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A. The Myth and the Reality

fsychologists have tong Known that when an
individual is confronted with new information which
contradicts his praviously concelved notians ne of ten
rejects the new and retalns the oidse As with individuals,
so mith nations. A recent Ph.,0. dissertation ([Riismandel,
1972 4, 1ooking at Costa Ricans® self-irage, concliudes that
the nation suffers from a severe case of sel t-delusion w«hen
it comes to its image of the peasant., Although sSuch images
may tend to remain unaltered over the centurlies,; societles
¢o not. Costa Ricsa is no longer the mecca aof the yeoman
that it once was In colonial days. & quick fook 3at tand
tenure patterns in contemporary Costa Ricay compared with
those ot the other countries of Central Armerica, which
themselves have never been noted for their equitable
distributicen of land, witt make this point clear,

In order to make this comparison It ls necessary to
calt wupon a measure which summarizes fthe distribution of
landes In tnis paper I will make use of the Lorenz curve
fLorenz, 19051, which plots the cumuiative per cent of farms
on the horizontal axiss and the cumulative per cant ot tand
on the vertical axise There are numerous measures based
upon the Lorenz curve, such as the Equsi=Share C(Coefficient,
the M#Minima! Malority Point, 2nd the Schutz Coefficient, fto
name a few 0f the more popular onesi buf perhaps none has
been used more widely fthan fthe Gini index ot ccncentratlion
[Alkery Jr. 3nd Russett, 1969}, an index which varies
betneen 0.0 in a situation of perfect equaltity of
distribution, and 1.0 in a situation of perfect
inequality(i}. Atthough the c¢ross~national g¢gata are not
precisely comparabje due to ditferences in census years and
diflerences in the widths of the cohorts, a fairly clear
plcture emerges from an examination of Figures 1 to 8 ([Data
for these figures are from Costales and Samaniegos 1965].
These Indices demonstrate that in the early 1950°s Costa
Rica*s land was more unequally distributeg than that of any
of the other four Central Amarican countries. An even
farger perspective of where Costa Rica stanas yis 2 vis
other nations can te obtained by examining Table 1 in which
data for several countries are compared, Here agaln Costa
Rica comes offt poorivye.

It should be ke2pt in mind that the Gini index 1is
pased on the population of janded Individuals)! conseaquentiy,
it excludes alil tandless oeasants. This fact qgives some
insight into the misconception which rany Costa Rlcans hold
ol land tenure in their country. Thus, one ftinds that many
thousands of peasants [In Costa Rica do own some land, sven
if this amounts to a "subp-subsistence” piloty, 8% Powell
(1971 ms.) calis 1t. A survey taken in 1967 {(Direccidn
General de Estadlstica y Censoss 1968891 indicates that ot



the estimated 207,129 individuals classifled as econoamically
actlve and working in agriculture; 41,744 f(or 22%) are
Vandhotders (patconos ¥y trakaladores npor cuyenta propjale.
From a comparative perspective, one might suspect that this
figure of 22X is high compared to the rest of Central
Amerlcays and it is for this reason that Costa Rica is stitt
known as the ftand of the sa3ll farmer. The data demonstrate
gulte the opposite, however, In a recent comparative study
(Comisidn Econdmica para América Latina, 1973170} based on
the census data from the earty 1950°s, It was found that
Costa Rjca has a higher per cent of lancless rural deeliers
than any other country, and nearly twice the mean per cant
ot aty five countries. 1t can be ronciuded that beoth in
terms of the distribution 9f tand that is owned, as wel! as
in terms of the proportion ot the rurat population wilthou?
any landy Costa Rica stands at the bottom of the tlst in
Central America.

Costa Ricans, however, do not see it this way. As
one coffee grower {Guiliermo Argueda Pérez,22 mayo 1951115,
letter to Ja Nacidpl., calculating the size of plots states,
“asnde cualfguier manera, el promedio de tamalo por finca
serla de dos a tres manzanas, lo cual atirma alin mids ni
tesls de que no existen tatifundios de caf& en nuestro
palSsass™ From his peoint of view, the way to calculate the
distribution ot land is simply to divide the total land area
in farms by the total number of onners, thus coming up with
a mean. Obviausty, this person is unaware of the fact that
the mean 1s 3 very poor summary measure of distribution when
the data are characterized by a fair number of extreme cases
(eegsy farms of 5,000 manzanas andg larger). Moreover, he,

{11The Ginl Index of concentraticn is a measure of
the area between the line of perfect equality (the diagonal)
and the Lorenz curve, myttiptied by two. When the Ginl
Ingex equals 0.8, there Is no area petween the Ilne of
perfect equality and the Lorenz curves fthe formaula for
calcutating the Gini index is

