‘on individual food items had been

‘recorded on a daily basis for-a one week period. When the raw data set was

- semi-skilled

‘= unskilled

formal education of head of household:

- university studies

- 6 grades completed

- 1-5 grades secondary school

- 6 grades secondary school completed
- 0-5 grades primary school

h. __ing construction:

- reinforced concrete and/or brick
- wood and brick, or only wood
- other: cane, mud, dirt, straw

presence of water, electricity and toilet:

- all three present
= not all three present

housing density:

- one or less person/room
< 1.1 - 2.5 persons/room
- more than 2.5 persons/room

presence of electrical appliances:

- three or more (total:5)
- two

- one

- none

household income groups:

s/. 180,000 or more/year
s/. 180,000 - 96,000/year
s/. 96,000 - 60,000/year
s/. 60,000 - 36,000/year
less than s/. 36,000/year

14
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Table 3.2

(Lis of ey Toods, and thar correspanding codes

Urban Household Budget Survey

Cereals’

1. Rice
2. Wheat flour :
3. Bread (wheat)

Meats

Beef (with bones)
Beef (boneless)
Pork chops
Chicken

AWM=

ish

1. Sea-bass ("corvina")
2. Tuna

3. Sardines

Qil and Fats

1. Vegetable oil
2. Vegetable lard

Milk, Milk-Products and Eqgs

1. Eggs (chicken;
2. Milk (fresh)
3. Cheese (fresh)

Vegetables

1. Onion (white)

2. Onion ("paitefa")

3. Cabbage

4. Corn (on the cob) .

5. String beans ("frejol tierno)
6. Broad beans ("haba tierna)
7. Lettuce ;

8. Tomato

1975/76.

Percent of households
reporting expenditures

- Code’ (n=9,518):
0102 84.6
0109 31.4
0117 78.7
0201 63.1
0207 29.9
0215 8.0
0223 25.1

0304 10.5

0316 17.0
0317 9.8
0402 40.8
0405 143.0
0503 “ 60.6
0505 . 70.6
0510 61.8

. 0608 45.7
0609 68.7
0612 50.9
0616 27.4
0620 28.4
0621 18.9
0624 37.1
0632 73.1



' 'T"avble'_;f‘:’S .2:(Continued 2

'Roots_and_Tubers

1. Potato ‘(.';ch'ol"a")‘ 0705

1

2. Potato (white) 10706

3. Yucca E 10711

4. Carrots Ce -0713"

Legumes

1. Lentils ‘ 0806

2. Black beans -0808°

. Fruits
Avocado :0801
Blackberry 0920
Orange . 0932
Pineapple 0837
Papaya 0938
Banana 0840

~SNOUH WN =2
e o o @ e o @

Plantain 0941.

Sugar, Salt and Condiments

1. Sugar (refined) : 1107
2. Salt : 121
Beverages

1. Coffee (beans) 1202
2. Coffee (ground) 1203

3. Soft Drinks 1207

-

YT - = W
OCWwWwwo v
NOVIGI =2 O
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created, food. expenditures had been converted to an annual total by muitiply-
‘ing the weekiy totals by a factor of 52. The frequency with which each of the
ke’y"},feed i,tems’ was reported by the sample households is indicated in
Table 3.2.. Pufchases of rice, bread, and sugae were reported by most
households. Also frequently reported (more than 50%) were purchases of beef,
eggi, milk, cheese, onions, tomatoes, cabbage, potatoes, yucca, carrots,
plantain and salt.? | '

| ‘:‘;\,Health expenditures patterns are measured by: (a) total expenditures/
year on medical care and medicines, aﬁd (b) total annual expenditures on
speciﬂc health care expenditure categories. These expenditeres were recorded
on ‘awquarterly basis, and were later converted on an annual basis in the raw
’data set. A list of the individual health care categories, and the frequencies
with which expenditures on each were reported by the sample households is
presented in Table 3.3. Outpatient visits and purchases of medicines and

over-the-counter drugs are the most significant categories.

3.2.2. Rural Household Budget Survey, 1978/79.

The survey instrument which was applied in the Rural Household Budget
Surveye consists of 20 different forms in addition to a general identification
"sl‘jeet. The data on each form has been recorded on a separate card type;
"'t-h’u's, the raw data set contains 20 different card types. However, for pur-
EQSes of this study, 14 card typesvcontain data of interest. Of these, 12 have
‘3 ;/arying number of records per case (household). The card types are
'described in Table 3.4. The data in the raw data set were transformed into
variables, and were converted into systam files which were merged into two
master files ("PFAR1" and "PFAR2"), one for each survey.' Both files contain
413 variables each, with one file containing 4,383 cases (.round one) and the

other 4,073 cases (round two).
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‘Table)3.3

of Healthexpenditure l:ategories, and frequency
“of;.their reporting by, sample househalds,

Urban 'Household Buciget Surde,' “19‘75"/76"%

Percent of househoids-

“Code: “Health Expenditure Category: reporting expenditure
-3301 Outpatient visits 34.3

3302 Home visits by physician 4.7

3303 Dental care. ‘ 9.6

3304 ‘Laboratory analysis 3.8

08

3305 Home nursing 0.9,

3307 Radiology exams 18"

73308 Hospitalization (public institutions)

73309 Hospitalization (private institutions)

3310 Medicines/over-counter drugs

3311 X-rays 1.8"

3312° Health insurance pramiums 00(n=3) :
5331‘31_3, Accident insurance premiums 01 (n=6)
3316 Other heaith expenses 12 a

/
Lo



| Table 3.4
;Organization of raw data set by different card types,
“.: " Rural Household Budget Surveys, 1978/79 ’

Card Type:. Data Description:
10 Household:

1. Housing characteristics

20 Individual Household Member:
‘ 1. Family position, sex, age, marital status
2. Lliterary education '

50 Each Income-Receiving Member:
1. Savings and outstanding debts
2. Persnnal expenditures:

a. code
b. reference period
c. unit of measurement
d. quantity purchased
e. unit price
f. total value

61 Household:

1. Expenditure on foods and beverages
(1 card per item):

a. code

b. reference period

€. unit of measurement

d. quantity purchased

e. unit price

f. total value
62,63,64,65 Household:

1. Expenditures on different goods and services
(same format as 61)

70 Agricultural Production_Unit (UPA):
1. Land area cultivated by tenure
2. Land area cultivated by crop
71 1. Total production, by crop
2. Allocation of production -
(sale, consumption, seed, etc.)
3. Farmgate prices
72,73 Income from animals and animal products
foresti'y prnoducts, and cther:
a. quantities sold
b. unit of measurement
€. unit prices
75,76 Production costs:

1. Labor costs
2. Other costs



The locational stratification vari;ble is region (highland and coast). The
same two .démographic variables are included as described 1;or the Urban
Household Budget Survey. Because household size tended to be larger in
rural areas, the cut-off points were slightly changed (4 or less
persons/household, 5 or 6, 7 or 8, and 9 or more persons/household); The
household life cycle stage variable was defined identically as'for'the Urban
Household Budget Survey.

The socioeconomic variables for stratification were limited to housing
Eharacterlstics, preseﬁce of appliances, access to water, electricity and hy-
gienic facilities, and literacy status and formal education of the head of house-
hold. Further stratification was deemed necessary to distinguish between
farming and non-farming households. In the former 'group, the amount of land
under cultivation may be a good indicator of socioeconomic status. In addi-
ticn, the extent t> which the household depends on own production for its
food subplies will have a significant impact on its food purchasing behavior.
Thus, an additional variable which indicates the degree of market dependency
_Will be required for stratification.

The food purchasing patterns were measured in the same way as for the
_drban survey. The list of key food Itéms was adjusted in consultation with
‘the staff of CONADE's Nutrition Unit in order to reflect more closely rural
food purchasing patterns. Expenditures on food were recorded as weekly
totals on the survey form. We transformed these weekly totals into six-months'
totals by multiplying by a factor of 26. The list of 45 key food items, and the
fi‘equenc‘ies with which expenditures on these foods were reported by sample

househoids, are presented in Table 3.5 for both ruralvsurvays. There are
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,Tab‘léA‘3_;§
“List: of key ‘food items, and frequency oftheir
: "eportlng by sample’ househo!ds .
Rural Hoﬁs’eholdt Budget Surveys Iand I1.
" Percent of households

reporting expenditures
RHBS 1: ., RHBS Ii:

A, - Cereals:

1101 Rice 73.1 67.8
1102 Ground barley 2941 8.9
1105 Noodles .17.4 76.6
1107 Wheat flour ~36.4 34.1
1108 Main flour 3.2 - 3.8
1109 Barley flour 5.0 5.0
1110 Corn 7.2 .~ 3.8
1112 Corn (semi-dry) w242 - 1.8
1113 Bread (wheat, corn) - 49.1 - 53.2.

B. Legumes:

+1205 Lentils ' 16.2.
1207 Dry beans ("porotos") 24,8
C. Vegetables:

11302 Onion (white) 34.9. 284
1303 Onion ("paiteria") 63.4: - 61.5
1305 Cabbage 24,1, 121,98
11307 Corn (on the cob) "5.6" 6.1
1308 String beans ("fréjol tlerno") +7.9" 6.4
1309 Broad beans ("haba tierna") 5.2 < 3.9
1310 Lettuce 13.9: 13.3
131 Tomato 47.7. , 47.5

D. Roots and Tubers:

1402 "Melloco" (indigenous tuber) ~.2.3 3.8
1404 Potato 63:8 “61.6°
1406 Yucca 14,3 14,3

1407 Carrots 22,5 '22.0;

E. Fruits:

1501 Avocado - 6.4 6.6

1513 ‘ Blackberry 0.5 - 0.5

1515 Orange .. 9.8 20.6

1518 Pineapple . 2.5 1.3

1519 Papaya 2.1 ‘2.0

1521 Banana - 16:2 :17.9-

1522 Plantain +25.8 :30.2.



-1601

1603
1606
1607
11608

1707
1702 -

1708

1801
1803
1805

1905
1908
1911

2006

Table 3.5 (continued)

..~ ‘Meats and Fish:

Beef

Pork
Other(prepared)‘

" Fresh fish’ :

Canned fish (tuna, sarf;iines)
Oil and_Fats:
Vegetable oil

Lard (pork)
Lard (vegetable)

Milk, Milk Products and Eggs:

Milk (fresh)
Cheese
£ggs (chicken)

Sﬁgar, Salt and Condiments:

Sugar (refined)
Sugar-unrefined (“"panela")
Salt

Eeverages:
Soft drinks

w

-
SwWwooo
Na~~

23.
58.

19.
14.

73.
67.

o w

H =

o
WhoOHo-=

22.
16.
61.

~N 3

18.

14,

71.9
24.9
69.7

12.3



no major differences between the two surveys ln the reporting fre-

fquencies. Expenditures on rlce, ' noodles, “bread, _ onlons, “potatoes, beef,

;vegetable lard, sugar and salt weremost frequently (more than;50 percent)
}re,ported

Expendltures on health care ‘were recorded. on“‘a’ quarterly basis on the
‘ii?“..,’.:Y“-‘Y “form. JTh_e quarte’rly'-totals for each health care-'category‘ were con-
;;:v:'erted on a f»lx-months‘ -"basls.' The individual categories, and frequencies
‘;:‘wlth which expendltures on each ‘was - reported by the sample households, are
'present‘ed in Table 3.8. . These categories dlffer slightly from those inciuded
inthe urban survey._: Expenditures on outpatient visits, and on medicines and

over-counter drugs were the most frequently reported ini‘-both ru_ral surveys,

as was the case for.the urban survey.

-3.3. Statistical Techniques Employed

‘Standard statistical techniques were emp‘i‘oyed‘inthé :_analysl_’sf;pre'sented in
,thi_‘s“ report. These techniques are available in’ the SPSS_"'sublroutlnes.' Simple
frequency distributions or crosstabulations were ruﬁ'_fnnidhq‘ér ‘to: ‘(a) ‘produce
’descrlptlve statistics, (b) ‘test for statistical' associations - between class
varlables, and (c) adjust cut-off points when‘-converting'contlnfuous variables
lnto class variables to ansure adequate cell frequencies.

‘Factor  analysis was used in order to reduce the number of different
socloeconomic status lndlcators to one "best" indicator. The,procedures used
_and the results are described in greater detail in the 'ne>‘<_r__t_‘_section.'

. Analysis' of variance was employed in orderf,to ‘describe food purchasing
'and health care expendlture patterns (mean values) by stratified population
groups. Regression analysis (ordinary least squares) ‘was applied to estimate

the‘_incor‘ne-expenditure, relatlonshlps for dlfferent populatlon fstrata.
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7Table 3.6
.List_of ‘health expenditure categories, and frequency
:of ‘their reporting by sample households,"

Rural Househdld. Budget Surveys | and |l

Percent of households

Code: Health Expenditure Category: reporting expenditure
RHBS |: RHBS |I:

5101 Outpatient visits 37.0 37.3

5102 Dental visits- o 4.8 5.7

5103 Visiis to ophthamologist 0.6

5104 Hospitalization 69

5105' Expenses- indigeneous medicine ' 47

5in6 Qver-the-counter drugs e 531

5107 Medicines and vitamins . 473

51‘08’; Dentures and dental bridges 2

'5109 Eyewear

Se



4. STRATIFICAT!ON VARIABLES EXAMI D

Food expendlture patterns and food purchasing behavior depend on many
1Efactors. If we ‘take the household as the unit of - analysis, as is the case in

f_the present study, then these variables can be distinguished as macro- and

: 'cro-level Macro-level var:ables define the aggregate environment, external
ito' the household unit over which it has no control The variables most rele-
::‘vant to food expenditure patterns will include: food prices, physical avail-
:'\ablllty of food items, food marketing structures. Access to different types of
vmedical facilities, costs of different types of medical services, market prices of
medici‘nes ) and drugs, | access to indigenous medical services are some
macro-level variables which affect health care expenditure patterns.
Micro-level variables refer to demographic, cultural, social and economic
f'attrib.utes of the household unit. So, for instance, household axpenditure
‘-'patterns wull depend on the sex and age compositlon of the household unit:
i{‘:lndividuals of dlfferent sex and ages have dlfferent needs and wants. Indi-
ivldual food preferences are socially and culturally determined So is the
Eihousehold member who is asslgned the role of acquiring food, or the decision
-)to' make use of tradltlonal versus mo\dern“medlcal services. - The economic

variable thought to be of greatest lmportance for expendlture patterns is the

*Ievel of household income.,‘ However, there are other dlmenslons of income

awhlch are also important f"', expenditure patterns° tlme patternv of Income
receipts, sources of income, “and expectations about future Income Ievels, for
example.

it Is also usefui to, point - out that macro- and mlcro-level factors may
:ln.teracti\'/ely affect expenditure patterns. For example, the household's total

income and market prices of goods and services determine the household's real
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.‘p.ut'ehaslng power which in turn determines the'househo_ld's total food budget.
H.ow the food budget is allecated among different food items and in what
‘quantltles, depends 'on the interaction of relative food prices and individuai
" food preferences.

This is not the_place to embark on an exhaustive revlew of _the»evidence
. relative to what factors etfect household expenditure patterns,-and‘ In what
| way. This discussion merely serves to\\polnt to the need°for multi-dimensional
stratification ef the population in order to measure repreeentative expenditure
patter;ns, of pppulation groups which are falrly hemogeneous in micro-ievel
attributes and macro-environments. ‘

There are limitations to the stra‘tiflcatl‘on process. As s clear, the
factore affecting expenditure patterns -p\ake up muiti-component -constructs
Whlc;h cannot directly be measured. Tr.'u\u“s, we must select proxylvariables
'wtiich -r"epresent different 'dimensions of those constructs. The variables which
can be selected are constramed by the avallable data. Of edual ‘importance is
the considerat:on as to what level the sample can be stratified. The objective
1Is to deflne sub- samples which are. homogeneous ln as many. aspects as is
;possible. But the sub-sample size must be statlstlcally .adequate to provide

vaild estimates of expendlture shares.

'4.1."Urban Household Budget Survey, 1975/76

" The location variables (Section 3.2.1) are empioyed as proxy varlables to
vrepresent the macro-environments faced by the sample households ‘We are
postulating that coastal and highland towns of different sizes at the time of the
-survey represented different mecro-environments‘, in terms of food prices, food

‘marketing and distribution; medical facilities, cost of medical C?'é;’ etc.
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:ni,was declded to ’use’as the primary demographic stratification Variable
‘1“the" hous'ehold's life cycle stage (LFSTAGE), because of "evidence in the litera-
ff':turethait” food expenditure patterns change as households move through the
,life.cycle (8,9,10). The expenditure variables are also adjusted for household
size when appropriate, in order to take account of this important demographic

variable.

Socio-Economic Status (SES)

One variable was seiected as a proxy for the construct SES from a list
which vwas described previously. One variable was a priori eliminated; the
eoding of the occupational group of the head of household contained a group
whioh oouid not be classified: unemployed, in the Armed Forces, etc. If the
occu‘pa‘tion variable had - been inoluded, the total sampie would have been
reduced by 1,041 cases (10.9%).

A factor analysis? was performed for the/following purposes: (a) to
.inVestigate which of the _remaining variables rg.’bresent the same dimensions of
."the SES construct, and (b) to determine which variable(s) are good
';‘,substitutes for household income to stratify the population for SES.

Valld estimates of income are often d|fficult to obtain because of deliberate
junder- or over-reporting. To construct' an income variable is cumbersome and
f;{requires many questions during the interview, especnally when several house-
hold members receive income in one form or another. Thus, there is a need to

"tratification variables other than income to define the household's SES.

The remainlng six SES variables"‘ were entered into a factor anaiysls in a
flrst roUnd It became clear from the results that housmg denslty (HOUSDEN)
an‘d;.thef' presence/absence of water, electricity and toilet (FACILIT|) are

variables which either are pocr proxies for SES, or represent another
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‘idimenslon of - SES than the other variables. With a mlnimum Engenvalue
"specified at one, one factor was generated with these two varlabies having
"relatwely low factor loadlngs. When the mlnimum Eigenvalue was reduced to
-0.7, to Increase the percent of variance explained three factors were
generated, with HOUSDEN entering the second factor with a high factor
«oading (0.96) and FACILITI the third factor_. Thus, ~lt;was decidedto drop
these two variables from consideration. |
The factor analysis was then repeated with the four remalning variables.

"Thls was done for the sample as a whole, as well ‘as by region and city size.
The results are presented in Table 4, ‘l.” W|th ‘the four variables, one factor
“was generated ‘ INCOME entered with the hughest factor loading (0.86), and
_,;,HOUSQUAL with the: iowest (0. 75) ‘This factor explains 66 percent of the
':-'total variance It is clear that these four variabies represent the same dimen-
:fsion,- ‘of the SES construct in the whole sample.4 Across regions and city size,
'.'"‘HOUSQUAL demonstrates the least stability in factor loadings, and APLIANCE
'=the highest degree of stability. HOUSQUAL. consistently enters the factor with
l0west factor loading, except for ‘the subv-samplefrom Guayaquil. Exce.pt for
the sub-sampiesi'from small highland towns and from Guayaquil, the factor
joading of APLIANCE is the closest to. that ;;ofblNCOME in the other four
sub-samples. At ‘this point, 'W.ve; should iike t_o"' nominate APLIANCE: as the
primary SES stratification ‘\)aria'ble.' EDUCshould perform almost'equ‘ally well,
hoWever. - | a o

N The remaining concern deals with the cell frequencies after several levals
of stratification, with the Iocation, demographic and SES varlables as they now
stand. In Table A.4.1 are presented sub~-sample sizes for a three-level
‘stratification procedure‘; " by REGION, Ci'l'Y SIZE and APLIANCE, >_o_r

LFSTAGE. In only onﬂe'lcelli (Quito househoids with zero appliances) falls the
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TABLE 4.1

Results of the Factor Analysis of Selected SES Variables, for the Whole Sample,
= and by Region and City Size, Urban Househoid Budget Survey 1975/76 "

SES ..

HIGHLANDS

‘Whole Sample

Less than 40,000

More than 40,000

Qulto‘ »

Variables Inhabitants Inhabitants
D Factor . Commun- Factor Commun- Factor Commun- Factor - Com‘mu'n’;l'i‘
- Loading ality - Loading ality Loading ality Loading "a‘llty e
EDUC .79 :62 .74 .55 .57 .65
APLIANCE - .84 N0 .69 .68° 14
INCOME .86 .74 .61 73 .76,
HOUSQUAL .75 .57 430 .38 .55
Eigenvalue 2.64 - R
% Variance L
Explained 65.9 676,
COAST
- Factor Commun- Factor = Commun- Factor Commun-.
Loading ality Loading ality Loading ality
EDUC. .73 .53 .76 .57 .80 .64
APLIANCE .82 .68 .81 .65 .80 .65
INCOME .82 .67 - .84 .1 .88 77
HOUSQUAL .73 .54 .73 .53 .83 .69°
Eigenvalue 2.41 2.46 2.75 ’
% Variance
Explained 60.3 61.5 68.7




frequency:. of. households fbelow one hundred. 5 We also investigated whether a

-.four-level stratlfication .is'f feasible, however,,'m’ large number of cells

demonstrated too" low a frequency. Thus, a three-ievel stratiflcation procedure
is the ‘most’ the total sample size will support, unless the stratificatlon
;variables are further adjusted by comblnlng dlfferent classes. ~Thls will
»lncrease the sub- sample slzes, but results in a loss of homogeneity wlthln the

sub-samples.

4 2 Rural Household Budget Surveys, 1978/79

The key location variable is region (coast, hlghlands) |  The nex: level of
stratlflcatlon ls the distinction between farmlng--and non-farmlng households
The latter group was defined as households which reported not havung any
Iand under cultivation at .the time of the survey From Table A 4 2 ‘it is
clear that in both surveys and in both regions, the majorlty of the sample
ho_useholds engaged in farming.

. .,The- primary demographic ?'vstratlfic‘atlon." varia;b'le employed l the

'household's llfe cycle stage (LFSTAGE), as deflned for the urban survey (see

section 4, 1) Thls variable may be important not only for expendlture

patterns, but may also have lmportant lmpllcatlons for levels of food productlon
for self-consumption, thus, further affectmg food expendlture-’ patterns As in

the analysus of the urban survey, the expendlture varlables are ad]usted for

Socio-Economic_Status (SES)

Several variables were considered [in’order to select one proxy variable
for the construct SES. '_,One‘vset;’of;,varl‘ables_were eliminated early on from
further consideration when it became clear :that ‘rural housing characteristics

varied",signlficantly':b‘et\_vee'n ~coast.and highlands in terms of: 'type_of house,
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'end construction materials of roofs and floors.” This was interpreted to mean
that an uniform scale based upon one or more of these housing characteristics
vwould provide a very different SES ciassification In each region. This was
’eleo borne out by the resuits of a factor analysls which demonstrated a low
"degree-of stablllty of . factor loadings across the two regions of different
‘_;houslng characterlstlcs |
The followlng varlables were Included In a factor analysls In order to
. select the F'bestf'.SES proxy: '
(a) formal schoolind of the head of hqueelhold;; (v‘E_DUV(;:_,‘)';;
0: none
B EO .l1-,‘3> grades primary school
.2: 4th grade of primary school or' higher.
"(p):’“;"number of household appllances present (APLIANCE)
15000 15 2 200 3t 3+,
'_(e).;j:/y'l‘a'cees's to- dlfferent"facllltle's_“__:f’jf‘petable .water, ' electricity’ and toilet
(FACILITI)
0 0, 1 1 2 20r3
f'(id‘)\;'_Cooklng fuel used (COOKFUEL)
. 1 wood/charcoal
2: electricity, gasoline, and/or kerex.
,'.::iiFdr.farmlng households, an additional variable: was lnc!uded ';’kll“and area
under cultlvatlon (HECTA):
1:¥ |ess than 1 ha.
2 "1 - less than 2 ha.’
3: 2 -'less than 5 ha.
4 5 = less than 10 ha.
5.

10\ ha, or more..
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The results of the factor analysis for farming and non-farming households
‘are 'pre'sented in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. In all zases was the minimum eigenvalue
‘specified at one, and the matrices were rotated by the varimax technique (14).
For all farming households, as well as those in the highlands, two factors were
generated, indicating that land area under cultivation (HECTA) represents a
different dimension of SES than the remaining four variables. This is to a
lesser degree true for coastal farming householdsS. The'variables other than
HECTA demonstrate a certain degree of stability of factor loadings in the first
factor across different groups, with FACILITI entering with the highest factor ‘
loading. In the sample as a whole, and among highland farming households,
the fac;ors, exp‘lain approximately 60 percent of the total variance. It was
de‘c‘lded to select HECTA as the primary stratification variable as representing
a more relevant dimension of SES among farming households.

All fodr variables appear to represent the same dimension of SES in the
;‘sample of non-farming households. In this sample as well as in the sub-sample
_""of coastal non-farmlng households, FACILITI qnters the factors with the
:'.highest factor loading (.78 and .81, respectlvely) APLIANCE demonstrates
;the hlghest factor loading (.82) in ‘the sub-sample of highland non-farming
hou‘sehelds. In each case, the generated factor explains approximately half of
,'the total "varlance. . We selected FACILIT| as the primary §ES stratification
‘variable fer non-farming households. APLIANCE should perform almost equally
‘well though.

We lastly preseht the cell frequencies in different stratification schemes,
‘for both surveys (Tables A 4.3, A.4.4 and A.4.5). In the sub-sample of
'farmlng households, there was a tendency towards larger land areas being

1 [

vcultlvated among coastal households (x2'= 361 3 (p ¢ .01); Kenda!l tau:
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TABLE 4.2

Results of the Factor Analysis of Selected SES Variables, for the
Whole Sample of Farming Households, and by Region
Rural Household Budget Survey |

ALL

HIGHLANDS COAST

: SES Variables : Factor Loadings

Factor 1 Factor 2

Commu- Factor Loadings Commu- Factor Commu-

nality Factor 1 Factor 2 nality Loading nality

A -.01 .92
EDOCV¥i £ .58 .19
APLIANCE - . .45 .
‘FAanliji ‘

COOKFUEL
Cigenvalue

$ Variance Explaifnied

.85 -.02 .92 .84 .38 .15
.37 .61 .33 .49 .53 .28

.74 .28 3 .61 .37




- TABLE 4.3
"Resuits of the Factor Analysis of Selected SES Variabies, for the
“Whole Sample of Non-Farming Households, and by Region
Rural Household Budget Survey |

ALL HIGHLANDS COAST

'SES..Variables Factor Commu- Factor Commu- Factor Commu-

Loading nality Loading nality Loading nality

APLIANCE 72 .52 .82 .68 70 .49
FACILITI .78 .61 74 .55 81 .65

'COOKFUEL .66 .43 .67 .45 .63 .40

‘EDUC .68 .47
'Eigenvalue ) il
% Variance Explained  51.2 541




5',v3.‘6(p‘ < \‘.*9,1.),.'vvforv-‘,t'he' first survey). Consequently, the frequencies of coastal

farmlng householos which cultlvat‘ed less than 1 ha. are relatlvely low in both
surveys.:
ln the sub-sample of non-farmlng households, stratified by region and

FACILITI, none of the cell frequencles falls below 100 Iin the flrst survey;

w “ile In the second survey, several cells demonstrate a frequency below 100.
TWhen the total samples are stratlfled by region, farmlng or non-farming, and
Iife oyole stage, several cell frequencies become rather low, especially among
fnon_-farming households. in future exercises with relatively Iow samples, a
:-/rje-‘deflnitlon of the life cycle stee variable which resuits in fewer classes may

be considered.
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5. FOOD EXPENDITURE PATTERNS IN URBAN AND RURAL E_CUADOR.

Food expenditure patterns are presented in this section in several forms:
n‘("a)b'v .per - capita food expenditures, (b) total food expendltures, and
.iexpenditures on, 41 key foods, as percent of total household expenditures, (c)
expenditures on selected food: ltems as percent of ‘total food expenditures, and
(d) expendlture elastlcities of total food expenditures, expendltures on 41 key
Tfoods, and of expenditures of selected food items. Because both the rural
and urban surveys are rather dated, per caplta expenditures are not’ too
meaningful, except to serve ‘as baseline data against whlch the results of any
‘future_surveys c'an‘ b:e measured. In computing the average expenditure
shares,: . it~- vwasz _assumed that households which did not report any
expe‘nditures on_,a'particular food, had indeed not purchased any of the food.
The data clidjnot allow us to distinguish between zero expenditure and
missing  data. Consequently, average expenditure shares may be
u'nderestimated somewhat. In computing the marginal expenditure shares or
expenditure. elastlcities, only households with positive expendi*tures are
included, of course, since logarithmic transformations are only possible of
positive values.v ~This means that if non-reporting of expenditures meant
indeed ‘zero‘j expe‘nditures, the expenditure elasticities may have a downward
Abias.k If non‘-reported expenditures indeed meant missing data, the bias can’
lnotb';a priori be determined. Average expenditure shares indicate how
‘imnortant a‘particular expenditure is in overall expenditures at a point in
time. Marginal expendlture shares provide estimates of how expenditures on
particular- foods, or group of foods may change in response to changes in
househoid | lncome., lt should‘ be remembered that extrapolations to
~inter- temporal behavior from results obtained with cross-sectional data have

limited valldlty Thus the results presented should be interpreted as

36



estimates " of magnitudes. rather . than 'precise predictors of changes in

expenditure behavior.; ":vastly'},we need to point out that we have selected

total househoid expenditures as a proxy;,varlable for household income."‘f"

S

former is thought to reflect more adequately the Ievel of permanent household‘,

income, and thus to be a more valid predictor of .. household food
'expenditures._, Short-run, transitory changes in total household income are

not llkely to “impact sngnlficantly on household food budgets

5 1. Urban food ex enditure atterns.

Median household food expenditures amounted to S/ 2s, 075 per annum in
the urban sample. On the average, urban househoids spent 45‘percent of
‘total household expenditures. on food. Per caplta food expenditures a'nd mean
percent of total food expenditures spent on specific food items are presented
in Table 5.1. for the urban sample stratified by region and city size. The
specific food items ,wh‘ich are included were selected on the basis of high
reporting frequency.(see Table 3.‘3). Per capita food expenditures increased
fwlth‘city " size, while food expenditures as percent of total expenditure=
decreased in both highland and coastal urban populations Per capita food
expenditures were also higher among households in Quito than ln Guayaquil.
A similar pattern emerged for expenditures on the 41 key, foods as a group.
The following reasons are Ilkely to account for this pattern.»‘.

t:(a)‘ ,generally higher lncome levels’ and smaller household size in larger
clties,

.A'(_vb,);:{‘higher mean food prices, reflecting greater variety in quality and

"‘higher marketing and dlstrlbution costs

Thus, ‘at the same income level, housecholds may not necessariiy consume more

foods in larger cities than in small ones.



TABLE 5.1

Food expendlture patterns of urban populations stratified by reglon and cnty size
L (per capita expendntures and average expenditure shares)

X(SE)
HIGHLANDS "COAST- ‘ _
Food Item LT 40,000 GT 40,000 QuITO LT 40,000 GT 40,000 GUAYAQUIL " -
Category . - —
A A B A B A B A B A
- s/ s/, % s/, % s/ % s/, % s/
All 5554 6331 .1? 9381 .g? 5129 .32 6205 .47 8113
R " (110) (107) .4)  (269) .5) (115) .4)  (105) 3] (202)
4] Key foods 2947 3397 A1 5156 .4 3188 .59 3542 .59 4559
S (64) (60) .3)  (116) .4) (57) .4) (57) .3) (97)
‘Rice - - 297 432 .6 384 .3 645 .8 567 .9 567
o (10) (19) .1) (13) .1) (12) .3) 9) .2) (14)
Bread 2717 . 392 .3 468 .0 157 .4 222 .2 241
P o (9) €)) .1) (12) 1) (4) .1) (5) 1) ¢))
Beef (w/bones) 248 210 .9 415 .1 589 .3 250 .7 455
13) DX .1) (16) .2) (16) 3 9 .1) 19)
Vegetable lard 51 54 .2 89 .3 205 .8 137 .0 33
| 3 - 3 (3) 1) (5) 1) (6)  (0.1) (@ A1) (@)
AEggs 3 190 195 .7 306 .2 79 .3 143 .2 - 143 1.
' (8) (6) 1) (10) 1) (5) .1) (5) .1) (6) .
Milk 3n 440 .6 793 .2 188 .2 272 .0 561 .
(12) (10) .1) 19) .2) (9) .1) (8) .1) (14)
Cheese’ 130 113 .6 188 .8 98 .1 152 .4 168
(7)) (4) 1) 9) 1) (4) .1) (4) .1) ¢))
Onions 22 34 .6 52 .6 68, .5 63 .2 91.
(1) 1) .0) (2) .0) (2) .0) (1) . (0.0) 3)
Tomatoes 63 66 .1 107 .3 80 .7 5 .3 115
’ : (3) ) 0 (3) .9) (2) .0) 2) 0) - (5)
Potatoes 226 150 .6 302 .1 84 .9 67 .3 150 -
-(12) (8) 1) (12) .2) 2). .1) (2) .0) (5) .
Plantain 34 32 .6 36 .4 62 .6 111 .4 42
2) (1) :0) (2) .0) ~(2) .1) 3) .1 @) -
Sugar 173 197 .4 199 .6 139 .2 163 .2 156
(6) (8) .1) (8) .1) (3) 1) (3) (0.1) (4)
Coffee (ground) 84 70 .3 71 .0 52 .2 42 .0 54
(4) (3) 1) (4) 1) &) .1) (25 .0) (3)

A: per capita expenditure/year.

B: expenditure as percent of total food expenditure.

2as percent. of total expenditures.



;The . average expenditure share of. food"dld not differ'--,significantly
’between highland and coastal cities of similar slze. - The gap in average
expendltur'e shares of the 41 key foods between hlghland and coestal cities is
highest between cities with Iess then 40 000 population, .and - ieast between
>Quito and Guayaquil.

Individuai food items demonstrated different expenditure patterns. Per
capita annual expendltureshon brea‘d, vegeta‘bie‘ lard,’eggs, milk, onions,
tomatoes, and sugartended to increase with city size in highland populations,
though mostly the difference is between Quito,and other highland cities
Mean per capita expenditures'on rlice were high_er in highland cities > 40,000
popuiation than in smalier “cities or in Z'Quito. For the ‘remaining .food items
(beef, cheese, potatoes and ground coffeei'mean per caolta exoendltures were
hlgher in coastal citles < 40 000 _population. than in Iarger cities

Expendltures on ‘none of the selected food items .represented on the
!average more than 10 percent of the households' “food budgets among
;“households in highland c|ties of varlous slze. Milk, rice, bread and beef
'ishowed the hlghest average food budget sharesfreflecting high reported
frequency of expenditure as well as differences in relative unit prices and
guantitles purchased. A low average food bu‘dget‘share does not necessarily
‘mean that the food item is quantitatively unimportant in the daily diet.

- " Per caplta expenditures on bread, mlik, and cheese tended to increase
with city vs'lze in coastal populations, while mean per capita expenditures on
rice, beef, vegetable lard, potatoes, onions, tomatoes and ground coffee were
lower in coastal cities with populatlon > 40,000 than in smaller cities. The
‘opposite pattern was  seen for mean per capita expenditures on eggs,
.plantaln, and' sugar.. ,Pervcaplta expenditures on vegetable lard and plantain

in the population of Guayaquil was significantly Iower than in the populations
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"'o}l’,}‘other coastal citles. _‘Rlce, "beef, bread ‘and«mlllg,,‘_shohfed.« the highest
‘average food budget shares for coastal households. |

Comparing coastal and "hglgh’land ‘populatlons; lncltlesofslmllar :\slie, the

foilowing observations are posslble' . “ -

(a) coastal households ln smaller cltles (< 40 000 populatlon) spent a
greater share of thelr food budgets on rlce, beef vegetable lard,
Aonlons, tomatoes and plantaln than hlghland households whlch in
‘turn spent a- greater share on bread, eggs, milk and potatoes;

(b)" slmllar dlfferences In food purchasing patterns exlsted between
"V‘households in coastal and highland cities with population > 40,000,
thoUgh the differences were Iess pronounced' than among smailer
e]tles;

(o) households resldlng 'ln Quito generall.y: spent a greater share of

| ~-thelr food budgets on bread, vegetable lard, 'eggs, _mlld and
potatoes, but a smaller share on rlce, beef‘and onion(s, than

households in Guayaqull.

- Food expenditure pattern by region, city size and_socioeconomic_status (SES).