Jginﬂ
G = 2 IX = F{x}] dX
10,000

where X is the cunutative population in per cent, and fi{X)
Is the helght of the Lorenz curve. The computer progran
used was prepared by Ruth Sabean, whosSe assistance |is
greatiy appreciated. It should be pointed outft that the
upper limit of 1.0 is onily theoretical since the index is to
some extent dependent upon the number of points used in jits
calculation. Thus, the real upper timit IIs given by the
formulia 1{- 1/n}., WKhen there are many points {over 281,
this deviation fram the theoretical wupper limit becomes
insignltlcant [Ray and Singer, 13731},



like many other Costa Ricans, confuses the sub-subsistence
ploty or minlfundioy with an economically viable farm, so
that even thougn it is recognized by many that the peasant
aetten owns nothing more than the tiniest of pliots, the
salient fact tor the “tico™ (as Costa Ricans like to catt
themseives) s that he does own something. As Riismandel
£19722114) notes, "The acknowledagment of the minifundization
occurring on the meseta ledees to @ reinforcement of the
image. Minifundization provided proof that naariy all) Costa
Ricans were landhotders.™

The concern In this paper is not with |[mages but
with reatlity. Consequently, our attention must turn to the
question implicit in the previous paragraphs, namely, what
caysed Costa Rican society to change trom one characterized
by a strongs relatively large ctass of vyecmeny to one in
which the bulk of the peasantry is either landless or in
possession of minlfundios? The answer to this question
cannot be found In an examination of the peasantry alone,
fory as Moore (1366314573 puts ity "Before looking at the
peasantrys it is necessary to {00k at the whole society.” In
the Costa Rican case, ([t is necessary to 1look a3t fthe
aristocracy and its onrotracted search for a weil from which
to draw its economic sustenance. Once (it 1Is exptained
exactly nwhere that well was found, and how it was oumped,
the answer to the guestion posed above regarding the reasons
tor the transformation of the peasantry nill become
apparent,

Be “Brown HGold™ ls Discoverea in San José

Perhaps no single point has been more carefully
studied in Costa Rlican historiography than the date and
clrcumstances of the Introduction of the ftirst coftfae
bushes. This tact in Itself {s revealing since it gives an
indication of how important Costa Ricans feel the
introduction of coffee has bheen tor them. AY the Same time,
honever, the detajled investigation of the iatroduction of
coffee stands in marked contrast?! to the almost complete
absence, until very recently 1{e.g.y Stone, 1969% 1971a;}
19721, of any serious investigation of the soclal
cons2guences of that Introduction. This lack of research
heips explain, in part, the mistaken image that "ticos" hold
of the peasant.

There are at least six separate theaories as to the
date and circumstances of coffee*s [ntroduction, The dates
inctude 1790, "the end of the 18th century.,™ 1808, 1317,
1818 and 1834, According to a careful study conducted by
Cleto GonzM ez V1iquez [1333:14-91, tamous historian and



ex-president of Costa Rica, there s no doubt that coffee
was Infroduced in 1808 by Governor Tomds de Acosta, with
seads coming from Jamaica. This is probably an accurate
account and, in any event, Is the one now accepted in Costa
Rica as “the tast word.,™ For the purposes o! this paper, the
sallent point is that the introduction of coffee was seen as
one nore attempt to buiild the economy of the
poverty-stricken colony. This attempt, in contrast to the
enes which preceded it {(which Included gola, cacao and
tobaccol was to succaeed.

The early expansion of cotfee plantings nas a slow
afftalry, and little progress was made before 1820. Thera are
three central reasons for this. First, as will be discussed
in detait tater on in this papery coffee planting Invotlved a
good deal of risk and uncertainty for the subsistencs farmer
andy 8t this early date, the incentives were apparentiy not
great enough fto override these considerations for most
yeomen, Secondy, in these {irst twelve vyears aftepr the
iatroduction ot caffee, the governmant piaved no role in
stimuiating its production. Finally, lack of capita! made
the required jnvestment j[n the plantation an extremely
difficulit one, These circumstances, however,; were to change
completely in the fateful year of 1821, the year that Costa
Rica ovtajined lts independence from Spain.

As has been pointed out by Hobsbawm (196734313,
independence meant little to Latin America, at least not in
the early yearss. Things tended to operate much in the way
they had under coloniatl rule, In the case of Costa Rica,
independence ¢ame as a surprise’ while the historic *Acta
del 1% de setlembre™ was being sligned in Guatemala, Costa
Ricans wentf about their business in complete jgnorance of
the event, In fact it was not untit neariy a month jater,
on October 13, that Governor Juan Manuel de CaRas opened the
fetter sent by special messenger, and read the hilstoric
documents., And it was not until Decemper 1 of that vyear
that Costa Ricans, In the “Pacto de Concordia."” officialily
deciared thelr independence {Monge Altfaro, 19661149-154}
Obregdn Loria, 19711. Yaty, despite the rather undramatic
introduction of independence, it quickiy became apparent to
Costa Ricans that the country was now free to Jevelop its
onun sources of revenue, Aftention was immediatety turned to
the most readily explaftable saurce ot wealth, the Minas de|
Aguacate, whose production of gold, whille insignificant for
Spainsy was satisfactory enough for the estabtishment of a
smally local treasury. For the first tire, Costa Ricans had
a source of capital which they could draw on, and, although
the records are neot very detailed on this pointe it is clear
that the aristocracy managedg to exiract a fair amount of
wealth from these mines, capltal which was later Invested in
the groning and exporting of cotfee., As Carlos Araya Pochet
[1971179) notes,