~ As was expiained in the previous section, the primary _stratlflcation
Variable selected for SES is APLIANCE (number of household applianoes
present). We would expect that the average expendlture share on food
decllneshwlth higher SES leveis (Engei's Law). The average food budget
share of certain foods, particuiariy staple foods, would be expected to foilow
the same pattern, whlle‘ that of other foods may well ‘demonstrate a pattern of
"constant or lncreaslng food budget shares with h:gher SES levels. For
example, foods wlth hlgh soclal “prestige value or of which there exlst many

,"_different varletles, -and: quallty levels (and thus price levels), may exhlblt
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increasing’ food budget shares as_households substitute higher priced varieties
. withIncome increases.

The average expenditures -shares for. food, ,and"the,{j'aVer‘ag"e’:food budget
‘shares for selected foodltemsarepresentedln TablesSZ '_and'VS.‘3 for urban
populations stratified by region, city size and. SES. '~ The following
‘observations ‘can be made for highland households (Table 5 2)

(a) The average expendlture share for food decllned wlth lncreasung

SES Ievels among hlghland households ln small cltles, Iarge cities
and in Quito.

(b) The "ave‘rage expenditurﬁe‘ share.‘for an key” foods - also “‘decllned with

. -'}lncreasing SES levels among households residing In cities of

. different sizes, though much of the decline was among the higher

| SES households:
:" (c) In small cities, the average food budget share for rice tended to
‘decrease, and for potatoes tended to increase, with higher SES of
f__households. 'l-'helaverage food budget shares of bread, mitk, eggs,
',"beef, cheese all showed a tendency to increase with SES, while
| those of sugar and ground coffee tended to decrease with SES.

’,(d) i‘l'he‘ average food budget ,shares for rice, vegetable lard, sugar and

‘ground ‘coffee decreased, and for eggs, milk, cheese and tomatoes
i'lncreased with. hlgher SES levels among . househaold in large
-f,’highland cities.

(c) f‘,'l_'he' average ‘food ,bud‘ge’t shares.for rice and bread remained rather

“ “constant with SES, and,fonly”dropped among the higher SES class of

'the households resldlng ln Qulto. The food budget shares for
| eggs, “milk and cheese Increased, and those for potatoes, sugar and

ground coffee declined, wlth the SES .of these households
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TABLE 5.2
rood expendlture patterns of highland urban populatlons stratified by C|ty size "
and socioeconomic status (average expenditure shares)

X (SE)
: . LT 40,000 : GT 40,000 . .- - . © 7 QuiTo
Food  Item o -
_ Category APLIANCE APLIANCE S APLIANCE
0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 T3+ 00 1 2.7 3+
an? . . 59.7 53.5 47.5 39.4 52.7. 46.7 4.3 ©32.1 53.3 50.0 39.9 22.3 .
' a (1.0) (0.7) (0.9) (0.2) (0.9) (0.7) (0.5) (0.6) 2.1y (1.0) (0.8) (0.5}
41 Key foods - 30.7 28.7 28.3 23.8 27.9 26.4 24.9 18.5 31.6 31.9 25.9 - 17.1.
‘ b - (0.8) (0.6) (0.8) (1.0) (0.9) (0.6) (0.4) (0.9 (2.6) (0.9) «(c.6) (0.4)
Rice : S 6.5 6.1 6.0 5.2 3.0 8.4 7.7 . 5.8 6.0 6.9 6.4 3.9
b B (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) - (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.7) (0.3) (0.3) (0.1)
Bread S 5.5 5.0 6.5 6.8 7.3 7.6 - 7.4 6.9 €.3 6.7 6.3 5.5
b (0.3) (0.2} (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3 (0.2) (0.2) (0.7) (0.3) (0.3) (0.1)
- Beef (w/bones) 3.5 4.8 6.0 5.0 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.7 4.3 5.8 5.4 4.7 -
‘ B -7 (0.4) (0.3) (0.5) (0.6) (6.3) (0.2) (0.2} (0.2 (0.9) (0.4) (0.3) (0.2)
Vegetable fard™ = = 1.6 1.2 0.9 0.9 1.5 1.6 1.1 0.6 1.9 2.0 1.6 0.8
b 0 (0.2)  (0.1)  (0.1)  (0.2) (0.2) (0.i) (0.1) (0.1) (0.5) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1)
Eggs 1.7 2.6 4.0 3.9 1.8 2.0 3.1 3.6 2.0 2.5 3.2 3.7
b - €0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.5) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1)
Mitk 4.7 6.5 8.4 8.5 6.1 6.9 8.2 8.4 7.5 8.2 9.2 9.8
b (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.9) (0.5) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3)
Cheese 1.4 2.0 2.4 2.4 1.3 1.3 1.8 2.0 1.0. 1.2 1.5 2.3
b ©(0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.7) (0.3) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Onions 0.3 G.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6
b (0.6} (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) - (0.0) (0.0)
Tomatoes 0.8 0.9 1.4 1.3 0.7 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.2
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0)
Potatoes 3.5 3.9 5.2 6.3 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.1 4.7 5.5 4.9 3.0
b (0.5) (0.3) (0.4) (0.7) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2 (0.2) (0.9) (0.4) (0.3) (0.2)
Plantain 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.4
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1). (0.1) “(0.1)  (0.1) - (0.71) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.71) (0.0}
Sugar 4.5 3.5 3.0 3.3 3.9 3.9 3.4 2.8 3.7 3.4 2.7 2.0
\ b (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.7) (0.1) (0.1) (0.5) (0.1) - (0.1)  (0.1)
Coffee (ground) 2.2 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.1 0.7
(0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) °(0.1) (0.1) (0.%1) (0.3) (e.2) (0.1) (0.1)

s percent of total expenditures.

As percent of tota! fcod expenditures.



For coastal households, the following can be noted from Table 5.3:

f’A(fa"j‘;:‘Th‘e a\)erage expenditure shares for fooa, and'for thé group of key
:f;vods, déclined with higher SES levels of households ,‘rbesiding in
“ small arnd large cities and in Guayaquil.

(b) Tlie foéd budget shares for eggs and mllk"lhc'rg:agéd wlthSEs, and
for rice, beef, wvegetable lard, potatdesv,;“‘g;‘, plantaln,sugar and
‘ground coffee decreases with SES, among householdsresldlng in
"lsm.all ‘cities.

(c) Among households residing in large cities, the average food budget
‘s'lywa’re‘s‘ for rice, vegetable lard, plantain, $ugar and ground coffee
'sjh'owe& a clear pattern of declining with sés,. while the shares for
eggs and milk increased. )

(d) :rhe' pattern o\f‘average fqod budget‘,shares among households of
'.;_d{ifferent 'SES levels residing in  Guayaquil resembied that of
Hoﬁseholds in large cities ekt:-ept that the share for cheese
‘de‘monstrated a stro‘n‘ger iﬁcrgaslng trend, and that for potatoes
:more of a declining trend, ’v;/lth higher “SES Ie\)élsi '

, ~ Among urban househonlds, Independently of where thkey‘ reside, total food

:':Y.bu:dgets répresent a smaller share of total household expénditures with higher

SES leveis. Though total expenditures on the 41 key foods represented a

’sm‘aller proportion of total food expenditures among highland households, in

.‘B4oth regional sub-samples this proportion stayed fairly constant across SES

" levels,  especially among households residing in Quito and Guayaquil. This

suggests shifts in gxpenditures among key foods in the form of substitution

both between-and \;vithin foods. Expenditures on milk, cheese and eggs

' command greater sﬁares of food budgets at higher SES levels of highiand

households independently of the size of the city they reside in. Expenditures
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TABLE 5.3
Food expenditure patterns of coastal urban populations stratified by cnty

size and socioeconomic status (average expenditure shares)’

X (SE)
LT 40,000 ° GT 40,000 - GUAYAQUIL:
"FoodItem . N AN
Category APLIANCE APLIANCE "APLIANCE .

- 0L 2 3+ 0 Z 3+ 0 1 2 3
Alla £8.5 55.7  45.5  40.1 52.7 48.8 41.4 38.0  54.8 - 49.4 43,1 32,4 -
L (6.6) (0.7) (1.2) (1.1) (0.7) (0.5) = (0.7) (0.6) (1.4) = (0.9) (0.9) (6.5)"
41 Key foods 417 40.2 29.9 26.8 34.17  32.1  27.0 24.0 34.6  31.1 27.9  20.2°
L : (0.6) (0.8) (1.0) (1.0) (0.8) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (1.5) (0.9) (0.9) (0.4)"
" Rice 18.4 16.6 12.0 10.0 14.5 13.3  10.5 9.0 4.4 12.6 1.7 6.9

L (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.8) (0.5) (0.5) - (0.2)
Bread 31 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.8 4.2 4.8 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.1 3.6
, e (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.1) (0.6) (0.2) - (0.3) (0.1)
Beef (w/bones) 13.7 14.2 12.2 11.3 4.5 5.1 5.0 4.0 6.5 6.6 6.3 6.3

‘ b (0.4) (0.6) (0.9) (0.8) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.8) (0.5) (0.5) (0.3)
“Vegetable lard 5.9 4.9 3.7 2.7 4.2 3.5 2.6 1.7 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.5

b (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (9.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Eggs 0.9 1.3 1.8 2.2 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.7 1.2 1.2 1.5 2.0

b (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Milk 2.1 3.0 4.2 6.2 2.0 3.3 4.8 6.1 5.4 6.0 6.8 8.7

b (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.6) (0.3) (9.4) (0.2)
Cheese 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.2 24 25 2.6 1.4 1.4 1.7 . 2.3
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Onions 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.4 1.3 . 1.3 1.2
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) - (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0)
Tomatoes 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.5
: b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Potatoes 2.1 1.9 1.7 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.1 3.2 2.3 - 2. 2.0°
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.3) (0.1) (0.1) " (0.1)
Plantain 1.9 1.7 1.0 0.8 3.3 28 20 1.6 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.6
b (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (v.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0)
Sugar 3.4 3.3 2.8 2.5 3.6 3.5 3.0 . -2.5 2.8 2.8 2.4 2.0
p (0.1 (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0:.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.7)

Coffee (ground) 1.5 1.3 0.8 0.5 1.3 1.2 0.7 0.4 1.5 1.4 1.0 0.6
_ (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)

s percent of total expenditures.

As percent of tota! food expenditures.



on ‘sugarand ‘ground coffee represent decreasing shares of food budgets at
“higher. ‘SES:"levels,’ "g.s well"as ‘expenditures ‘on rice among huuseholds in large
‘and’-small hlghland cltles, but not ln Qulto for which the food budget shares
‘of rice and bread remain constant wlth SES levels.

" Expenditures on mllk and eggs represent also hlgher shares of food
“.I,budgets across hlgher SES levels of coastal households ln all urban areas,
Lwhlle the food budget shares of rlce, vegetable lard, potatoes, plantain,
'4.sugar and - ground coffee decllnes. As_,’among highland households, the
‘e'}‘(penditures on onions and tomatoes rern'aln a constant proportion of the food

‘budget at ail SES levels.

Food ekpenditure pattern by region, city size and household life cycle stage.

in order to -stratify population groups by household composition, the
concept of life cycle stage ls used. Household composition can affect food
purchasmg behavuor because it reflects: (a) differences in dietary needs and
|n food preferences, (b) differences in time allocated for food shopping and
preparatnon, and (c) differences in patterns of eatlng away from home (8).
.Durlng the early stages of the household life cycle, household size increases
. rapidly while household income ‘grows more slowly, putting relatively greater
:vstress on adaptive behavior by the food purchaser in the form of greater
‘efficiency in food purchasing (9). Also, during the early stages of the life
cycle the household is still establishing dietary practices and food and menu
routines, and is much more susceptible to outside influences such as
“advertisements, information from friends and relatives (10). in the U.S. it
has been shown that heaith concerns," food costs and nuclear family members
exert a constant influence on food decisions over the household life cycle

(10). Generally we would expect that as households move through the life
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..cycle, a pattern of initlally increasing expenditure shares of food, which peak
"and thereafter deciine in. the later stages. Thns pattern-has been- shown in
the US (9) ‘A;_’Apriori we wouid also -expect a_similar. pattern for staple
"foods’.': -

Average expendltures shares of food, and average food budget shares of

seiected food items, ‘are’ presented in Table VKA 5. 1'> and,‘:A‘:.S 2 for urban

"populatlons stratlfied by region,’ cltyljsi;e‘g"a‘ng,houy’séh‘oid I»I‘fe_.’rg;y’cle_' stage

}(LFSTAGE ~see Section 4).

Among households residing |n both hlghland and coastal cities of

different sizes, ‘the average expenditure shares of food across “Ilfe cycle
stages generally conformed to the expected pattern In highland ‘clties the
peak tended to. be at’ stage 4 (head of househoid ) 40 years old; ‘at’ ieast one
child < 6 _years present)‘, while the peak in small coastal cities was also at
stage 4, and _y-in"‘jbigg"ger coastal cities at stages 3 or 4. The _average
expenditures shares .of the key foods follovied the same pattern of those of all
foods; the same is true of the pattern of average food budget shares of the
key foods group across life cycle stages.

In highland cities, the pattern of average food . budget shares of the
‘followmg foed items showed the. inverted U-shape: rice, bread, beef and
:potatoes. These patterns were less uniform bet\i/veen coastal cities of different
;_slzes with the exception of rice. The inverted U-shape pattern was also
observed for vegetable lard ‘among households in small and big cities, for
b_read in big cities and in Guayaquil, for plantain in big cities and for b:ef in
‘Guayaquil. - Furthermore, the average food budget shares of milk tended to
-;pea_l-c:"a_t:stage 2 for households residing in-coastal cities of ail sizes, and in

,big'"f;'highl'and;cities and in Quito. The average food budget shares of the



remalning food ltems Ilsted demonstrated a falrly constant pattern across life

cycle stages among both ‘coastal and highland urban households.

Food’expenditure functlons of urban households.’

In order to estimate the expenditure elasticities of all foods, the key
foods group and of selected food ltems, several functional forms of the basic

' dem’a,’nd equation were considered. There is no general agreement as to the

" are the most often used (3,15). ‘I_‘he"-double log function assumes a constant
'oroportional effect of total household e'xpenditures. on the expenditures of
food over the range of househoid expenditures which may be d.ifficult to
meintaln ‘lf the range is wide. For certain food’ commodities, particularly
stapie foods,' a double-log inverse function may be more appropriate, again
whan the ranae of household income s wlde. The semi-log function does not
‘mamtain a constant proportional income effect, it has been shown to perform
’as weli or better than the double-log functlon for food commodities which are
‘not luxuries. (3). The double-log‘ function -should perform wv.veil for food
_’commodltl.es considered to be luxuries.

in Table A.5.3. are presented the results of three functional forms of

the expenditure functlons for the whole urban. sample. The basic model is:

El, = f(Et, H) _
. where: é,i =  expenditure on all foods, or on the i 1 fo0d commodity
Et = total household expenditures (as proxy for total household
income). ) A
H = number of persons/househoid.

:The presented elasticity coefficients of the semi-log model are the estimated

,regression coefflcients evaluated at mean food expendlture ievels, those of the
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‘dlouhle_f»,lfog'-inyerse model are the estimated regression coefficients evaluated at
meantotal ‘expenditure levels. Comparing. the results It can vbe'_‘seen that the
estlmated ‘expendlture elasticlties (at mean food “expenditure Iev.'eis)' of the
semi-log model are consistently lower, except for beef, vegetable lard, onions

".‘a”nd’s‘ugar,- than the double-log estimates. The estimates obtained with the

double-loginverse ~’function tended to be somewhat lower than vthose obtained -
withthedouble-log function except for cheese. In fact the results tended to
'show‘:f;vtha:t“:*"rlce and vegetable lard may become inferior food c:_omrpodities at
; hig h in’com'e Ievels .

In the remainder of this sectlon we have employed the double log
_fun;tion,v” since the |ncome. ranges heco_m_e conslderably smaller " when
stratifying the population, e‘sp‘eclally by soCioeoonomlcstatus«.-

The expenditure elasticlty of all foods for the whole urban sample was
.estlmated at 63 by the double-log function, that of. the key food group at
57 Thus, with total household expendlture increases, expenditures on all
4'.other foods as a group (other than the key foods) increase by some
;'fproportlon greater than .63. "The marginal food budget shares of eggs, milk
l‘and‘:_cheese were the highest among the listed.food items for the urban sample
‘while' those -of rice, vegetable lard and plantain were the lowest. More
‘revealing patterns of marginal food budget shares shouid become evident when

stratifying the urban population.

Food expenditure functions by region and city slze.

The results presented in Table 5.4 examine the extent -to which there
are regional and city-size effects on thé expenditure elasticities of foods as a
whole and of selected food items. The marginal expenditure shares of all

. foods tended to decrease with larger city slze, but were similar bet'\yeen
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TABLE 5.4
Expendlture Elasticltles of Food Cxpenditures and of Selected ‘Food Items
of Urban Populations Stratified by Region and. City Size
S (Holding Household Size Constant) B

Food Item
Category o

Highlands

.. Coast

LT 40,000 GT 40,000

Quito

LT 40,000 GT 40,000 Guayaquil

AN foods

a key. foods .
Rice "

Bread
Vegstabls lard
Milk:;

Cheese -

Onions -

Tomatoes
Potatoes.
i_;P;Iootaiiﬁj.

‘Coffee (ground) -

© .70
(.01

.73

o2)

.41

o9
BT
,(' 03)
35
(05)

.24

oy

« 'os )

« o4>‘

430
(.03)

(205)

.65
(.01)
.61
(.01)
531
.02y

e 02)
L
( 03).

o3y
61
(lo2).

.60

(.01
.49
.01)

A7

;( 02) "

+34 .

17

.61

71

03
- .37
,( 02) |

.68

(.01
.87 ¢
:(.02)

28"
¢ 02)

81
(:04)

487
;( 03)

‘..42
(. 03)

73 -

(. 05)
.50

e °5)_, |

.39

‘(».02);‘_
.44
(.06)

f’:’(‘ . 05.) .
gg s

f",(( 05)

.85
;‘(,‘01)
.54
,j( .o1)

.59
(.0m)

.50
(.02)

.05
(.02)

.39
(.02)

.43
(.03)

.33
(.06)

77
(.03)

.7
(.03)

.87
(.03)

.49
(.02)

.43
(.02)

.29
(.02)

.35
(.03)

.31
(.02)

.48
(.04)

() :standard error.
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:h‘ighland an'd‘scOastal :“households when holding city size constant. The
city size effect on the marginal expenditure shares of the key foods -group

was much stronger among highland households than: coastal households; these
.marginalv expenditure shares were significantly higher among';highland than

coastal households all residing in small cities.

The marginal food budget‘ shares of ‘rice ,-andjpl_anta_in;swere‘ generally

’ higher among highland households, while those iyof" oeef',\‘v"egeta_oleblard,‘.ﬂleggs,

4 bread,» milk, cheese, onions, - tomatoes rand"jp_oii:,'a_to‘esf?were generally - higher

among coastal households  The marginal food'" budget' shares o'ffrice} bread
and potatoes showed a clear negative city-size effect, and that of cheese a

positive effect among highland ‘households'.‘-""fv~Whilel"afmongk'co‘a“sta‘l;}househoids a

,negativeicity-size effect was e\)ident for'rice’,- oread',i-toh'iatoes;_f,'potatoes and

-‘fsugar, and a positive effect for cheese, ‘onions and ‘plantain."’ The differences

}jm marginal food budget .shares and marglnal expenditure shares of foods is

‘most .likely due to both differences in mean household income- levels. and in

é,‘u"'h, extraneous wvariables as relative food‘ prices,.'food'_'jmarketing and

distribution, household savings opportunities, etc.

Food. exper-Jiture functions by region, city size and socioeconomic. status (SES).

Ranges of expenditure eiasticities over an income spect‘rurnl for urban
" populations stratified by region. and cityﬂ size are provided in f;bie‘s:f»s".s and
_5 6 The sub samples with APLIANCE = 0 are thus assurned to be""at the
lower end of the income distribution, and those with APLIANCE 3+, at the
upper end Following Engel's Law we expect the marginal expendlture shares
:of all foods to be signiflcantly ‘higher among the Iow SES sub sampies, which
was indeed the case. The marginal expendlture shares for: the key foods

.group followed the same pattern, and were quite uniform for -all high SES
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TABLE 5.5
Expenditure Elasticities of Food Expenditures and of Selected
. Food Items of Highland Urban Populations Stratified™
by City Size and by High/Low SES (Holdlng
Household Size Constant)

| LT 40,000 GT 40,000 ~ Quito

Zz‘zgg;i,’“ APLIANCE APLIANCE ~ APLIANCE

| 0 3+ 0 3+, 0 3+

All foods 83 .52 .79 .54~ .76 .53
s T (.03)  (.08) (.03)  (.03) (.09)  (.03)

41 key. foods:: .83 .44 .67 .43 . .67 .38
R (.05)  (.07)  (.06) (.03) ‘(.2»). (.03)

Rice .47 8% .85 9 98 .2
S (.09) ‘__»( .12). ‘(v’-‘Qr};)' (.21)  (.04)
Bread .46 .59 .30 325 020

o (.08) ;( DGO (0 (24 (0)

Beef (w/bones) 39 ,05% .44 .34 .95 .28
‘ (,13) - (:18) (.10).  (.07) (.35) (.06)
Vegetable lard .47, =,08% 45 .01 0% 12>
( 09) G 17) (:16) (.10)  (.20) (.06)

Eggs E-SUNRIION -7 SRR A [+ .57 74 .40
, f( 15);. : ( 13) - (12) (.05) (.32) (.05)

- Milk .50 2 .58 .33 .89 .37
L ;'( A1) < 09) (.09)  (.04) ( 35) (.04)

Cheese .34 . .55 .92 .45 .43% .50
( 15) (.15) (.15) (.06, (.70). (.05)

-Onions . .40 7% .50 A2 .23% .28
R ('11)*" *(‘;.411)‘; (.09). -(.04) (.20). (.04)

“Tomatoes .57 .28 - .60 .33 CA7F 31
,( 12) (A -(';1_0)-7( 05) (.26) (.04)
“Potatoes .63 .23% ¢ .50.0 .46 -.25%  .04%
s :}( 19) (16) (.14). (.10 (.39) . (.06)

Plantain 57 hiael 28 0718 -.38% . .24
, C8)(8) (210) (07D (.48)  (.06)

Sugar Ci.24°  i.2sx. 333, .36 .35* .21
UL Gos). (a4 ¢ (.08) - (.05)  (.20)  (.05)

" . Coffee (ground) AT L27% 0 ~.42 0 .36 ,50% .31
. ST G, (_ga)»* ,,(“:1‘2). Seen (3 07)

( ;) standard error., *p.> .05

o\



by City Size and by High/Low SES
(Holding Household Size Constant)

‘ TABLE 5.6
Expenditure Elasticities of Food Expenditures and of Selected
Food Items of Coastal Urban Populations Stratifiad

LT 40,000

GT 40,000

Guayaquil

APLIANCE

APUANCE,

APLIANC

E

3+

0. 3+

0 .3+

Vegetable lard
Eggs .
‘Milk:

‘Cheese

Omons
"""Tbmat'ees

' P_oiatoes

‘ k_P|antain B
esUQaE’{;?ﬁ

. gC',qffee' (ground) .

‘Beef ‘(w/bones) ... .

-
( 08),’;
548
1( 07)
11600
;( 08);
736
{(1OX
ST
«(“11)‘;
. 19%
¢.11)

.58

(.15)
."63‘ .
€.12)
.52

(.18)
.40

(.10)
.57

('09)

k 145

* 24%

( 15)

34

§ 09).

76,

®

89 .57
( 02) (;03)
49 .40

i 09>§:!?<.3;°7;5,i’
.35 +...25:%

(.06) . (:08).
et

o9y t'-,'.o‘?'.f'fl

62 .40

+(212) - (.06)

.69 . .58

.09) " (.06)

.54 .36

(08) (.04

165 4
(.07)  (.05)

U590 .40

f( 08)  (.06)

t33 . .21
(.09)  (.07)

47 . .28

' ( 05) (.04)

.42 - .258

'< 10) - (.13)

Aoy (. 03).
340
L (:08):

- ¢ standard error;

1‘*pi> .05

eV



‘subsamples; but ‘among highland Iow-SES households ‘were sagnmcantly nigner
in smaiier cities, while iower in® bigger cities among ~coastal low-SES
h'ousehoids .

There is too much detaii in Tables. 5.5 and 5. 6, to comment on each food
.‘\item separately. Some general comments will: suffice. A zero expenditure
eiasticity coefficient for the high SES subsample indicates that saturation
Ieveis may_. be reached." A positive coefficient beiow one means the food
'coinmodity is a necessity, while a coeffucient gr eater than one: characterizes it
as"-a iuery' So, for e)tampie, expendltures on.beef"and vegetable lard are
.’llkely to reach saturatlon ievels in response to increases in total expenditures
:‘~:3ar.nong high SES households residing in small cities in both the coast and the
’;;:[highlands. For low-5%S househoids residing in Guayaquii, eggs and i‘ﬂilk are
.'luiury food commodities. It is also clear that there are regional and city-size
j“Adlfferiances ln the marginal food budget .-res holding SES ievels constant.
f-For “‘e'xample, among high-SES households in smail cities, expenditures on
bonio.ns reached saturation levels in the highlands, but the marginal food
‘budget share was‘ .40 in the coast. The marginal food buget share of rice
aihong low=-SES households was .98 ‘in Quito, but only .32 in Guayaquil.
Expe’ndltures' on plantain were a great deal more ‘responsive to total
expenditure change a'mong‘ low=5ES househoids residing in small highland

vcltles than when residlng in big highland cities. This city-slze effect was

\iess evldent among coastal, low-SES households.

5 2 Rural Food Expendlture Patterns.

Rural food expenditure patterns are presented in this section in the form
of average and marglnai expenditure shares of foods, and average food

budget shares of . 3eiected food items, and their marglnal expenditure shares.



The-food ‘items which are’ analyzed separately were selected based upon a high
reporting ‘fre'quen_cv ‘(see ‘Table 3.6). Data from both rural surveys are
presented, with 'the—intention of providing ranges of estimates. In comparing
the‘zresults of ~each '.survev,. care must be taken about making inferences about
seasonal effects. ;l‘hls wouid require a more rigorous analysis in which each
_household serves as its own .control and oniy households of both surveys are
included

| Mean pe'r capita' food expenditures were found to range from
'5‘5/ 1 951 308 (RHBS 1) to S/.1,990, 387 'RHBS 1) per six-months' period.
a Food expenditures represented on the average from -52.0 (RHBS 11) to 53. 1%
i_(RHBS 1) of total household expenditures Expenditures on the 45 key foods
-as a group represented 44 percent of total. household expenditures, and 83
“percent of total food expenditures. Thus, as a group the 45 key food items
represented an important share of ali foods purchased In addition, for
"certaltn rural households own productlon is an important source of‘ household

;"food supplv as wili become evident bﬂeiow‘.'

f‘Food expenditure patterns by region_and farming status.

" The average expenditure shares of foods, and the average food budget
"‘shares of selected food items, are presented in Table 5.7 for the rural
population stratified by region and farming status. The average expenditure
v_/shares of all foods, .and Aof the key food group, tended to be less among
vhighland, non«farming households. Expenditures on bread, noodles, milk,
‘potatoes and sugar tended to take up a larger share of household food

fbudgets of highland than of coastal households. Expenditures on rice, beef,

cheese and plantain constituted relatively a larger share of food budgets of

coastal\gvhouseholds. ..There:were few major differences in the average food
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TABLE 5.7
Food Expendlture Patterns of Rural Households Stratified by Region
.~~~ and Farming Status (Average Expenditure Shares),
' Rural Household Budget Surveys | and Il
X (SE)

Rural Household Budget Survey | Rural Household Budget Survey Il

~'Food Item Highlands Coast Highlands Coast
. Category

Non-

Non- Non- Non-
‘Farming Farming Farming

Farming Farming Farn.ing Farming ‘Farming

Al foods $1.4  52.3  55.7 S54.0 443  51.0  53.0 S5,
(1.1 (0.5) (0.8) (0.5)  (1.4) (0.5) (0.9) (0.

45 key foods < 42.8  43.2  45.8  45.4. 36.8  42.8  43.8 47
T (1.0, (0.5) (0.8) (0.5 (1.2) (0.5) (0.9) (0.

CRice . a2l 13.8 18.9 18.2 11.0 13.0 18.3 16.
e '(0.6) (0.3) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.3) . (0.8) (.
' Bread. 3.6° 3.1 2.3 1.1 5.1 3.7 2.2 1.1
o (0.3)  (0.1) (0.1 (0. (0.5)  (0.2) 0.1) - (0.1)
Noodles ‘437 655 1.8 .26 42 61 . 15 2.4
o R (0.3) (0.2) :(0.1)  (0.1) ¢ (0.3)  (0.)  (0.1) (0.1)
86 7.2 141 13.8 10,0 - 7.6 . 14.2 14.3
(0:3). - (0:5) © (0.3)  (0.8) (0.3). (0.8) (0.3
4.9, 7 8.0 . 7.7 4.5 6.2 4.3 7.6
(0:2) - (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2): (0.2) (0.2)

‘0.6 . 157 0.5 1.9. 0.4 1.6 0.6
(Qi?)_ﬁ'.(o 1) 0.1)  (0.2) (0.1). (0.1) (0.1)

9.4, 7 2.8 0.9 52 1.4 2.8 0.9
(0.1) . €0.3)  (0.1)  (0.8)" (0.1)  (0.2) (0.1)
0.7 2.9 3.4 12 0.7 27 3.6
@1 (0.2)  (0.1)  (0.2). (0.1 (0.2)  (0.1)

2.5 2.6 3.3 ©'3;2. - 3.5 4.9
1 0.1 (0.1 €0.1) (0.1)  (0.1)

0.9 1.5 1.6, 11 2.0 2.0
€0.0) - (0.1)  (0.1) 1. (01 0.) 0.1
‘9.9 ' 3.0° 3.4 9.2 9.0 2.9 3.4
0.3). (0:1) (0.1 (@8 (0.3 ©OH 0D
0.7 sa 23 s 2.3 3.3 3.5
(0. N2 . (0.2 (0.2)

5.4, 5.2 5.9 X 5.1
;(o 2) 0.3 (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)

NN gt oowm
~ ~ ~

Vegatabl lard - 4
~ Egos:;
MK
‘‘Cheese .

Potatoes

‘Plantain

( ) standard error.



budget shares of specific food commodltles between farming and non-farming
households. . ln' the highlands, the expenditures  on milk 3nd’ eggs
represented a higher percent of total food expenditures of non?i’arming than
. of farming households; this was also true to a lesser extent among coastal
households. Own production was often an important source for these two
commodities among rural households. The average food budget shares of
noodles and rice tended to be higher in the highlands for farming than for

non-farming households.

- Food -expenditure pailerns of non-farming househoids.

A The number of household facilities present (FACILITI) was previously
- identified as the primary stratification for socioeconomic status (SES).. The
average expenditure shares of all foods, and of the key foods group tended
toi decline with SES, especially among coastal and highland households with
FACILIT! = 2-3 (Table 5.8). Expenditures on the key foods remained a
, constant share of the food budget amono the three SES levels in both the
’coast and the highlands. Among the highland households, the average food
budget shares of rice, vegetable lard and sugar tended to decline with higher
| SES levels, while those of bread, beef, eggs, milk and cheese increased. For
the remainder of the food commodities the average food budget share remained
fairly constant across SES levels. The average food budget shares of rice,
» noodles, vegetable lard, onions and sugar decreased, and of bread, eggs and
milk increased with higher SES levels of coastal households. | ‘
- Expenditures on bread, noodlss, milk, sugar arnd potatoes commanded a

"ds than in

Iarger share of food budgets of, low-SES households in. the highlla

th coast. , The opposite was the case for expendltures on rlce,"beef, eqggs,

cheese, onions and plantain The same pattern of differences in average food
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: TABLE 5.8
. Food Expenditure Patterns of Rural Non-Farming Households Stratifled by
. Region and Socioeconomic Status . :
Rural Household Budget Surveys | and (!}

X SE
. Rural Household Budget Survey | ) - Rural Household Budget Survey Il
" Food ltem Highlands Coast Highlands - Coast .
. Category. FACILITI FACILITI FACILITI - FACILITI
0 1. 2-3 0 1 2-3 -0 1 - 2=3 0 1 2-3 "
‘Al foods : 56.0 57.3 - 45.3 61.6 56.4 50.4 49.8 47.9 40.3 58.0 S56.2 49.2 -
o 2.1 (2.3) (1.4 (1.4) (1.7) (1.2) (3.0) (3.2) (1.7) (1.9) (2.1) .2)
.45 key foods 46.6 48.2 37.3 1.8 45.9 41,0 41.5 39.7 33.4 48.6 47.3 40.0
R (2.0) (2.2) (1.3) 1.3) (.75 (Q1.v) (2.8) (2.9) (1.5) (1.9) (2.1) (1.2)
Rice 16.3 12.3 9.3 . 2¢.9 1S8.0 15.7 17.6 10.5 8.2 22.7 21.2 14.9
- 1.1) (1.0) (0.7) (0.9) (1.0) (0.7) 1.7) (1 1) 0.7) (1.3) (1.49) (0.7)
Bread 2.5 4.4 3.9 2 2.5 3.2 3.4 6.1 0.7 1.6 3.3
» (0.5) (1.0) (0.4) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.8) (0 7) (0.8) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2)
Noodles 6.0 5.6 3.3 2.4 1.8 1.3 5.2 5.6 3.2 2.2 1.4 1.2
(0.5) (0.7) (0.3) {0.2) (0.1) (0.1} (0.5) (1.0) (0.3) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1)
.Beef ' 6.3 6.1 11.5 11.5 13.¢ 16.6 7.2 8.1 2.0 13.6 12.1 15.4
(0.3) (0.8) {1.3) 0.7 (1.1) (Q.9) (1.3) (1.5) (1.3) (1.1) (1.3) (0.8)
Vegetable lard 5.9 5.1 2.8 6.8 5.2 3.4 6.7 5.5 3.1 6.1 4.3 3.3
i ~(0.8) (0.7} ).3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.8) (0.9) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2)
Eggs 0.8 1.9 2.6 6.9 1.5 2.4 0.5 0.9 2.8 1.0 1.3 2.0
(0.2) (0.6) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (6.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2)
Milk 3.4 5.9 8.5 0.7 2.4 4.6 1.4 3.8 7.3 0.6 1.5 4.6
1.3) (1.4) (1.1) (0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.8) (0.8) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4)
Cheese ) 0.7 0.5 1.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 0.5 0.5 1.9 2.0 2.7 3.1
(0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.5) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2)
Onions 2.4 2.5 2.4 3.C 2.6 2.3 2.5 5.2 3.1 4.1 3.7 3.1
‘ (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) {0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3 (1.7) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2)
Tomatoes 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.3 2.0 1.8 2.1
’ (0.2) {(6.2) {0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) {0.2) (0.2 (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Potatoes 9.2 13.5 11.7 3.4 2.7 2.9 9.9 8.0 9.3 3.2 3.0 2.6
(0.9 (1.8) (1.0} (0.2) {G.2) (0.2) (1.9} (1.5) (1.0) (0.3) (0.2) (0.1)
Plantain 1.2 1.4 1.1 3.8 3.4 2.4 1.7 1.6 1.4 3.2 4.3 3.0
(0.3) (0.3 (0.7) (0.5 (0.4) (5.2) (0.5) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.6) (0.2)
Sugar 6.0 5.7 5.9 5.5 4.4 3.6 7.8 5.4 4.3 5.1 4.2 3.0
(0.3 (0.8) {0.5) (§.5) (C.4) (0.2) (0.7) (0.6) (0.5) (0.8) (0.3) (0.1)




‘budget 'shares of these food commodities between  highland ~and’ coastal

‘jhdﬁsa“holds was present at higher SES levels. .

Food expenditure patterns of farming households .