La importancia de Ja explotacidn de
las nminas dei! Aguacate, parece haber sido un
factor determinante en 1ta formacidn de
capitales importantes en Costa Rica y puede
explicar parciatmente la formaclildn hacia 1840
de fortunas lImportantes que se constituyen
para 1a explotacldén del cultivo de!l caflises

Thusy the rewtly found capital made available by independence
happliy coincided with the demand that coffee was making for
it and, ftherefore, made the development of the colfee
industry possible,

A few months prior to Independence, the colonjial
government Yook its ftirst halting steps to promote coftfee
growing. On June 29, 182% the Ayuntamiento de San José
passed a decreee providing free state jand to any individual
who agreaed to plant coffee on It. This resclution was
followed by a similar one from the Ayuntamiento de Cartago
on July 9 of the same year, reaquirjng all of the families
within ifts jurisdiction to plant from 20 to 25 coffee bushes
In their backyards. These two agreements . were the first
ones of 3 long chain of decislons taken by the government to
stimulate coffee production. Thuse In 1825y the ftirst
chlef=-of~state of the new republic, Juan Mora Ferndndez,
exempted cotfee from the payment of the gjezmgs tax [Oficina
del Caté, 1354171, In 1831 a decree was issued to the
effect that anyone who cultivated coffee on state lands
automatically woutd become the owner of those Yands [f he
worked them for tive years [0Oticina de! Catéd, 1954t81}. In
1840, President Braulio Carritio decreec that the land in
the area called Pavasy the sjite of Costa Rica's first
international! airport a century tater, was to be planted in
coffee [GonzAlez Floresy 13332131, In additlion, don Braulio
stimulated production in the areas of Hatlillio, Mata Redonda,
}a Uruca, Zanote, Desamparados. San Juan de Muyrcidlago and
Escazl (Araya Pochet, 13711801, areas which ftoday are aimost
completely urbanjized.,

With capital now avallabtle, and the government
taking positive steps to stimulate production, sufficient
quantities of the bean bhecame available for exportation.
Hhile in 1820 *hne ftirst small shipment was made, to Panama
[Araya Pochet, 1971180}, it was not until 1332, eleven years
after the beginning of government intervention, that annual
production reachea 23,8300 kxilograms, making suflicient
coffee avalilable for a major shipment. It was in that year
that a German businessman with oftices in San José& exported
the tirst substantial gquantities fo Chile, for reshipment to
Europe [ Salas Marrero and Sarahona Israel, 1973:1533%7 HMonge
Altaray 136612031. Although the axports taoa Chlie meant that
capital and consumer 4oods began to flow into Costa Rlca at



an unprecedented rate, the protit margin was relatively low.
The reaason for this is that when the coffee arrived in Chile
1t nas mixed with the locally produced coffee and reexported
to Europe under the nama “Cafd de Valparalso.” Consequently,
although the gyuintal (46 kitogram sack) was setiing for 20
pesos In Efurope, Costa Rica received only 3 ([Salas Marrero
and Barahona Israel, 19731533). It was not until 1344 when
the Brltish sea captain WHillianm Le Lacheur, commanding his
ftrigate the Monarch, arrived In Costa Rica with a pian of
exporting coffee directly to London, Le Lacheur made
confact with Santiage Fernandez, one ¢t the aristocrats
heavily engaged in coftee groming, and cantracted for the
export of 5,505 guintales {(some 253,230 kilograms) of the
bean, The deal proved successfulis with Le lacheur paying
Fernindez 8 pesos per gyintal (minus transpartation charges
from the mesata te the Puntarenas port) to the producer
{Gonz8lez Flores, 19333201, Truse nearlty two and a half
centurles after the discovery of Costa Rica, the aristocracy
finally discovered its qold mine,

Before proceeding to discuss the Impact that this
discovery had on the opreexisting social structure, It is
important to provide the reader with some notion as fto how
great the proflts in the cotfee business were, and how large
a share the peasant received for his Ilabor. While it |is
true that the peaczant producer received a higher price for
his product once direct exports to the continent began, ftne
praofits of the exporters and [mporters were colassat by
comparjison, The producer had to pay ftor the planting,
weeding, oicking, washing, drying, packing and shipping (to
the port)y, and for atl this he recelved 5 pesos per gyintat.
Althougn there 5 no way to estimate precisely his costss a
conservative guess is that they amounted to halft of the
price he received. {(These costs couid be reduced if family
labor was used in the gproduction processs but this, of
course, meant that tne fabor would be taken away from
subsistence crop production, and put into coftee production.
The actual savings therefore, were ililusory.}) The exporter,
on the other hand, received 3 pesos per gyuintal ftor his
entrepreneurship, his “risks™ and the time spent tilling out
the necessary papers, Giearly, most of those 3 pesos were
profit. The importer did even better. In the case of Le
Lacheur, tor instance, he made protit net oniy by shipping
the coffee to London, but ailsoc by setting up his own [mport
housey, John K. GI11iat and Cos.s Ltdey a firm still in
operation today. His profity therefores was 12 pesos per
agulntal minus the cnst of the sea voyage and expenses. The
pattern ot profit established at this eariy gate nas one
which was to continuey with slight medification, up to the
present, Another point to make note ot is that atthough the
government was active in the stimulation of coffee
production, it adopted a laissez~faire poticy regarding
prices in the retationship betrneen gromwer, exporter and



importer, a policy which was to continue unaltered until
1933, The (impact that these tacts have had upon the
peasantry cannot be overlooked when one attempts to sfudy
the history of that sector of society.

Ce The Eariy Impact? Progress and Problenms

Hhen the consumer stirs a teaspoon of fiuffy Instant
povder Into his cup of boijlng watery, he 1ls not aware of the
fact that cotfee in jits unprocessed state Is a relatively
voluminous and retatively heavy crope Producers are paid
for their crop in units of measure catied the faneagas one
lan2ga eqgualling a wvolume of 00 liters. When processeas
this faneqga is reduced te one gyintal aros a3 guintai
weighing &b kilograms. Coffee, then, in arder for it to pe
processed and shipped to the port, requires roads anhich can
sustain a 1large votlume and welght. 1In most?t areas ot Costa
Rica, since the harvest season colncides witn the months of
heavies?t rainfatl {generalily between Septemper ang
December), roads become a sea of mud under the never-ending
parade of oxcarts wmith their knite-edge vooden wheels
cufting ever deepar into the raln=-saturated earth,
Consequentiy, when the tirs? protits of coftee began to roll
iny, attention wa2s turned to improving the primitive, poorly
malintained road network which haa been established in
colioniat days.

In 1843 the Sociedad £consdmica Itinerarla was -foramed
by the fargest coffea producers: its tunction nas the
promotion o! road deveiopment. Using as resources the tax
0! one real per guintal., imposed in 1841 (Oficina det Caté,
19541 15], the society focused ifts attention on the road fron
the pesets to the Pacitic port of Puntarenas, completing it
in 1346, In addition, roads were built to Saraplqul to the
northey 3nd Matina and Moin to the east. Finatly, the ports
of Puntarenas, Caldera and Matina were Iimproved {Araya
Pochet, 1971180819 GonzAlez Flores. 1933113). The
prosperity produced by cottee was suttjicient even in those
esrty vears for funds to be directed toward the creatiaon of
other, nuch needad infrastructure projects. Consequentiy,
the postal service was established, the c¢city of Cartago was
reaulit (having been damaged previcusly by an  earthquanal,
tha streets of San Josd and Cartago were paved, and In 1844
the University of Santo Tomas was opened [Gonzllez Flores,
1933).

The c3can bean, ussd as the medium of exchange |(n
coloniat days. and theretore a symool of the uncapitalizea
natura of the Costa Rican econoay, besgan to disappeasr. In



1822 the first national currency, called *americana
insurgente,” made its appearance, and In 1823 the ftirst
sitver and gold coins were ordered rinted, The mint (1a
Casa de Moneda) was officially establisned in 1828 (NGBez,
1971282313, Hith this newly found wealth, the Repubtic was
able to pay its debt to the ephemeral Central American
Federation established In Guatemala in 1824 [(Karnes, 1961).
The public treasury, by 1826y already had an income of
16,000 pesosy which rose to 24,000 in 1826, and to some
120,000 in 1849, The major source of this newly tound
wealth was the estabiishment of the first customs duty in
1839y a tax on the mountains of imported goods which tililed
the holds of the returning coffee ships [Araya Pochet,
19711812,

Other salubrlous consequences of the “coffee
miracle” were torthcomings As already mentioneo, the shios
which refurned from the continent brought with them a wide
range of new products, perhaps most important among them
being tooils for agriculiture and construction, These made
possible more efficient work jin fthe fietds and the
construction of more healthful and comfortablie homes. Damp
adobe walls began to give way to brick and wood, and windows
were installed to bring light and air into the once dark
dnell ings, Iron stoves replaced the smokey open hearth
arrangement of the past, and porcetain dinnerware replaced
the wooden bowls c¢f poverty. In agriculture the steel hoe,
plows shovel, Ssaw, machete and ax brought about a revolution
of etfticiency whiie the corn aiill! and rice wirnoner freed
the housewifte of hours of drudgery ([Gonzilez Flares,
1933:20-221). The ships also brought new materials for more
comfortable cltorhings books to stimuliate ?the aind, and
medicines to cure the body, And with the cargo came
immigrants (not a wave, but 3 rioplie), seeking to take part
in the newly found weaith. Doctors, lawvyers, engineers and
educa?orst they alt came in those golden days of the <coffee
berm [Gonzdlez Floress 1933120=241.

While Costa Rica moved ahesd on a wave 0! progress,
the wmajority of the peasants lost ground. [t s true that
homas improved, bu?l they were the homes of the aristocrats
and *he new middle cilass which was springing up in the
citizs. The peasant homes remajined as dismal as every with
very Jittle of the newly tound wealth “trickiing down™ to
thzns This fact can be clearly seen by examining the
hournlirg census of 1963 [Direccidn Generail de Estadlistica vy
Cer.03e 1966}y which shows that after over a century of the
“t i iokting down™ of wealthy 3 decent home has eluded most
peisontss In 1963 2% ot the urban homes were without any
fork of sanltary ftacility, whereas 33Z of the rural howmes
were In this condition. In the uyrban areas 98% had piped-in
watery as comparcd o 827 in the rural areas. Only 32% of
the ursan housewives siill cooked with charcoatl or woody but



872 of the rural women were using that smokey system in
1963, Electriclty had goftten to all but 6% of the urban
dwellings, while B8Z ot the rural dwellings still were
lacking this service., Finally, onty 6% of the wurban homes
still had predominantly Jdirt floors, as compared to 37% in
the rurail areas. It shouild be pointed out that not altl
those in the rural areas are peasan?s andg, consequently, a
substantial number of the welt~-equipped hores in the ruyral
areas are awned oy non=-peasants {QeGay landlords,
storeowners, school teachers, etc.). In lignt ot this tact
the situation of the peasant today lagks even more dismal.