Land area under cultivation (HECTA) was -selrected as"‘ ‘tha: primary
stratification variable for farming households. The avo_rage expenditure
shares of all foods ranged from about 54 percent among hlghland households
with less than 1 ha (HECTA = 1) to 42.6-46.6% among those with more than 10
ba (HECTA 5). The average expenditure shares of ail foods ‘tended tc be
hngher in the coast, and ranged from 60.4% for small landholding households
to -46. 2 47. 7% for large landhoiding households. ‘The average expenditure
shares of the key foods group followed the same pattern as for all foods;
total‘ expendltures on the koy foods group .as percent of total food
:expenditures remained fairly constant forjall households lndependently of slze
of landholding, and ranged from 82 to 8l 5 percent for. hlghland households,
and 85.3-85.5 percent for coastal households (Table 5.9). Lo

Comparing highland households with small Iandholdlngs (HECTA 1) and
those with large landholdlngs (HECTA =5 ), we note that the average food
budget shares of bread, noodles, miik and potatoes decreased, and of beef
and vegetable lard increased among the households with large landholdings.
The same comparison for coastal households shows that the average food
budget shares of rice, cheese and plantain fell, and of beef increased, with
landholding size. Independently of landholding size, the average food budget
shares of bread, noodles, mil'k potatoes and sugar of highland households
exceeded those of coastal households, whose kverage food budget shares of

rlce,‘- beef, vegetable lard, cheese, onions, tomatoes and plantain exceeded

;_’thosevv'jof‘ highland households with different landholding sizes. Food
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TABLE 5.9 s
" Food! Expenditure Patterns of Rural Farming House‘\olds Slratlfied by Reglon :
and Size of Land Holding .
Rural Household Budget Surveys | and 11

X (SE)
Rural Household Budget Survey | " Rural Household
Foodltem o Highlands Coast ‘Highlands - -
.- Category. HECTA HECTA HECTA
1 3 S 1 3 5 1 3 5 1 3 5
) AII' fobds 54.2 53.3 46.6 60.2 54.0 47.7 54.0 50.8 42.6 60.6 59.3 46.2
1.1 (1.1) (1.6) (2.1) (1.0) (1.0) (1.1) (1.0) (1.7) (1.9) (1.0) (1.1)
-;.45 key foods 44.2 44.2 39.4 51.3 46.0 40.6 44.6 43.3 35.2 51.7 50.9 39.6
S . 1.0 91.0) (1.5) (2.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.0) (1.0) (1.5) (2.0) (1.0) (1.0)
»Rlce 11.8 14.5 14.4 20.0 18.0 18.2 11.3 13.9 1.0 19.7 16.6 14.9
‘ (0.5) (0.6) (1.0) (1.9) (0.9) (o0.8) (0.5) (0.6) (0.9) (1.8) (0.9) (0.9)
"Bread 3.2 3.1 2.4 1.1 1.3 1.2 4.4 3.7 2.4 1.4 0.9 1.3
R (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.1) (0.7) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.1) (0.7)
Noodles =~ 5.9 7.1 5.3 2.3 2.7 2.7 5.6 6.8 4.5 2.5 2.2 2.7
o (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) wu.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.1) (0.2)
Beef - 7.4 5.9 1.0 14.6 141 14.1 8.4 6.4 10.6 12.9 12.6 16.5
(0.5) (0.4) (1.3) (1.3) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5) (1.1) (1.6) (0.5) (0.8)
Vegetable lard 3.4 5.7 7.0 8.4 7.8 7.6 4.4 6.9 6.9 7.3 7.5 7.5
‘ _ (0.3) (0.4) (0.9) (0.7) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.7) (0.9) (0.3) (0.4)
Eggs , 0.8 0.3 0.8 - 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5
) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1} (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.1) (o0.1)
Milk 2.4 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.7 2.5 1.1 1.2 0.5 1.2 0.7
(0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)
Cheese . 0.4 0.8 1.0 3.5 4.2 2.4 0.5 0.5 0.7 3.7 4.1 2.4
(0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.5) (0.3) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.6) (0.3) (0.3)
Onions 2.5 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.4 3.1 3.0 3.3 3.6 4.7 5.2 4.9
(0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2)
Tomatoes 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.6 0.9 1.2 1.5 2.1 2.0. 2.1
. (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) . (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.1) (0.1)
Potatoes 13.0 8.4 6.5 3.0 3.2 3.8 1.5 8.0 7.4 3.2 3.3 3.7
(0.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.3) (0.1) (0.2) (0.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.3) (0.1) (0.2)
Plzntain 1.5 2.0 1.3 3.1 2.9 2.2 1.6 3.5 2.5 3.7 3.9 2.1
(0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.5) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.8) (0.6) (0.3) (0.2)
Sugar 6.1 6.6 7.6 4.9 5.2 5.6 6.0 5.7 5.3 5.4 6.0 4.5



ibvurcha‘sing petterns do not seem to differ markedly among farming househoids
with different landholdings, except that the average expenditure shares of all

foods is signlficantly lower among households with’ larger landholdings

.Household production of food: farming households.

Household production of food can be an important source of household
‘food supplles among farming househoids. o For a number of food commodities
the percentages of highland and coastal farmlng househoids whlch reported
havmg allocated from household production a certain quantity for
seif-consumption during the last 3 months are presented in Table A.5.4.
There were some distinct regional differenc'es.; Household production of maiz,
~dry beans, potatoes, pork, and milk ie a “source of food supplies for more
" highland than coastal households. The reverse was true for household
,.oroduction of rice, plantain, cheese and chicken eggs.

i It is reasonable to assume that when households partly depend on own
";k‘_produ;tion for food supplies that their food expenditurs decrease. It was
‘:found'that both for highland and coastal ‘farming households the average food
'}«‘budvget shares of rice, potatoes, plantain, milk and eggs was significantly .
' v(p ‘<.01) Iorver whien the household produced those food commodities at least
' "par_tlyafor self-consumption (Tabie 5.10). This was also true for other food
commodities which had much lower expendlture reporting frequencies, except

pork.

" Food expenditure functions by region and farming status.

As for the urban survey, the margln'ai expenditure:‘““sh’ares were
estimated by the double-log functional modei, with houeeholdfsize and total
household expenditures as the independent variabies. The expenditure

elasticity coafficients are presented in Tables 5. 11 and 5 12 for rurai
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TABLE 5.10
Average Food Budget Shares for Selected Food Commodities of Farming
» e Households Stratified by Region and Dependency
: on Household Production
Rural Household Budget Surveys | and II

X (SE)
Rural Househoid ) Rural Household
o Budget Survey | Budget Survey ||
- Feod  item Highlands Coast ; Highlands Coast
0? 18 0 1 0 1 0 1
Rice . 13.8 * 13.0 *x  17.0 2.9
(0.3) : (0.3) €0.5) (1.1)
Potatoes.  10.8 5.1 0. 10.0 3.0 . 3.4 *
SR (0.4) 1 (0.7). 0. ©(0.3)  (0.6) (0.1)
Plantain . 1:8 " 02 0 f2,5° 0.3 4.8 0.4
(0,17 (0.2 0. (0:2) (0.2) (0.2) 90.1)
© 2.0 0.2 0.0 2.0 02 1.1 0.00
'(0.2) ©90.1) 90.1) (0.0) (0.2) (0.1) " (e.1) (0.01)
Eggs’. 1.0 ~ 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.8 0.2 2.0 0.3
i (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0)  (0.1) (0.0) (0.3) (0.1)

Lo
o
n

: no consumption from household production. ( ) standard error.

-2
[1]

consumption from household production.
( ) standard error.
*Insufficient cell frequency.



:households stratlfied by region and’ farming status. T"_léjf‘estlmat"eys-,‘obtal_ned
'wlth‘the two surveys will indlcate ranges.

| The marglnal expendlture shares of . aII\foo‘ds,_and‘bj'of‘. the(vkeyi‘,foods_
'group ranged from .77-.80 and from 72- 79, respectl'vely, ’ln:':the'.'whole
sample ~ Food commodltles with reIatlvely hlgh expendlture elastlcltles ‘were
"rlce (G 59-. 63), bread (.60-.65), beef '(.56-.63), eggs (. 57- 59), - milk
:“( 59- 60) and onions (.52-. 53) None of the foods l|sted appeared to be
i ,‘eitner an inferior or a quury goods, as all estlmated elastlclty coefflcnents
- ‘fell.‘between zero and one.

The marginal expenditure shares of all foods, and of the key foods
group tended to be higher among highland households, and among the latter,
: higher among farmlng than non-farming households ) v
Comparing farming and non-farming household reslding In the hlghlands
-the marginal expenditure shares of eggs, beef, cheese, tomatoes, and plantaln
‘were higher, and of rice, bread, milk, potatoes and sugar lower for
| non=-farming households These same dlfferences did not necessarlly exist
among ‘coastal households The marglnal expendlture shares of mllk, rice,
noodles, vegetable lard onlon, plantain and sugar were relatweny higher,
and of bread and beef relatively Iower,qfor farmlng households. None of the
food commodities Iisted appeared to be either an lnferlor or luxury good for
“any of the four sub- samples.

- Further stratiflcatlon of farmlng'fhouseholdsi_was attempted in‘order to
| investlgate the effect of relylng on household produotlon for part of the food
su‘pply on the marglnal expenditure shares of selected food items. l-lowever,
the low frequenc'y of non-zero expenditures by households which depended on

household production rendered this not feasible.
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TABLE 5.11
i Expendlture Elasticities of Food Expenditures and Expenditures
on Key Foods and Selected Food Items for Rural Populatlon
.. " stratified by Region and Farming Status ‘
Rural Household Budget Survey |

Highlands Coast '

Fuod |tem Whole
,Category Sample Non-
o oo Farming

Non-

Farming Farming -

Farming

Call foods. .80 .81 .82 73 .M
L (.01 (.03)  (.01)  (.02) -+ (.02)
45 key foods’ 79 .78 .80 .66 . .69
L ¢.01). (.03 (-02) (.03)  (.02)
"63 .83 . .57 1.3 .49
(.02). (.05) ( 02)  (.03)  (.03)
,, , 65 . .59 .67 . .68 -~ .49
(:02) (.07) ( 04)  (.08), (.05)
’N’oo’dles‘. 15 . .29 26 .14 .30

_ (.01)  (.04) ( 02),  (.05)°  (.03)
Beef e 63 .70 . .54 .72 .52

T OC'F) R O ( 03).  (.05)  (.03)
Vegetable Iar( .37 .23 300 .30 .45
(.01) ‘(-.05).',: ,,( 02)  (.04) _(,_03)
- IR | Y 156. .52
€.03)  (.07) (:09)
.59 .49 .74
(.03) (.08) (.13)
.35 .44 V.37
Sedie D (.02) _,(',._08)  (,03)
‘Onlons '~ 52 .50 .45
RO .o, ( .05) (.03)
lTo}natoes 46 . .40 - .44
L ( 02) ( 05) >< 03)
:Potatoes - w240 .44 .43
( 02) f:("._o_s)-,i-,f '(.03)
“Plantain viaac 3 .46
L ( 03). +(.06)
.47
(.03)

( .'01‘)f7

standard errar. #6705



R TABLE 5.12
. Expenditure Elasticities of Food Expenditures and Expenditures
-..'on Key Foods and Selected Food items for Rural Population
Wl -Stratified by Region and Fzarming Status

Rural Household Budget Survey il

ey Highlands Coast
...Food Item Whole
.. Category Sample Non- . Non- R
D o Farming Farming Farming Farming
“All foods .77 72 77 .76 .69
oo e (.03) (.01) (.04) (.02)
45 key foods. - .72 .66 73 .68 .63
S (.01) (.03) (.01) (.04) (.02)
i Rice: "’ .59 .39 .51 .32 .54
e (.02) (.05) - (.02) - (.04) (.03)
Bread .60 .55 .61 .74 .52
et (.02) (.06) (.03) (.08) (.04)
A7 . .25 .26 .19 .3
(.01) (.04) (.02) (.05) (.03)
.56 .50 .46 .81 - .57
(.02) (.06) (.02) (.05) (.03)
Vegetable lard . .24 .27 .35 .41
ST (.05) (.02) (.05) (.03)
3ggs i, .58 .45 .70 .57
o (.09) (.08) (.07) (.09)
MK .49 .59 .52 .75
(.08)  (.06) (.10) (.09)
_Cheese’ .34 .18 .4 .42
R (.07) (.05) (.06) (.04)
~Onlons: .42 .45 .43 .47
(.05) (.02) (.05) (.03)
Tomatoes ; 'Y .34 42 .42
" (.05) (.03) (.05) (.03)
‘Potatoes 41 .51 .32 .4
(.08) (.03) (.05) - (.03)
Plantain’ © .30 .26 .23 .29
(.07) (.04) (.08)  (.05)
Sugar - .32 50 3 T35

o) 02) Coa)  (.02)




"55“!3,"'_.:Comparing urban and rural food expenditure patterns.

When comparlng the results obtained with the urban and® rural surveys,

although not strlctly comparable, the follownng patterns emerge.

ok

. both in the highlands and in the coast

Total food expendltures represented a relatively greater share"v'f';total

. household "expendltures for rural households, especlally in the coastal .

; reglons Expenditures on the key foods group, aIthough inghtly

I o

. ,different in compositlon, represented a signlficantly hlgher proportion of

vtotal household expendltures and of food budgets of rural households

4

":Expendltures on rlre, beef, vegetable lard, onions, potatoes, plantaln

v'_l:,’and sugar fngured 'elatively more lmportantly in th'i_".,,food budgets of

i

"ffrural;‘ households,‘ while- expenditures on milk,_ bread, and eggs

.:;_,'represented relatlvely larger shares of food :"budgets of”"urban
""_households. This was generally true for both highland and coastal
= households

‘:»‘,The marginal expenditure shares of all foods and of the key foods group
were significantly higher »for ‘rural populatlons,' this was true for
. populations ‘reslding in the coast and‘ln the highlands. ‘,

- The marginal expenditures shares of rice, bread, beef, vegetable lard,

onions, plantains and sugar were slgnificantly ‘higher for rural

populations indicatlng thatn‘expen'dltures on these food commodities are
-.‘Iikely to expand in much larger proportions in response to increases in

"household expenditure levels ln rural areas Expenditures on eggs, milk

cheese and potatoes were more responsive to changes .in household

expendltures in urban areas These same dlfferences between urban and

_rural populations prevailed comparing households resldmg in highland

and ‘coastal reglons | Exceptions were the marginal expenditures shares

85



of onions‘_whlch tended to be hlgher among»coastal urban households

than”c astal rural households, and of potatoes whlch was higher among

rural:highland households than urban highland* households.
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6 “HEALTH EXPENDITURE PATTERNS IN URBAN AND RURAL ECUADOR

.Irln“"»order 'to present health expenditure patterns ln thls report the same
'approach is followed here as in relation to food expendlture patterns
.l"presented ln the previous sectlon. average and marglnal expendlture shares
-bare -~ presented for all health care expenditures " is well as \vfor specific
Qcategories of health care. The latter were selected as before:based upon
“thelr frequency of reporting among sample households: Non-reporting of a
3pecific expendlture item was assumed to mean zero expendlture in computing
average expenditure shares. However, in computing marginal expenditure
sharos, househoids 'which did not report an expenditure were excluded. The
effect of this in terms of introducing biased estimates of the expenditure
elastlcltles is uncertaln.»” If non;reporting indeed bmeant zero expenditure, the
:‘estlmate of the expendlture elasticities may be biased upward. On the other
.hand, lf non reportmg meant. absence of data, the estimates may be either

’_fupward or downward blased

The expendlture patterns are presented for 5lmllarly stratlfled population

",\'groups" as are the Tood expendlture patterns ln the prevlous sectlon. For the
u ,4 an’ survey thls means that reglon, clty-slze and socloeconomlc status are

f_‘:the maln stratlflcatlon variables. Reglon, farmlng status and socloeconomlc

tatus are the stratlflcatlon varlables for the rural samples. cl

,,’6 1' Health expendlture patterns in_urban Ecuador

Almost forty-two percent of the ‘total urban sample reported no health
care. expendltu es at all. Total expendltures on health care ‘as’ percent of
total household expendltures ranged from 0 to 74 percent, wlth a mean of
3 3% (SE O 06) Because of -the hlgh percent of households wlth presumably

'zero health care expendntures, these expendltures generally represented a



very small portion of total household expenditures. , A‘m‘ong:th-e‘;varlous health
"“fexpenditure categories, those with most frequently reported- positive
'i expenditures were: medlclnes and drugs (47 3%), outpatient visits (34.3%)
and dental care (9. 6%) All other categories had a reporting frequency of
less than 5 percent (Table 3. 3) Expenditures on medicines and drugs
"irepresented on the average 64 percent of total health expendutures, the same
":percent “for. outpatient visits was 16 5 percent, and 7 4 percent for dental
‘care expenditures For atl other health care categories, expendlture

‘ represented less than 5 percent of: total health expenditures 'on the average.

» Health expenditures by region and city. size.

Mean per capita annual expenditures as well as expenditu_res_as percent
\of total expenditures for population groups stratified by region'and city size
f’are'presented in Table 6.1. Mean per capita health expenditures tended to.
'_’increase with city size among both highland and coastal cities. The same
-appears true for mean per capita expenditures in the three categories,‘ except
that‘ per capita expenditures on outpatient visits in coastal towns >40,000
'”_inhabit‘ants is less than in smaller coastal town. Mean per capita expenditures
_‘i on all health care categories, as well as on dental care, tended to be higher
win highland towns than in coastai towns.« ‘
| Total health expenditures as percent of total household expf-nchtures

appeared to be relatively. stable across regions and cnty s:ze : '?This means

that total health expenditures tended to increase with total household
expendituresf in even proportions-’. This observations is borne Iout fu"ther
-with addmonal analysis of .marginal expenditure -shares.' Expendltures on
outpatient visits as percent of the total ‘health care budget is higher in -Quito

than in other highland cities, and higher in small coastal towns than in other
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TABLE 6 1
Health Expenditure Patterns of Urban Households Stratlfled
) ] by Reglon and City Size . R

HIGHLANDS - ' S ‘"COAST

Health Car
Categor

GT 40,000  QUITO. ... “-iT 40,000 - GT 40,000 :

AL B A 8 A LA B
s/ % s/ % s/ vs/ E

A a1 3.2° 794 41 1323 3.3 30 3.3 ass. 2ed /3.0%
,(39)" (0.2) (45 (0.1) (7D (0.2) ¢j_(2<4)‘,;‘ .2). (24),«;(0,"1)\:«;(100): 0.1)
- les 303 3. a9 o112 196
©® 19 @8 0 (.0

39 14 s6 . 35 3.4

@ 08 @ ©e n @

2600 53.7 372 75.1 601 62.0
(18) . (1.6)  (18) . (0.9) . (50) '1.3)

‘Outpatient visits . - 437125 67 © 11.6 203 .
,(9) (2) (@ (05 (8

Dental care 19 10.6 51 9.8 86
@ a3 ® 0e a0
Medicines and drugs 266  57.2 ~447 . 66.1 . S710:
A G @ 09 @ a

A k ‘per caplta expendlture/year. - %As "perc'ent of total household Vexpenditures. :
B: expenditure as percent ‘of total health expendltures. = : ‘
( ) standard error.



in:{":"smallv '7'high‘land~ towns : "‘D;entai""care : exp'endltur'es' as.

coastal cities

jpercent of the total health care budget tended to be hlgher in highland cities.

than ““"..,;coastali.citles, but fairly constant over city size, - In large coastal
.towns: this ipercentage -tended to be: higher than "In either small coastal towns
or In Guayaquil. " Despite increasing per capita expenditures on medicines and -
drigs  with . city ‘size, these expenditures maintained a relatively constant
]sha’re:’o‘f" thetotal health care budget 'among hlghland v,clties ofvdlfferent_ sizes.
’.Among coastal cities, expendltures on medicmes and drugs represented a.

signlflcantly Iarger share of the health care budget among household ln large'

towns than In small towns or In Guayaquil.