What can account for the failure of coffee to
improve the iIlfe of the masses of peasants? Many factors are
invotvedy, but the one that tirst had an impact was
inflation. When coffee was Inftroduced, it should be
recallied, Costa Rica was stit} using the cacao bean as the
medium of! exchange and, although the arlstocracy had managed
to accumyliate relatively small amounts of capital from the
cacao and tobacco trade,{1) most buying and seltiing was
conducted under the barter system, It is a well-Known fact
that barter systems, because they are not based on currency
which may have iittie sound backing, are Yargeliy immune *tao
inflation. In a barter economy chickens are traded for
corn, for example, and the rate of exchange can vary as thea
relative supply and demand of the two products fluctuate.
The entire sysfem, however, does not undergo the
across-the-board inflation so0 conmon [n capitalist systems.
In Costa Ricae in the first nalf of the 19th century, the
peasant who grew Iittie or no coffee was confronted with an
ecqonomy that was beconming increasingliy based upon cashy of
nwhich he had very VJittle. In order fto aobtain needed
supplies, the peasant fogundy Ccash was now required for the
transactiony, and consequently, whether he wanteac to or not,
he nad to ptant coffee. This meant, however, that the
limited suppiy of family labor had to be diverted from
subsistence crop praoduction to coftee oproductlon, As a
consequence food supplies began to disinish in an
ever-donwnward spirai as acreage once devoted to faod
progduction was turned over 10 cotfee plantings [Monge
Al faro, 1965t2041, Carlos Meilndez [1965%166] reports that
Costa Rica had nistorlicalty opeen seitft=-sufficient in the
production of wheat, so that bread, not fortitlas, had veen
the traditional carbohydrate. By 135k, however, most of the
fiour mnas beling imported from Chlle ang {later on fraonm
California. Only when the wor!d price of the grain nent
very high, as it did in the period 18890-138%0 and during
HMorlid War I, did Costa Rica return to mheat production, if
only on a small scafe, Today, no wheat at all s produced
in the country, and a loaft of bread costs about 20X ot an
agricultural laborer's daily minium wage.ll) An economist

(1) Arlas Sinchez (1971:61) reports tanilies nith as
mych as 54080 pesas in cotonial days.
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might? argue that this system of substituting coffee for
erimary foodstuffs Is a good one, since [t moves the worid
economy In the direction of optimal productivity and a more
rational International division of labor. This argument,
howevery [s of 1ittle solace to the peasant who tinds his
income insufficient to opermit him to purchase the food
supplies he once produced himself, In any event, as
production of tood dropped offy prices began to rise,
resulting in an iInflfation which directiy affected the
peasant since the llon®*s share of his earnings are spent in
tood purchases, whereas the richer classes spend a
proportionately lesser amgunt on those items of the fanmiiy
budget.

Befare the days of capltallst agricutture, Costa
Rica had tenuous ties with the International economy and,
consequentiy, the ups and downs of the flatter had tittle
impact on her pesasantry. Once the cauntry; and conssquentty
the peasant, becane linked to tha world ecaononmic system,
this iIsolation was destroyved. It was once said about Brazil
that whan Newx York sneezess Brazil catches a colde The sane
can be saild abosut Costa Rica in the 19th century, but iIn
this case it was Europe whose sneeziny was 3 matter of
concern. Thus, the social upheavais in france in 1348, and
the depressions of 1532 and 1900, ai! had severe economic
consequencas for Costa Rica [Facloy 1972:491. High prices
st the puloerla (general stors) prevented the peasant from
accumutating any significant savings, and when the crises in
Europe forced down the price of coffee, what {ifttle savings
the peasant had wers wipnped oyt as he dug deaper into his
pockets to pay for the food he was no ionger growing hinmselit
and for the lmported agricultural irplements he needed to
paintalin his coffee plantings.

Inftation, the fati-off In food production, and the
instabillty of the world price of cotffee were three factors
which served to prevent the peasant from taking advantage ot
his country's newly found mealith, Tp these three must be
added a number of others, each of which served to further

norsan his position. It Is to these other factors that the
story now turns,

{1YAn interesting sidetlght on fthis story occurred
in 1973 when a MHaexlican~based company opened 3 msechanized
tortitlis tactory in Costs Rica., The advertising wes simed
at the nlddie ciass housewifs, the company apparentiy
balieving that the nandsomely packaged, hyglienically
prepared product would appeat directiy to this market. To
the surprlse of the cempany,; he largest congsumers were fthe
pocreas? groups, since the latter soon discovered that the
product? was conslderably chssper than bread.
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D. The Technotlogicat Revolution in
Cotfee Production

1. Exoorts Increase

During the first vears of coffee grawing in Costa
Ricas production was handled with a minimsum of technotogy.
The cherries, once picked from the bushes, were fJeft 1o
ferment for 48 hours and then were wmashed in smail basins to
loosen the pulp. The dean was then extracted by crushing
through the wuse of some heavy weight, such as that of the
trampling of oxen, Unfortunately, in this way many beans
were damaged, The beans were then sat out %o dry on the
patlos adjacent to the grower®s cottage. The tabor
investment was great, put the capital required was minimal,
Each tamlly could plant, harvest, wash and dry ng more than
its own labor resources would permits For the aspiring
arjistocracy this sysfem had two distinet disadvantajes.
Firsty overall productlon was kept relatively Ilowe far
beneath the strong demand on the London exchange for the
high grade Costa Rican variety of cottee. Second, because
anyone with a {itfle tand couldsy and didy get into the
coffee Dbusiness, there was scant surplus tabor avaitable to
tend to the large coffee estates that the arjistocracy was
envisioning for jtself, Neighhors were able to lend each
other 3 hand during the non~harvest time of yeary, but when
the ripe cherrles started falling off the trees, atl hands
were required on the fanmily plot for picking since, Oonce the
cherry has tallen to the ground, it immediateiy starts to
fernent and, within a short time, is no longer salvageable.

This sltuation was to suffer enormous changes when
the large qgrowers began opening of pepeticios (coffee
processing plants), whichy through the use of ifported new
equipnent, mechanized the processing of cotffee.li} (Facio,
1972t144). These machines were capable of processing a nuge
Quantity of cotfee |n a very short time and Joing so in a
way which produced 3 higher quallity product than had been
avaitable before {(i.e.s the beans were not crushed)l, The
rapid mechanization of production resulted in greatly
inreased exports as is indicated in Table 2. Here it can be
sean that production, which stood at oniy 23,000 kilograms
in 1832, reacned over a mitiion in the 1840°%s, & milVion in
the 1850°se and over 11 mitlion by 14878, In addition to
increased production; there was 3 substantial suppiy of
faber liberated fraom the oprocessing stage, labor which could
dedicate its entire energy to the harvest.



2. Labhor Scarcity.and Credit

The penetlcio was not the aquick soiution to the
probliems of low production and labor scarclity that It nhad
been hoped to be, While it Is true that the mechanlzaton of
productiaon did free a5 substantial part of the work force for
coffee picking, labor still remained in very scarce supplve.
A report of a forelgn visitor traveling in Costa Rica in
1844 states that the pegnes barely were sufticlent to
compiete the existing demand for work [Dunlop, 18478116).
Horsover, the new machinery was quite expensive and placed a
substantiali burden an the nacsent fortures aof the
aristocracy. Finally, this problem was compounded by fthe
fact that offten severa) heaneficiocs were bullt close to one
another, 2all competing for the same small supply of coffee.
Consequently, the wmechanizatjion of production put fhe
benetlclyg owners lnto a very difficult position from which
they elther had to escape or go bankrupt.

In a sltvation such as the one described above, fthe
natural answer to the beneficlo owner®s problem would have
been to ralse the price per sack ands in so doing, stimuiata
nore people to leave subsistence crop production and enter
the coffee business.s It must be kept in minds howevery that
the price ot coffee was not then, andg is stitl not nowx,
deterained by the internal suppiy and demand curves but
rather, has always baen controlled by the International
narket. What determined the oprice paid to producers [n
Costa Rica was the suypply=~demand curve on the Longon
exchange., Costa Rica®s own internai growth was, from the
tine it entered the internatlonal coffee market, larqgely
dependent upon that market. In effect, then, the
indspandence that Costa Rica won from Spajin In 1821 was
already being lost to a dependency on the jinternatlonal

(1)1t s altficult to pinpoint the vyear whan fthis
aachinery was {(ntroduced. Faclo [(1972t441 puts It in
1856=-12857 and Stone [(1969t144), sefts the date at 1856,
whereas Saenzy {1969125) uses 1858, Apparentiy both Stone
and Saenz are relying an Facjio as ftheir source. However,
there appears to be some difficulty in accepting a date this
iatey since a visitor to Costa Rica In 1345+ Robert Glasgoew
Quniop (18471, reports that the targest haclencas utillzed
nydrautic niltls ang windgatis fto pProcess the bean,
Apparentlysy machlnery was infroduced bit by blt, over the
vearsy and siowly gained in efficlency and capaclitys so that
by the 1856 date, provably a large percentage of the coffes
was produced In peneticigs. this is the view that
Moretzsohn de Andrade [(13561133] takes. He notes that! the
wet! method (beneticio hémedal of coffee processing nas
introduced from the Antilles in 1834,
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asrket, whlch was dominated and controlled by the
industriatized, colonialis? powers, Costa Rica from this
time forward became what has been termed an "export economy™
[Levin, 1960] ors what is perhaps a3 betler term, a
“dependent economy™ [Cockcroft, Frank and Johnson, 19721.