‘Health expenditure patterns by socio-economic_status (SES).
| As was explained in Section 4, the variable APLIANCE (number of.
househoid appliances present) was selected as the primary SES stratifncatlonr
:variable for urban households. This was done because one of the objectives
‘ of the stu“dy was “to ldentlfy a variable or variables other -than -househoid
»lncome to represent the construct .:Es ~In Tables A.6.1 and A. 6.2. are
;presented mean per capita annual expendltures on heaith care, and on the,-j.
»three health care categorles separately, by region, city slze and SES A‘k'
»ffmay be expected, per caplta health care expenditures lncreased wnth higher.-:‘
Ievels of SES, wlthln v hsghland and coastal “clties of dlfferent slze.i”
‘ Interestingly, - the dlfference in mean per capita expenditures on health care
between low SES (APLIANCE 0) and high : SES classes (APLIANCE. 34)
appears to lncrease with clty slze, particularly among hlghland populationsi.'.
and in Guayaquil versus other coastal cities. This may. re“lect:

(a) differences in Income inequality among citic: of different sizes, wlth

jarge cities having a higher .degree. of ‘income lnequallty‘;"*ajnd‘f



(b): differences:in quality of medical “‘care 'purchased by different. SES"
groups,. with hlgher SES households purchaslng hlgher quality
medlcal care.

The three remalnlng health care categories demonstrated slmllar trends,
albelt not always as pronounced as for total health expendltures Among
'households in small highland and coastal. towns. Mean per capita expenditures
on outpatient visits showed no clear pattern with SES. This polnts perhaps
to a degree of uniformity in access to‘outpatlent facilities in ‘small towns. In
some cases, significant increases in mean per capita expenditures are not
evident across different SES groups until the hughest, such as, for example,
mean per capita expenditures on all health care, "and on the three categornes
,separately, among households in Quito, or on dental care in Guayaquil.

‘The average expenditure shares of health care demonstrated a different
_pattern~with'§SES wlthin' highland cities of different slzes V_(Table 8.2).’ Among
households in small highland towns, the mean expenditure share tended to
decrease' with SES, while among Quito households it tended to increase with
SES "The pattern among househoids in Iarget‘highland cities appeared to be
toy“\ﬂlnc“re’ase first‘ and then fall again with increasingly higher SES levels.
'l-lowe\’ver, none of the differences are strlklng', 'except among households in
small hughland towns reflectlng perhaps uniformity in medlcal faclllties The
average share of the heaith care budget allocated - for outpatient visits
decllned with SES ln small  highland towns, remained fairly constapt across
SES . levels in large highland cities, and increased slgnlflcantly among Quito
households, especially between the lowest SES class and the: remaining
households.l The average health care budget share alIocated'to dental care
was significantly higher in SES (1l (APLIANCE = 2) and v (APLlANCE 3+)

householas than in lower SES households in small highland towns, showed no
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TABLE 6.2
Health: Expenditure Patterns of Highland Urban Households Stratified by
‘City Size and Socioeconomic Status
X(SE)

LT 40,000 GT 40,000 . . % .QUITO

Health Care Category _ APLIANGE _ aeLiance APLIANGE

Ca@ a1 35 .26 3.0 3.4 3.4
AT (0.2) - (0. 2)v;(9,5)f,(o N 03 ©.2)

A 71,3 11,3 -
© (0.8) (0.8)

- .: 3.2 . -
©5) (0.3)
Ouitpatient visitsP "' | 22 1

';_712 3~
N (:3)

15.1° 129 -
o a0

' Dental: ,ca'r‘eb,

0 3.7.:8.0.°17.6 17.2 6.8..70.7 7.8 12.3 1.
' SR & a.n- (3'” (a7 i(146)5}(1 7)) 1.0y (1.3)
Medicines and drugs® 54.7 55.4 62.1. 57.1 725 650 67.2 - 63.0 85.3

(2 9) (2 5) ‘(1 7)

v

,éHeali\fi" expenditures as percent of total hduseho}&feé;ﬁéndi'id}f.é's]' :

PExpenditﬁre as percent of total health expenditur_e}.‘.‘



TABLE 6. 3
Health Expendlture Patterns of Coastal Urban Households Stratlfled by
Clty Slze and Socioeconomic Status )
: : x(se)

LT 40,000 . GT 40,000 . - GUAYAQUIL = .-

¥

“Health Caré Category i APLIANCE . .~ APLIANCE . - " APLIANCE "

3.1 3.0 3:'8. 39 2.8 3.0 298 29 232531 33
(0.2) (0.2) (0.5) (0.5) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2). (0.2), (0.5) . (0.3) (0.4) -(0:2).

33.9 0.6 281 221 10.4 13.3 10.4 9.8 29.7 24.7 '20.7 .16.571
(2.4 (2.9 (33) (3.0 (1.3) (1.2) (1.2) (0.9 (4.8) (2.9_)_';",('2‘.;7,_)::1341:;-‘1)_,;»,-;

3.2 24 57 ‘67 45 38 7.6 6.9 0.2 2.4 ° 47

(0.9) (0.8) (1.9) (2.2) (1.3) (0.8) (1.5) ._.;_“..(1 -2) " (0. 2) (.M f(o s) (o 8)

48.7 56.9 56.5 58.6 77.5 74.5 76.9 72.8° “59:0° 6.4 60.8 64,45‘-_»_3
L@ @D ED GE @D 0D @0 An G 2) 3.9 (.3 (4.5

“ Dental ﬁl_é"areb \

Medicines and drugs®

2Health expenditures as’ percent of ‘total household expenditures.

bE)q:\endlture as percent of tota| .-hi'ealthi_expendit_u res.

LV



particular pattern with SES in large highland" ccties, .and- tended to -increase
f~_’.’with SES in Quito.. {n small highland towns, the mean health budget share of
E :medicines/drugs ren;'ained fairly constant across SES‘Ie’veIS', but tended to

. decline with SES among households in large cities and in Quito.

Somewhat different patterns emerged for the coastal urban sample of .

h'ouseholds (Table 6.3). The mean expenditure share of health care tended
;to increase with SES among ‘households in small towns and in Guayaquil, but v
: remained constant across SES Ievels in ‘large cities. The averagehealth care
: f’-‘.bLidget share allocated for outpatient visits‘ also declined with SES among
"households in small ‘coastal towns and  in Guayaquil, and remained fairly
‘f""'oonstant across SES levels in large coastal cities. The average health care
,';;budget share allocated for dental care did not demonstrate a significant
ll;bpattern with SES among households in any of the city size classes. Among
‘:l..fhouseholds in small coastal towns the average health care budget share for
f, medlcines and drugs tended to increase with SES, but tended to remain falrly
’;constant across SES levels in ‘farge cities and in Guayaquul | ‘

: Comparing Tables 6.2 and 6.3, it s evudent that there were regional
f'_differences in the average health budget shares across SES Ievels ‘among
'households in urban areas of various sizes.

. We now turn to estimates of marginal expenditure shares of health care
| for urban population groups stratified by region and city size (Table 6.4).
: These estimates indicate by what ‘proportion (percent) health care
: e‘xpenditures will change in ,response to a one percent increase in total
household expendntures. It is generally agreed that the most appropriate
functional model to estimate the expenditure elastlcities of health care is a

,doubie-log . model‘,_ (3). ‘As in  the previous ‘section, total household
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_‘expenditures ‘' instead of, household: income was. used, thus subscribing to the

permanentlncome hypothesis . The. modelestimated _was thus:,

m
(]
SR
X
(2]

‘where,." Eh= _’,’-}‘total health expenditures, or expenditures on a - specific

’fhealth care jcategory ’

=

o '}i,total household expenditures,

Loms
n

“jnumber of persons/household

'estimated expenditure elasticity, or marginal budget share
: (presented in Table 6.4).
. Among 'the, urban households ‘as a whole, the marginal budget shares for

health expenditures and for expenditures an dental care were relatively

hlgh ( 85), whiie lower for expendltures on outpatient care and on medicines

Aand \.~,drugs.« The expenditure eias-.icaty of health care appears to increase
with “city size in the- highlands - which trend is even stronger for the
‘expenditure eiasticity of expenditures on outpatient care: from zero in small
hig'hland-towns to almost one in Quito. The reasons for this difference may
include: B “

s(a)i |L$S uniformity in quality of outpatient care facilities m Quito, and,

Bl

(b) . higher income Ievels, and higher degree of lncome inequallty in

'hares for dental care and
y,among highland cities of

different size.
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TABLE 6.4
. Expenditure Elasticities on Health Care, by Urban Households (Holdmg
s Household Size Constant) Stratified by Region and City Slze '

Highlands . Coast T

;‘Health Care e
Ca‘°9°"y LT 40,000 GT 40,300 Quito LT 40,000 GT 40,000 _Guayaquil
.85 .56 .82 .92 .93 73 118
(.02) (.08) (.04) (.04) (.07) (.04} (.05)
sl n=5564 n=501 = n=1518 n=814 . n=753 n=1173 n=805
‘Outpatient .visits .64 .20% .46 - .98 57 42 .94
' h T (.02) (.13) (.04) - (.05) (.08) (.04) - (.05)
n=3260  n=228 _ 'n=925 n=516 - n=443 - n=647 n=501"
-Dental care .85 - .64 < CL16 .63 .67 7 1.35
o (.05) (.20) ~(.09) 7 (.09) (.24) .11) ~(.18)
, n=918 n=88 - n=324  n=203 n=67 "n=155 . n=81_
Medicines and drugs .65 .58 .64 LT3 q2 0 . 70 . .85
. R - (.02) (.09) . 1 (:03) - (.04) (.08) (.04 ( 05) -
o n=4498 n=337 . n=1321 . 'n=671 n=478 n=1034 ~  n=657.
Range of total house- 1,039- ©1,039- 3, 199- "6, 454- 2,530- 1,414- - 5, 032-"
hold expenditures 1,323,097 570,126 1,063,052 -1, 323 097 . 479,818 897,918 1,233,563
(Ss/. ) yr. . R ' e , : : R L

( ) standard ervor. ' C*p > 10



Among households A coastal clties," those , resldlng in Guayaquili
-demonstrated hlgh expendlture elasticities for all four health care categorles:‘
'_compared to other coastal cities and to highland cities of different slzes.g‘:
vf;fj_For example, expendltures on all health categories and on dental ‘care may;f:'
‘l‘increase more than proportionally in response;to increases In total 'household
?expenditures. For ou.tpatient care andk medicines/drugs the increase in
expenditures may be slightly less than proportional to Increases In total
househoid expenditures. It ls likely thus that Guayaquil represents quite a
v»different medical environment as well as higher income levels and more income
_' |nequallty than other coastal towns of different sizes.

‘ 1t s noteworthy to pount out that ur esti'nates of the expenditure
_elasticities of health care for households in Quito and Guayaquil -are somewhat
.’,‘higher than the estimate reported by Musgrove (3) for Quito and Guayaquil
: combined: 904( 050) The difference is negligible for QUltO however. The
estlmates are not quite comparable because of likely dlfferences between the‘
-two surveys-, such as:.
“(a) definitions of the health care category,
“(b)' samples, or sampllng technlques employed, and
‘L (c) time periods, with dlfferent price relatlonships between health- and

non-health spendlng categories.

62 l-iealth expenditure patterns in rural Ecuador'.

.. Rural health expenditure patterns obtained with data from both rural
Vsurveys, indicated from here on as RHBS l ‘and RHBS i, . will be presented
;and discussed side by side. Each survey was analyzed. separately so that
cautlon must be taken to (make inferences about»seasOna_l effects when

compari_ng results from both surveys.v';Thls woulid r‘equire.va"'m_ore.complicated
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“ln whlch wlthln-household dlfferences are carefully related 1o tne:

\\.,

RHB‘S households 'reported posltlve health expendltures. | Among RHBS |

households, per caplta health expendntures ranged from S/ 0 to 1, 260 000/half

yr »wlth a mean of S/ 3 787 (SE ‘380) and median expendltur° of S/ 5£7;

‘7health expenditures represented on the average 6.9 percent of total
household expendltures The health care categorles with the hnr;hest '
rreportlng frequency were (a) outpatuent vnslts 37%, over-the-counter drugs .
("analgesscos“) 53. 1%, and mednclnes/vntamlns. 47. 3% (Table 3. 6) |
v Per caputa health: expendltures ranged amonq RHBS ] households from'\
s/. 0 to 520,000/half . yr. wlth a mean of S/. 3 069 (SE 183) and median
expendlture of S/. 600; total health expendltures represented on the average
6.1 percent of totai household expenditures. The sume health care categories

as in_the RHBS -I-had the highest reporting freguency: (a) outpatient visits:

37 3%, (b) over-the-counter drugs: 70.4%, and medicines/vitamins: 5'0.5%.

Health expenduturepatterns by region and farmij status

Health expendlture patterns of rural households stratified by region and
farmlng or non-farming, are presented in Table 6.5 for both surveys. Among
RHBS | households, the average budget share for health care was the highest
among coastal farming households, and lowest among hlghland non-farming
.households. - There was no difference between coastal and hlghland
‘non- farming households Among RHBS III households, the ‘average budget

share for health care did not vary much between reglons, and between
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TABLE 6.5 )
jealth Expenditure Patterns of Rural Households, Stratified by
Region and Farming and Non-Farming Households
Rural Household Budget Surveys | and il

X(SE)
Rural Household Budget Survey | Rural Household Budget Survé\i II
Health Care Category Highlands Coast Highlands ) Cbast
Non- - - Non- e Non- s Non- <
Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming
An? 5.3 63 54 1.6 5.8 6.3 5.7 6.1
(0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.6) (0.2) (0.5) (0.3)
Outpatient visits® 13.6 0.2 19.7 15.3 9.1 7.8 N7 NMa
(1.2) : (o0.5) {1.3) (0.8) ©(0.9) (0.3) .. (0.9) (0.6)
Over-thg-counter 34.0. 38.6, 21.0 30.8 34.8 41.9 34.3 -41:1
drugs . (2.3) 1.1) (1.8) (1.3) - (2.5) .1 (2.1) - (1.4)
Mediciries and ~ 42.3 38.1 10,7 425  43.7 - 38.5 41.2  37.9
: (1.8)

vitamins 1) (.00 (. G322 (0.9)

(1.1)

ATotal health expenditures .as’ 'percent"of‘ total hquééhold expenditures.

bExpenditure as_percent of total {l)e_é.lthf expenditures.



farming, and_‘non-fa_rmlng households. The average share:of the health care
'budget allocated ‘for outpatient visits tended to be higher among RHBS |
‘households than RHBS {1 households, and higher among coastal households in
‘both surveys. Highland farming households allocated the lowest ‘share of
‘thelr health care budget to- outpatlent vlslts, and) coastal non-farming
fhouseholds the highest share. The average share of the health care budget
“;:allocated to over-the-counter drugs was the hlghest among hlghland farming
households,' and the lowest among coastal _non-farming households.' Among
"RHBS 1l households, holding farming status constant, there were no regional
.dlfferences in the average health budget share allocated to over-the-counter
drugs. | The average share of “the: health care .budget allocated for
'medicines/vitam'ins..f was if,airly‘v, stable. across the different groups; among the
R’HBSAE“I households,."thﬁef- lowest ,for hlg‘hlandf farming households. This latter
group had the lowest‘."rnean‘}.“total' household expenditure level, and may also

represent the »populatlon ‘group . with the least access to medical facilities.

Health expenditure patterns by region and socio-economic status: non-farming

households.

For non-farrriing household's,:,thevvarlable FACILITI (number of 3 types
-of. 'faclllties ‘avallable' electrlclty, water ancl toilet) was selected as the
prlmary stratlflcation varlable for socio-economlc status (SES) The average
‘ budget share for. health care tended to decrease with hlgher SES levels among
‘,.coastal households, but showed ‘greater stability across SES levels for
,hlghland households. The lack of stablllty in mean expendlture shares across
‘the two surveys holdlng SES and region of residency constant may be due to

several factors;
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(.é)"{'not the same households are included‘ ln"}thevisub-samples, and/or

“(‘l;)",".»_dlfferences in certain conditlons’ whichi,_‘ affected total household

'expenditures and/or health expendltures between RHBS | and
RHBS |lI.
‘ we should, therefore, treat the estimates obtalned wlth the two surveys
;f‘fas constituting ranges. We note then in Table 6.6. that the range in the
A:average share of total expendltures allocated to health care is smaller among
,;'hlgher SES classes than among the lower ones, especlally when holdlng region
’of residency constant.

- The average heaith care budget share allocated to outpatient visits may
_vary conslderably and may not strongly be associated wlth SES. For
fexample, for hlghland jow SES households, this share may range from 8.6 to
9, G%, and for high SES households from 10.0 to 17.2%; for coastal households,
‘the same ranges may be 7.9 to 19. 9%, and 13.5 to 21.0% respectively. Health
care ‘budget shares for over-the-counter drugs tended to decrease with
‘hlgher SES Ievels among’ both coastai and highland households, while the
‘opposlte appears true for health care budget shares for medicines/vitamins.
This may pount to the fact that with ° higher expenditure levels the relative
health care budget shares shlft towards medicines/vitamins among rural,

non-farming households.