In this situation of dependency on the worid market
price of coffee, the producers were hamstrung In thelir
effor?ts to stimutate local production, There was, homever,
one escape routel credit, 3JSince Costa Rican cotiee was so
wellerecelved on the London exchange, buyers there were
anxious to guarantee thesselives a continuous suppiy of |t.
To do sos they would pay the heneficig owners an advance for
thelr crop S0 as t0o gqusrantee delivery the folilawing year.
Pert of this credit uwas, In turn, offered to fthe producers
in the form of adelantoss or partlial payments [n advance,
for the unripe berries. The adelantgs were fthen used by the
producers as a means of atrtracting laber during the harvest
season.{i) Since, however, the majority of peasants at fthis
time were Ilanded, oniy those who were either not producing
caoffee or who were in deb? were avajilable for picking. In
order to encourage more peopte to enter the tabor faorce of
pickers, extraordinarily high wages were oflered. According
to the report of the forejgn visitor cited above, the geln
was paid approximataly one shilling a dayy or $75 a year.
The selling price ot coffee in San José at that tire was
some 85,00 » guintal, or 28 shitlingss halt of which went to
pay production costs.{2) Hith & protit the egulvatent ot 18

(ISmailholders who were not attracted by the
monetary Incentlve were, nevertheless, forced o daal with
the peneticios for two important reasons. Flrsty, the cofftee
produced by the benpeficios was of a petter quatity than that
produced by the: otd cottage=-industry method and,
consequently, would recelve a higher price, 3Second, the
ultimate sanction imposed agalnst thaose who refused to deal
with the bhenefjclio was refusal to buy the crop. It is not
clear that this fthreat was often acted upons but |1t
certainly was Implicit in the way the market operated at
that tine since all coffee was Soid to the exporters through
the Qenelliciagss the exporters simply would not deal with the
peasants on a gyintal by gulnial basls.

(2)This report gives the 35 price for the year 1846,
rather fthan 1344, the yvear the author was actuasliy in San
Jos#. Since, however, the book was written in Guatexzala |iIn
the two vears subsequent to his trip to Costa Rica, the
2ythor may have been clting the correct price for that vear
as toid to him by recent arrivals from San José [Dunlop,
186472 105-106].
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shittings & gylnlal, the saal! producer would have to have
produced 30 gyuintales s vear in order to break even with the
nage earner. This was no smal! quantity of coffee for one
individual to produces since It would have required
saintaining under cultivation some S hectares of colfee
fielas(]) and, conseguentiy, would nat have been possible
without the aid of unpaid family labor. These sSame family
sembers could Just as well have been working gn the hacienda
for the comfortable wage of $75 a year.

In 8l 1ikelihoody few adul? coffee tarmers at this
tise were Induced by Nigh wages to i{eave their parcels and
move onto the haciends, since the attachment to the
hossstead was orobsbly too great., Only those with farge
cedts hanging over them probably took this course of action.
It is quite ilkeily, howevar, that many of the children of
these smaliholiders lett the famiiy plot to work on the
haclenda while weither retaining theilr smali piece of
inherited land tor subsistence crop production, .or seltling
the plot altogether for a wedding fund. HWork on the
hacienda dids ot course, have Iits distinct sdvantages.
First, it was secure. The pealdn was assured that every
Saturday he would recelve his wage and with that cash he
could Dduy his weekiy supply of food.(2) Second, It was
worry-free. The swmalil oroducer, In contrast, had a
nsvar-ending 1tist of prodbiems to ponder., Would the crop be
& good one? Would disease Strike? Wauld there bs heavy rains
during the harvest that would cause a loss of many cherries?
Would the worid price ot coffee g0 down? Would the oxen bae
healthy encugh to haul In the crop? Nould the bridge lewnding
to thae bHeneticiag wash out? Hould the sachices at fthe
banelliclo bdreak down and teave his unorocessed c¢rop to rot?
Horries such as these constantly plagued the sraliholder. A
finaly, and perhaps aost important, resson why ssny opted for
haclenda 1abor, mas the t'ac? that the high wages paid on the
plantation meant that thay could at least marginatiy iaprove

{I)There are no estinates of vie!d per hectare for
this periods buft the Ninlsterlio de Agricultura y Ganaderla [
1972111) estimates ftha' In 1950, the vyear before any
concerted government program of technilical assistance to
coffee Jrowers Degan, production was 7 guintates per
hectare., It can bDe assumed that vields were even !ower a
century earlier when no technical inputs in terms of
improved seedy, tertiilzer, spacing, shade, efC., were besing
ispisnented. ‘

(2} Untortunateiy. the pain was not accustomed to
recelving cash and often spent [t ftoolishiy, Thus, a
tradition of very heavy Saturday night drinking has grown up
around the plantations in Costa Ricas and alcohol
cansunpl ion per caplta is 38id to be among fthe highest in
Latin Aserica,
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thelr (ife-stylea. Romalnlng on the famiiy plot offered no
. possibility of such an laprovement,