' Health_expenditure patterns 'by‘fregionand ‘socloeconomic_status: _farming’
households

For farming households ‘we selected the area of iand under culthatlon‘"as'?

the primary stratnflcatlon variable for soclo-economlc status. The mea

'expenditure share of health care tended to increase wlth hlgher SES levels

famong hlghland households, wnth no ciear pattern mdicated to coastal



TABLE 6.6
“Health Expenditure Patterns of Rural, Non-Farming ‘Hous
Region and Socioeconomic Status
- Rurat Household Budget Surveys | and;ll.

eholds Stratified. by ‘-

X
(SE)
Rural Household Budget Survey | L ij" Rural Household Budget Survey‘:_“
Health Careg Hightands , Coast . Highland; Coast ' N
- Category . FACILITI - FACILITY . - FACILITI . TEaciumi
B 0 1 23 . 0 1 23 0 1 23 0 .1 23
{’%Au?ﬁ‘: 5.2. 4.8 5.7 6.5 4.9 4.8  -6.6 5.7 5'67'

0.8 (0.7 (0.7 ‘(0 6). (0.8) (0.4) . (1.5) = (1.1) (1.3)
 Outpatjent 8.6 12.3 17.2 19.9 13.9 21.0 - 9.6 6.2 120 :_15.5v5;\.,:;.
visits' » 4 (25 (1.8) (2.3) (@4 (2.00- (1.9) (1.6 L (1i9) Q1
Over-the- |, 4a.0 ' 3.53 Carid . 28.0  34.3 22.5  40.9 + 40.6 33.4 . 32.
counter drugs . (4.7) (4.7) (3.1). (3:1) (4.3) (2.6)  (5.3) (5.6) (4.5) : (2.
Medicines and ~37.0 = 40.9  46.2 39.6  40.3.. 41.7  39.0 ' 39.5_ "43.5 .41
vitamins o (4.0)  (4.3) (2.9) (3.0) - (3.7) (2.6) . (4.4) (5.2) (4:1)  (2.5)

Total health expenditures as percent of total household expendltures.

Total expenditure as percent of total heaith expendstures.



*household (Table 6.7). ' for example, the average budget share for
‘_bhlghland households wlth less than 1 ha. may be around 5%, while for those
‘households with more than 10 ha. it may range from 7.0 to 7.43%. Among
ooa‘stal households these budget shares may range from 6.8 to 8.7 percent,
f,""for"ho‘useholds with less than 1 ha. and 7.6-7.0% fcr those with more than 10
“ha.

WThe 'average health care. budget share for outpatient visits showed no
"partlcular pattern associated with the land area under cultivation’ among either
_.jcoastal or hlghland households. Among the latter, however, we note again
that - the relative health care budget shares tended to increase
"'medicines/vltamlns and decrease for over-the-counter drogs. For example,
among households with less than 1 ha. the average health care budget shares
fo_r these two categories ranged from 44.0 to ‘17.7%,_ and 35.1 to 35.6 %, which
for households with more than 10 ha. these same ranges were 32.1>-34.8%, and
42.2-44.8%. This pattern was not so clearly distinguishable among coastal
hooseholds. '

The marginal expenditure shares on heaith care for rural population
groups stratified by region and farming status are presented in Tables 6.8
and 6.9. These estimates were obtained by means of the same model as for
the urban samples. Comparing the results of the two surveys we note again
_th’at for certain health care categories and for several sub-samples there is
:llttle stability in expenditure elasticity estimates across surveys. Thus, for
: the same reason as indicated before, lfve treat the two estimates in each case
,as constituting a range‘., |
| ‘VF,or- total health expendntures the * elasticity coefflclent ‘clearly
ﬂapproximated one.‘ Thus,' among rural households as a whole, health

}expendltures are likely to lncrease by the same proportion as ‘total household
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TABLE 6 7

Heallh Expenditure Patterns of Farming‘l;louseholds Slrallﬂed by

Region and Area of Land Under Cultivation :
Rural Household Budgel Surveys | and ll

(SE)
s Rural Household Budget Survey 1| Rural Household Budget Survey Il , S
Health Highlands Coast Highlands - Coast: .- LT
Care —— -

_ Category HECTA HECTA HECTA HECTA .
1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 4 s 1 2. 3 A 5 1" 2 3 4 5

an® 51 63 6.4 7.7 1.4 87 69 80 7.5 1.6 49 67 60 1.8 1.0 6.8 54 ‘47 59 7.8

(0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.9) (0.9) (1.4) (0.7) (0.6) (0.9) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.7) (0.7) - (1.3) (0.5) (0.5) (0.7)5(0.6)

Outpaient 10.2 11.4 8.8 11.5 8.9  20.5 16.6 15.4 145 14.1 78 82 7.3 71 81 0.1 1.5 8.5 1.0 1.0

visits (1.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.5) (1.2) (3.8) (1.9) (1.4) (2.0) (1.2) (0.7) (0.6) (0.6) (0.8) (1.0) (2.0) .(1.4) (1.0) '(1.3)-(1.1):
‘Over-the 440 37.4 40.0 33.8 32.1 2.4 35.2 30.3 30.9 29.0 . 477 43.0 42.0 35.3 34.8  39.0  42.7 45.2 44.0 353 "
counter  (2.4) (2.0) (2.2) G.1) (3.3) (5.1 (3.2) (2.6) (3.4) (2.3) (2:4) (2.1) (2.1) (2.9) (3.1) - (5.3) '(3.0)-(2.8) (3.2) (2.4) "

drugs : . S > A A FARER
Medicines 35.1 40.0 34.4 41.9 448 42.5 3.7 427 42.9 44.6_ 35.6 37.3 383 43.0 42.2 | 40.2 3.4 345 ©38.8 -39.1 .
wnd @) (18 0.9 @8) G0 (5.6) (2.9) (2.4) (3.2) (2.2). (2.0) (1.8) (1.8) (2.7) (g.a)v-._‘u.n e s)-,, (2.2) (2.8) (2.1) -
vitamins . - S . - B S ORI : ‘i',mv Lo ,A ‘:v‘ .- N

2jjealth expenditures as percent of total household exﬁéh&liuﬁi.‘

b

Wb

Expenditure as percent of total health expendlturei.‘



'expendltures. The marglnal expendlture shares allocated for: the three health
'care categornes were considerably lower: outpatient care: 59- 63, over-the-
ceunter »drugs: ‘.31-.34; medicines/vitamins; .63-.75. The comparison
between the last two elasticity coefficients further suggests that the relative
share of medlclnes/vltamins in the health care budget will increase, and that
.‘of cver -the-counter drugs decrease, Wwith higher total expenditure levels.
| Health care budgets of highland non-farmlng households are likely to
‘,:Increase less rapidly in response to increased total expenditure levels than of
hlghland farmlng househoids or of coastal rural households. Particularly
famong coastal farmmg heuseholds, total health expenditures are likely to
Increase ‘more than proportionally to Increases in total household
expendltures The margmal expendlture shares for outpatient vnslts ranged
'from 35- 52 for hnghland, nen-farmmg households to .67-.70 for coastal
»Afarming households. The marglnal ‘expenditure share for medicines/vitamins
"‘_was consistently higher among all four groups than for over-the-counter
’;drugs. Expenditures on the latter are not likely to increase significantly in
response to increased household expenditure levels.

6.3. Comparing urban and rural health expenditure patterns.

The more important differences and similarities in urban and rural health
expenditure patterns may be summarized as follows: |
- 1. Rural househoids tended to spend a greater percent of totall household
expenditures on heaith (6.1-6.9%) than wurban households (3.3%).
" However, the percent of rurel households repertlng any _health
expenditures (86-92%) was also significantly higher than among the urban
households (42%). Expenditures on outpatient visits as percent of total

.health expenditures tended to be somewhat lower among rural than among
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TABLE 6.8 T
Expendlture Elasticities on Health Care of Rural Households
(Holding Household Size Constant) Stratified by
Reg|on and Farming or Non-Farming Households
Rural Household Budget Survey |

L Highlands - o Cddsij-f:i
o S . whole —— :
kﬂea!_th ,,Cagrg ‘C__at>’ego“r v Sample Non- Farming Non- F.afr;l'l{’r'\*g'
. ' Farming Farming S
- .99 .83 .92 1.15 1.20
All_health expenditures (.03) (.09) (.05) (.1) (.08)
TR . : n=3756 n=368 n=1699 n=505 n=1042
Sl ‘ .59 .52 .56 .65 .67
‘Outpatient visits - (.04) (.12) (.06) (.11) (.07)
5 ; n=1622 n=170 n=623 n=261 n=493
S - " I .38 .34 © .20 .21
Over-the-counter drugs = (.02) . (.06) o (.03) (.08) - (.06)
o T g n=230 =1094 n=292 . . n=627
o RS . .53 : .74 : .70]'7:'*f;ﬁ;9i?]
Medicines and vitamins: - (.08) (.04) (.10) . - (£07)
R B _’n=211 . .  n=8715 n=296 . . n=598-.;
Range of annual house- " | R SR S
; o - o . 0 17,860-"
hofd expenditures : z o g ! . o
(7 57k yr : 74 ,030, 350 ;-2_°?5,53§ 2,564, 375;v;_2759°’°6° 4, 030 350




TABLE 6.9

Expenditure Elasticities on Health Care of Rural Househo!_'ds‘_:
(Holding Household Size Constant) Stratified by
Region and Farming or Non-Farming Households

Rural Household Budget Survey I}

Highlands Coas_’t;hf“
e e - whole e
Hgal}i)CareCategory Sample Non- Farmin Non- - -~
Farming v g Farming
.95 .66 .97 .94
alth expenditures (.03) (.09) (.04) (.12)
) n=3738 n=303 n=1789 n=422
Outpatient visits - . (.04) (.16) ~(.06) (.11)
SR T R e T L n=1517 : n=647_ ’ ‘ n=200
»:Over=the-counter. drugs . (.02) (.06)
n=2874 'n=318
‘ , » .63 e
Medicines and vitamins (.03) (.12) - .
o n=2056 n=249
Range of annual house- . S : .
. 0- 0-- - . 960- . 420~ .
hold expenditures g . W
ATAY R 7,126,850 ,;93\6_,579__. | 1,091,084 . 7,126,850 -

( ) = standard error.



urban f:”households, : whlle‘ ’the average health. ‘care’ budget: shares for

nedlcines and drugs tended to be the same.;

‘\

2.

ffj'Both among urban and rural households the average share of the health

- ~;i’care budget for outpatient visits tended to be greater for coastal than

'.'Lfor highland households. However, the opposite was true -for the
faverage health care. budget share for medicines and drugs. Also, the
Vaverage expenditure share ‘on health care tended to be greater for
highland urban households than for coastal urban households, with the
',‘opposne the case among rural households.

>The marglnal expenditure share on health care, was higher among rural

than among urban households, the expenditure elasticltles for outpatlent

'visits and for medlcines and drugs dld ‘not - dlffer much between rural
and urban populatlon groups._ ‘
Among both urban and rural households the marginal expendlture shares

of all health care, and of outpatient vislts and medicines and drugs,

tended to be conslstently higher on the average when the region of

residence was the coast.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1. Summary of Findings.

. “The major findings related to food and health expendlture patterns ln’j
both urban and rural Ecuador have been detalled in the Executlve Summary‘ ’
and. at the end of the previous two sections. There is no need to repeat‘
these here. It‘is clear that there are significant urban rural and regional
differerices, and differences among SES levels, in the way households allocate
theur expenditures to food and healith care, and their food ‘and health care
budgets to specific food and health care items. |

The observed differences in average expendltune ahares, and in average
food and health care budyets shares, refiect both mac'ro-and/ micro-level
factors, and the interactions of these. Without a detailed description of those
macro-environments and how they relate to current expenditure patterns it is
difficult to predict how changes in those macro-environments will impact on
expenditure patterns of different population groups. For example, does the
fact that coastal households spend a greater share of their health care
budgets on outpatient visits than highland househoids reflect a difference in
(a) health status, health seeking behavior and income levels, or (b) access to
'Qutpatlent care facilities, market prices of outpatient care, or (c) a
"cofnbination of (a) and (b)? Nutritional inferences are not possible from food
expenditure patterns, uniess q'uantities of food intake are available. |

The -patterns of food and health care expenditures based upon average

;{expendlture shares can serve as a baseline against which to measure changes
'In expenditures over a time mterval during which both macro-and micro-level
_f'c,hanges took place. The estimated marginal expenditure shares serve as

predictors of the magnitud_g of changes in expenditures as result of either



broad ‘or targeted income changes (under conditions of stable relative prices).
By further’di‘saggregatlng\ food and hezlith care expenditures, projections can
f’.b'e made as to expanslons in the demand for specific food commodltles and for
jl‘speclfic types of health care which are: Jikely to accompany effective policies

",of income expansion over time and v,lere these demand expansions will be

: ff*relatively more pronounced

:.“1-

8

ln other words, to maxumlze the difference between - the lntra -and

--7‘.‘2‘ Recommendatlons. '

Two sets of recommendatlons are made here.‘ The fll‘St set relates to

i"further analysis of the existing data sets from the. three surveys,_while the

»“j‘second set relates to the-'deSign of future surveys.

A sensltivity analysis could be’ undertaken by redefinmg the classes of
the demographic and socioeconomic stratification varlables. The ob]ective

would be to draw out the most sharpIy contrasting expenditure patterns,

:"lnter-class variation in mean and marginal expenditure shares. Thls

f‘j"wouid make the impact of highly targeted lnterventlons more efficient.
: f:;j'EstimatIon of price elasticlties of expenditures on food and health care
;"i{from cross sectional data is strlctly speaking ‘not possible. Any
ft"}variation in reported market prlces is presumably due to quality
’,:{::dlfferences, or to measurement errors, the latter especially lf reported
-:fromrecall over an extended reference period. Not so surprisingly,
kﬁmany .households did not report price data. Nevertheless, the available
price data can be used to compute mean price levels for different food
5 commodities and health care categories in dlfferent locations (reglon, city

xsize). Differences in mean prlce Ievels can then be compared with
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differences in mean expenditure leveis. an.d.,:..rnean<_expen9|ﬁture shares

among different locations. -

The expenditure functions which were estimated could be expanded in

order to bring in. additional household characteristics . as independent

:va'riables. We. defined the - functions ‘\vlth household .expenditures and
“'size " ‘as the independent variables. ‘ Housing characteristics and
flpresence/absence of faciiities ceuld be brought intp ‘the health
v:‘expenditure functions. " | | |

;The two rural surveys, since they were undertaken in the same
-t‘households (with some attrition during the second survey) can be linked
.':up by merging the separate data files. This will aliow determmation of
v:changes in expenditure patterns and reIating these to specific seasonal
.changes by having each household serve as its own control, and
ylydocumenting the period interval between the two interviews in each
b’:household This approach will also afford ‘the estimation of more year-
,round food and health expenditure patterns in rural areas.

“Each _of the above expansions “of the ana|ysis will require substantlal

]

~ additional computer work as further data transformations’wiil;be,lnvolved as

-":., .

. well as statlstical analysis.

’-:Thought ‘should be given to undertaking in conjunction with household
:ievel surveys, surveys at the community level. For “example, a
;household survey that deals with health care expendltures ‘and health
'facilities utilizatlon should be complemented by data on exlsting health

"care facnlitles, access to those facilities, arket prices charged, etc.

‘Equally, household food expenditure data should be complemented by

‘harRet . survey data of food prices in different types of food retail

outlets, ;accé;‘s' to’ those »outlets, etc. Respondents in household surveys
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are not-‘f L est source for unit prices of food- items, and cannot

easily distinguish quality differences of the same food item.

6 The results of the factor analysis undertaken here suggests that there

: re varlables other than household income which may be used to stratify

for_ socloeconomlc status., Such varlables may be relatlvely easy to

' onstruct, and f‘requlre little and only ob]ective data.. On the other

R hand, to construct a total ":ousehold income variable especnally for rural

“,households whose income ls partly in klnd, often requlres a great deal of

._o

cannot be‘observed by the

‘\data, ost of it sensltlve in’ nature, e

lntervnewer'but must be reported y the respondent... Some of these

.data are available from natlonal‘ populatlon and houslng census so that

the multl stage samplund orocedure can be extended to include a SES

,stratlficatlon varlable.

surveys Ty

7 !'.',‘. deslgmng household s important that ~data

pp—

: ‘|e've|‘

‘ processing/management personnel{v andb'statistlcal analysts:provnde |nput

;_early on, and also._, emaunhinvolved durlng the implementation of the

)~

For example,lin the current survey it was impossible to

"f.su rvey

] .~_Thls may reflect the way in whlch the expendlture data by ltem
::_v_"was obtalned ln_an open-ended fashnon'or by readmg off all
'-f".expendlture items listed on the form. . However, mlssnng data must be
,distlngulshable from the real number zero. A plan of statistical
‘4_‘analysis, designed based upon the stated ob]ectlves of the survey, must
‘gulde the data processung management actlvltles so that data flles are
.“’structured V'In " such a. way to requlre vat‘ minlmum of data

;,.transformatuons for statlstlcal analysls.
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“FooTNOTES

1 Non reporting of expenditures may mean zero expenditure during the
reference period or missing data ‘No distinction was made in the coded
data, so we assumed zero expenditure | ‘

: For a description of the factor analysls technique, see (13) The SPSS

;"anuai ‘(14) also contains a bruef description of th|s technique, and how

to vinterpret,: he results
. (am household income (INCOME), (b) formal education com-'-'v
ted by h ad f household (EDUC), (c) housing density (HOUSDEN),:

4( d) ‘presence/absence of water, eiectricity and toiIet (FAClLiTl), (e)

w4,

| of INCOME with HOUSQUAL [Kendail tau._o 456 ,,pf‘<‘0 019], JAPLIA‘NCE‘
,[0 585 (p < 0 01)] and EDUC [0 465 (p < 0 01)]

5 A Lri_cL, it is diff|cuit to state what the minimum sub-sample size should.
be to produce valid mean estimates without knowing what the shap of t e‘
distrlbutions of the dependent variables is

6. |f we had. specif'ed the minimum eigenvalue at .99 two factors would al 0

‘have been generated for coastal farming households

7 'vThe non-significant estimates for the low SES households residmg in Quito

i

.and Guayaquil are the result of a low sub-sample frequency and shoud»

. be .discarded,.
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‘Table A.3.1

- Urban Household Budget Sirvey, 1975/76

geographic distribution of sample households.

ERCENT

. No. of HOUSEHOLDS: PER
TOTAL: REGION:

 Guayaquil 1,421 14.9 29.0
Portoviejo 456 4.8 9.3
Esmeraldas 603 6.3 ©12.3
Machala 588 6.2 12.0
Manta 533 5.6 ~10.,9
Catamara 167 0.7 1.4
Naranjal 129, 1.4 2.6
Rocafuerte - 86 0.9 1.8
Ventanas © o141 1.5 2.9
Balzar n 2420 2.5 4.9
Babahoyo 642" 6.7 "13.1
TOTAL . . '51.6 100.0
‘HIGHLANDS  Quito 1,120 24.3
Ambato 622" 13.5
Riobamba - 483 £10.5
Cuenca © 600 “13.0
Loja 484" “10.5
Saraguro 108" 243
Gualaceo /188 4.1
Girén 90° ~.2.0
Pujiii 119 Eary
Cafiar 90 . 2.0
Machachi 83 1.8
San Gabriel 193 - 4,2
~Guaranda 136 -'3.0
Latacunga 294 6.4
TOTAL 4,610 100.00

'i-’STOTA L.

0



“Table A.3.2

i;gyfciént distribution of sampfe urban households
- by city size compared to total urban
population distribution (1974 Population Census).

1974 Census 1975/76 Urban Survey
(N=2,075,87%7‘ persons) (N=9,518 hguseholds)

 HIGHLANDS:
" Quito 289 1.8
Cities with .

populations
40,000 or more

Cities with
populations
less than 40,000

COAST:

Guayaquil = - 39 7

Cities with
* populations L o
- 40,000 or more 412;2":’» 22’9

Cities with
populations e,
less than 40,000 : 2.9




TABLE A.3.3

Percent Distribution of Interviews Completed, by Region and Month,
Rural Household Budget Surveys | and 11, 1978/79

" First Survey - RHBS | , , Second Survey - RHBS il

Month Highlands Coast Total Month Highlands Coast T T_qta!

N ¢ 3 N 3 NS ‘ N 2* 3 N %+ ¥ N ’.7%*"

8.7 214 5.4 13.0 414 10.5
6.1 219 7.1 17.0 650 16.5-
17.3 310 7.9 18.9 709 18.0:
19.4 274 6.9 16.7 721 18.3°
19.3 211 5.3 12.9 656; 16.6.
15.1 353 8.9 .21.5 700 - 17.7
g 96 2.4

Sept. 231 5.5 9.5 233 5.5 13.0 464 11.0.
oct. 226 5.3 9.3 405 9.6 225 631 149
Nov. 463 11.0 19,1 339 8.0 18.8 802 19.0
" pec. 338 8.0 13.9 179 4.2 9.9 517 122
- Jan. 431 10.2  17.8 242 5.7 13.5 6713 15.9
 Feb. 407 9.6 . 6.8~ 353 8.4 19.6° 760 -~ 18.0
' Mar. 241 5.7 9.9 48 1.1 2.7 289 68
Caprill 91 22 370 0.0 70.0° 91, 5

Totul 2478 57.5 100.0 1799 425 100.0. 4227 100.0  Total~ 23

.0 3946' 100.0 .

*percent of total interviews. .

& - “ *xxpercent of within-region surveys.‘l
7



TABLE A.3.4.

" Rural Household Budget Surveys, 1978/79:
‘ Geographic Distribution of Sample Households

i First Survey '78-79  Second Survey '79 Difference
Province RHBS-| RHBS-I! (RHBS | - RHBS 11)

‘ N ) N % T Noo%
Highlands 2,428 57.5 2,305 8.4 123 13.8
Carchi - 102 ‘2.4 99 - 25 3 1.1
Imbabura 172 4.1 164 42 8 2.8
Pichincha 443 0.5 o418 105 29 10.3
Tungurahua 215 510 208
Bolivar 161 38 L 152

Chimbofazo. C o194 46 180
Cafar . 193 G4.6 0 186

Azuay 399 9.4 . 387
“*Loja - 359 8.5 338
‘Coast 1,799 42.5 - 1,641
- Esmeraldas 154 3.6 140
Manabi 585 13.8 . 534
Los Rios 319 7.5 0 292
Guayas 591 14.0 - 538
El Oro 150 3.5 - 137
Total 4,227 100.0 3,946 100.0 281 100.0




Table A.3.5.

Percent distribution of sample rural househoids (1978/7
- Rural Household Budget Survrys) by region compared to total
rural population distribution (1974 and 1982 Population Census).

R gion: Total Rural Population. Number of Household Interviews
1974 Censué 1982 Census First Survey Second Survey
N N N3 N

\Highlands 1,943,769 §3.2 2,117,791 -54.8 2,428  57.5 2,305 5.4

708,615 1468 1,743,080 4.2 1,799 4251601 418

. 3gs2,624 00,0 3,858,275  100.0 4,227  100.0 3.846 100.0,

sources: - 11, 12,



TABLE A.4.1

Slralmcallon of the UHBS Sample, by REGION, CITYSIZE. APLIANCE
i and LFSTAGE: Sub- Sample Slus : kB

REGION

CHighlands < - . ¢

“quita;

t‘;,'(;‘uayadqll_:’ Wi

nz0”

w2

APLIANCE .

5284 528 519 361 1

~ LFSTAGE

A\



S TABLE A.4.2.
;Stratlflcation of the RHBS Samples, by REGION éﬁd'FErming Status

Rural Household Rural Household
Budget Survey | Budget Survey !
Highiands Coast Total Highlands Coast Total
Farming Households 2002 ' 1203 3205 1975 1186 3161
Ty (47.4) (28.5) (75.9) (50.1) (30.1) (80.2)
Non-Farming Households ~ 424 59 1020 . 330 454 784

(10.0) | (14.1) (24.1) (8.4) (11.5) (19.9)

Total 2426 | 1799 4225 2305 1640 3945
| (57.4) ' (42.6)  (100.0)  (58.4)  (41.6)  (100.0)

Percent of total in parentheses.

/‘



TABLE A.4.3

‘Stratification of farming households by land area under
cultivation, RHBS | and RHBS II.

T o Saniet SR

- “(HE,CTA) Highlands Coast Total Highlands' Coast Total
Less than 1 ha. 484 68 552 423 77 500
Ny 1= <2 ha. 575 246 821 565 243 808
L2-<S5ha. 513 303 86 58 292 B30
5 <10'ha. 230 204 434 . 246 215 461
. z10has w0 2 se2 203 39 se2
© Total © 2002 1203 3205 1975 1186 3161




TABLE A.4.4

gtratification of rural non-farming households by
socioeconomic status RrRB8S | and RHBS Il.

" Number of Rural Househoid : Rural Household
Household Budget Survey | Budget Survey 1|
Facilities

(FACILITI)Highlands Coast  Total Highlands Coast Total

0 124 209 333 84 125 200

1 108 133 241 72 91 - 163
2 -3 192 254 446 174 238 . 412
Total 424 596 1020 330 454 . 784

\

S\



TABLE A.4.5.

tratlflcation of rural farming and non-farming households by
. household life cycle stage RHBS | and RHBS 11

Rural Household o Rural Household

o - Budget Survey | Budget Survey ||
Household

Life Cycle Highlands Coast Highlands Coast

"'Stage
Non- Non- Non- Non=-
Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming Farming Earming Farming

1 71 29 100 45 56 21 72 2
182 74 139 105 144 55 14T
a7 107 294 479

f293 1 133

YR N
F -3
(>~}
~J

96 -




A

N e e . . % TABLE ALS.Y. .
Food expenditures patterns ‘of: highland urban populations stratifi

ed by city size and household life cycle stage .

: : LT 40,000 GT 40,000 QUITO
el LESTAGE s LFSTAGE o LFSTAGE - =
: : 1 2 3 4 5 6 o2 3 4 5 6 12 3 4 s 6
an® s0.4 52.0 S3.1 S4.4 49.7 S2.8  40.6 39.3 43.4 441 421 422 365 38.6 40.4 414 353 36.0-.
S ., (9 (6 @9 (5 @9 () (L) (0.9 (0.8 (1.0 (0.1 0.9 (1.5 (.2 (-2 (1.4) (0.8) (1.2)
- 41 Key foods (96 380 306 30.5 28.8 28.6 17.0 23.1 25.5 26.4 25.8 23.5  18.1 24.2 261 27.8 223 21.3
e (105) (L1 (0.8) (1.1) (0.7) (0.9)  (1.0) (U.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.5) (0.7)  (1.4) (0.9) (0.9) (1.2) (9.6) (1.0)
Rle 39 58 67 6.6 66 55 s7 1.6 1.9 8.5 8.2 6.9 41 54 58 6.7 5.4 45
S (0.4) (0.5) {0.3) (0.5) (0.3) (0.3) (0.5 (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3)  (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4)
: Bread 34 45 60 7.1 6.0 5.6 s1 61 7.6 8.0 82 1.4 46 5.6 6.4 68 64 5.7
- . L @4 (04) (013) (015) (013) (0.3 (0.4 (0. (0.2 (0.H (0.1 (@D (9.5 (9.3 (9.1 (0.5) (0.3) (0.3)
- Beef (w/bones)® 2.8 4.9 S0 4.1 58 43 21 35 43 45 4.4 3.6 3.8 48 59 58 51 4.9
p b (08 (D) (0.4 (0)8) (05 (05 (0.3 (2.3 (0.3 (0. (02 @D ©H 0.9 (9D (0.5) (0-3) (0.5)
Vegetable lard 07 1.6 1.3 12 12 11 17 12 12 1 12 1a 117 1.6 1.2 1.6 1.2 1.4
b (©2) (0.3) (0.1 (0.2) (0.1 (0.2) (0:2) (0:2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (9.1) (9.2)
Eags 3.0 29 31 25 2.7 2.1 21 3.0 28 25 28 28 2,7 3.4 32 31 33 3.2
e (0.4) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (:2) (0.1) (0.2)  (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (9.2)
Mmiix so 60 7.1 66 1.1 1.0 a8 88 7.8 8.1 7.4 1.9 7.6 104 9.4 9.2 87 9.0
SR (0:8) (0.5) (0.3) (0.5) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4) (0.7) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.3) (9.5).
Cheese 1.5 1.7 2.0 1.6 23 22 5.4 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.8 15 1.8 1.7 -1.5 1.8 2.1
e (02) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0:2) (0:2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2)
Onions 0.3 05 03 03 03 0.3 05 07 06 06 06 0.6 04 06 06 06 0.7 0.6
, b ©1) (1) O (0.1 (0.1 (01 (0.1 (0.1) (00) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)  (0.1) (0.0). (0.0) (0.1) (0.0) (0.9)
Tomatoes 09 1.0 1.0 11 1.0 1. 08 1.2 11 1.2 12 09 09 .3 1.3 1.1 1.4 12
b (O.1) (01) (01 (0.1 (0.1 (0.1 (0.1 (0.1) (0.1 (0.1 (0.1) (0.1 (0.1 (9.1) (0.1 (0.1 (0.1) (0.1
Potatoes 25 36 47 54 S50 3.7 1.9 26 22 28 32 24 23 40 49 356 43 3.4
b (0.3 (0.6) (0.4) (0.8) (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.4) (0.7) (0.3) (0.4)
Plantain 0.4 07 07 08 0.7 0.6 05 06 06 07 07 0.6 03 05 0.4 0S5 05 0.
b (0.1) (0.1) (01) (0.1 (0.1) (0.1)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.1) (0.0) (0.0) (9.7) (9.4) (0.5)
Sugar 23 3.6 3.9 39 34 38 2.7 3.3 3.6 3.7 35 3.4 21 26 3.0 3.1 2.8 22
L) @3 (2 (003 (012) (0.3 (02 ©.2) (0.1 (0.2) O.H) (.1 (@2 (¢.1 (9.2 (0.9 0.1 (0.1)
Coffee (ground)® 1.2 1.6 1.9 21 1.8 2.0 117 11 1.2 1.4 14 1S 04 08, 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3
(0.2) (0.2) (01) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1 (0.1) (C.1) (0.1%  (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2)

2as percent of total =xpenditures.



—_—
T

Food expendllure puuerns of’ coaslal urban populalion stralmed by clly slz

TABLE A. 5 2

dybhousehold llle cycle slage. .

e T 40,000 . GT 40, ooo R GUAYAQU(L"»'
Food ftem "~ " . .. :. . R . T R RO
Category . LFSTAGE .- " . ) LFSTAGE S - LFSTAGE
S - 1.2 3 4 5 6 . 1 2 3 4 .5 6 1 2 -3 4 5 6 .
ANt 43.4 S2.0 S54.7 S5.6 S2.7 52.7 45.1 46.3 47.7 46.8 44.0 42.4 40.8 37.3 428 42,9 36.8 39.3 -
S (1.5) (1.3) (0.8) (1.0) (0.9) (1.3)  (1.1) (1.0) (0.6) (0.9) (0.6) (0.9) (1.3) (1.1). (1.0) (1.3) (0.7) (1.2)
41 Key foods” - 30.0 35.5 3.97 41.9 38.1 34.3 22.3 30.9 32,2 3.2 29.3 26.2 20.9 22.6 28.5 29.7 24.2 22.6
A (1.7) (1.2) (0.8) (1.0) (0.8) (1.4} (1.2) (o. 9) (0.6) (0.8) (0.5) (0.9) (1.3) (0.9) (0.8) (1.1) (0.6) (1.0)
Rice’ - 12.6 14.4 16.6 19.8 16.2 12.6 8.9 10.7 13.0 14.1 12.4 10.1 7.4 7.7 1.8 16 10.0 7.1
T b : (1.0) (0.7) (0.5) (0.8) (0.6) (0.7). (0.5) (0.4) (0.3) (O 5) (0.3) (0.4) (0.6) (0.5) (0.5) (0.7) (0.4) (0.4)
Bread 2.3 3.7 37 34 3.7 130 3.0 4.2 43 47 45 36 31 35 40 45 40 39
SR Cp  (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) " (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.6) (0.2) (0.3)
Beef (w/bones)” 12,1 11.9 14.4 135 14.0 12.1 3.4 49 4.4 58 53 3.9 s2 5.7 6.5 66 69 6.4
' p (0.9 (0.8) (0.6) 0.7) (0.7) (0.8)  (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.5) (0.3) (0.3) (0.8) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5)
Vegetable lard 41 4.7 49 52 S.1. 4.6 25 3.2 32 34 29 27 06. 06 05 09 06 05
7y © (0.4) (0.3) (9.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.7)
Eggs 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.4 13 12 1.5 2.8 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.1 1.4 18 .7 1.7 1.8 1.4
T h 0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) "(0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Milk™ 2.4 46 3.2 34 29 2.6 21 5.4 43 38 39 4.0 s6 9.3 7.5 1.7 7.4 1.4
) b (0.3) (0.5) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4} (0.6) (0.3) (0.4) (0.3) (0.9
Cheese 1.8 1.7 22 25 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.4 26 2.4 25 23 1.6 2.0 1.8 19 20 22
. b (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (O 1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2)
Onions 1.5 1.6 1.5 16 1.5 1.4 0.9 1.2 1.2 12 - 1 13 1.3° 1.2 1.3 13 12 12
_ b 0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0 1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
: Tomatoes 1.4 20 1.8 18 1.7 13 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 3.8 1.7 w7 1.6 1.4
b 0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
‘Potatoes 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.8 20 17 0.9 1.2 1.4 14 13 13 21 2.0 2.3 24 22 20
b 0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1 (0.1) (0.1) (0.1 0.1) (0.1)  (0.3) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)

- Plantain 1.1 1.5 1.7 1.8 L7 1.4, 1.5 1.9 25 31 26 2.4 0.7 06 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
b . (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) 0.2)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
Sugar - . . 25 3.4 3.2 33 32 133 2.3 3.1 34 33 33 232 1.9 2.2 26 25 2.3 2.1
o p (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) 0.1) (0.1) (0.2)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) €0.2) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)
" Coffee (ground)~ 1.1, 1 1.1 1.2 1.4 13 0.6 06 10 10 09 1.0 0.7 0.7 10 10 10 09
S 0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1} (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) 0.1) (0.1)  (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (C.1)

aAs percent of v_!oial expenditures.

Bas percent of- total food expenditures.



 TABLE A.5.3

Expenditure elasticity coefficients of éll foods, key‘. foods
“and selected food Items, estimated by three functional
" models, Urban Household Budget Survey 1975/76

" Food Item . - Double-Log .  Semi-Log " Double-Log
Category . - Model Model Inverse Model

All e .60 .58
41 Key foods 57 .50 - 51

Rice 19 L5 L1

a4
‘Beef ‘(w/bones) -
Vegetable lard

Eggs.

Milk.

‘Onlons

oot

Potatoes .
Plantain

 Sugar

'Coffee; (ground),




TABLE A.5.4

Percent ‘of Farming Households Reporting Household

Rural Household Budget Surveys | and I!

Production as Source of Food Supply,

Selected Food items

.+ "-Food
Commodity

Rural Household
Budget Survey |

Rural ‘Household
Budget Survey ||

Highlands
n=2002

Coast
n=1203

Highlands
n=1975

Coast
n=1186

%

%

3

%

;"’:Manze ﬁ ‘
“Dry beans
f‘fYOnlons ,

. 'Tomatqc.;s

' »Poiatoes

‘ Plantam

,Beef L

0.2

5.5

\\)(\



TAéLE A.6.1

Mean per capita expenaitures on health care of hig!;!a':ndjfijrﬁéh}"t
household stratified by city-size and socio-economic: status

X(SE)
s/.

“Health

LT 40000 -

'GT 40,000

‘QUITO..

Care .

APLIANCE - APLIANCE

“APLIANCE =~

.Category
0

1 2 3. e 12 3

1 

2

3

AN 342
o (5)

':'Qﬂ‘tp‘a‘tight 60"
visits (@)

‘Dental

care : (4)

‘Medicines 208 - v
and drugs (40)

. 307 483

557 365

645 731 1217
(72) (60) (122)  (38) ° (73) - (50) (138)

o enl
L ®

ap
. 667

1;(31)1.~(55) _

on @)
o 63
@ (3)

33
an

Zié 284 -
-(81)  (47)

651
(64)

123

(23)
38

. ¢))

400
(43)

2195 -
(367)

329 -
Gy

146

(20)

844
(671)

« " )Standard error.



_ TABLE A.6.2 :
Mean per capita expenditures on health care of coastal urban
households stratified by city-size and socio-economic status

X(SE)
s/. -
ST LT 40,000 GT 40,000 GUAYAQUIL
. Health- - —
-Care APLIANCE . APLIANCE APLIANCE '
' Category. - -
o o 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3+ 0 1 C
AN 239 203 574 811 265 380 539 775 . 218 364 984 1428
ST (20 (30) (80) (113)  (28) (33) (56) (63)  (54) (68) (394) ~(132)
Outpatient =~ 43 57 140 100 22 34 39 S8 '35 45 69 163 .
visits (4) (@3) (27) (18) (3) @ (@ €)) (9) (8 7N (18).
Dental 3 6 7 15 4 14 21 19 1 2 12 61
care m 3) 3) (C)] 1 M (8) (4) Q) m @™ Q3
Medicines 168 211 389 S22 212 293 437 559 52 252 579 . 812
and drugs  (20) (24) (66) (79)  (23) (26) (50) (43) (38) (48) (202) (63)

(

) standard error.