The system of high wages, coming as a direct resutt
of tha sechanization of coffees producticn, was eventually
responsible tor » sassive prolastarianization of the Costa
Rican peasantry, Although there are no census figures for
the period preceding the Introductlon ot cottse, alt of the
eccounts polnt to the predominance of the snallholder. It
should be recallied thaty on the one hand, there were no
barriars to iand ownership} anyone who wanted iand sinply
had %o clain it, And it was precisely this comacdlty, tand,
which attracted most of the iemigrants to Costa Rica In the
first place., They had not l1eft Spain only to become pegnes
oncea againg In tha New Horlds 0On the other hand, there was
insufficient caoital availabile to underwrite the cost of a
Iarge peonage System. Fortunately tor the purposes of this
account, & census was taken in 1364 which gives a cimar-cut
indication o! fthe occupafjon breakdown at that timse, 56
years atfer the introduction of coffese, Out of a poputation
of 120,499, 53X made up the economically active sector
(is0ap listed as having an occupation). 0f these, 461 were
enployed In agriculture. Thus, it can be sesn that at this
sarly date rore than halt of the population was no longar
1iving girectiy oaft the Jland. 0f those eapioved iIn
agriculfyre, 497 are lilsted as wage laberers flocnalerss and
chacareras). 8y 1864, therefore, nNearly hailt the peasants
ware no longer ysomsn. It 1S not possible to deternine {1
some ot those listed as wage laborers actually owned a smali
piecs of Iandgt many pradably dide Thise however, ls not tao
relevant, for [f the indlvidual, In responding to the cansus
taker®s question regarding occupation, considarecg himsetf to
be wmainiy 3 wage {aborer rather than 3 smalil farmer, it
meant that his main source of Incomss probabiy nas derived
trom sellirng his labor,

Looking ahead sone 100 years from the 1866 census,
it ls surprising fto tlnd that accordging to 1967 estimates
{Direccidn Cenaratl de Estadistica v Censosy 19683191. 45X of
the aconomicaliy active population ils enployed in
asgricultura, comparaed fo 49X in 1368, According to fthese
flgures,; fthe hundred vyears have lelt the countryside in
sotitude, to parapnrase Gabdbrie! Garcla Marquez® famous
titte. Even more Interwstiing, however, s the fact rthat oy
1967, the proportion of wage laborers iIin the agricultural
labor force had risen to nearly 73Xy un froa thae §92% of the
fast century, Quite ciearly, these figures desonstrate two
things. Firsty, the silze of the peasant pgopulation js only
slightiy declining relative to the total popuiation of the
country. Second, the process of prolefarianization bequn (n
the early 19th century with the lntroductlion ol coftae, has
cantinued unabated. Costa Rica In the 20th century iIs taced
with a large, unshrinking peasan? popuiation whose



composition unceasingly Roves in the direction of
Tandiossness. ‘

3. Concentration of Land

It has baen mentioned that high wages were 2 nmajor
incantive for the sSons o! vyaomen to DbDecome rural
profetarians, In addition, thers was another factor which
stinulated this ftransition fron landedness to landlessness,
end that was the high price of tand, Esrlisr, tand had had
fittle wvaiue and had Ot really baen consjidered a comnodity
to be bought and sold. The profits gained In the sale of
coffes completaly changed this situstion so fthat lang
quickly came t0 be viewsd a#s an all=important ftactor of
production. Precisely the same thing otccurred (n Puerto
Rico at this tiae, since there, too, coffee was gaining in
importance. As Carlos Bultrage Orflz [1972111] notege with
coffee Introduction land In Puerto Rico becass, -

something that =must be sought, consclidated,
expanded, improved. Land had bacome a factor of
groduction,s 1t was perceived as something that
could produce wealithsy or what I weuld calt by
its proper name, capltal, I think this 1Is
pec-haps the fundamentat tralt of agrarlan
cspitatisn.

As in Puerto Rico, the amount of fand sultable for coffee
cultivation represented only a saall perceritaga of the total
land eres. In Costa Rica, essentiaity the only suitabte
sress were those enclosed by the mountains of the paseta
caniral, for coftee will not grow waell at either very low or
very high altitudes (beiowr 300 neters or above 1,508
nefars). With this fact as a quidepnsts land prices In fthe
vaifey soared. Stone [196931195} has pointed out that
relative to Guatemala, Costa Rican tand prices were a good
des! higher. Ne faund that in 1850 an acre of good tand on
the aesetn ceantral was seliing for the eauivalent of 388,
whargas n 1877, In Guatemala, » comparadie piece of land
sold ter 317,

A3 3 result ot these high prices there was 8 strong
incantive for the g2ssant to sel! his ianda This was
porticulariy frus of the sons of peasants who hag o choose
between sarning » good wags on the plantation, and eking out
s Hiving on a smalt plot Inherjited trom thelr father, It
should be recalied in this reoard that, as Rawson [1974] has
found, land in Costa Ricae is divided up among all the sons
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and daughters, Consequent iy, atter syen a single
- generations the size of the parcel Is tlkely 1o becoms quite
saatl and uneconomical to farm,

A study of fand sales In Costa Rica ({[Horetzsohn de
Andrade, 196631381 demonstrates how dramaticaliy coffee
converted land into a factor of production. As shown in
Table 3» throughout the entire colonial period, land
purchsases never amounted to zore than 139 in a ten~year
period {(from 2 to 9 per 1,000 poputation), with the mean
price of the iand coming fto 2480 realgs. By the period
1830~-1833, there ners 638 purchasas ({4 per 1,800
populationl, at an average price of 368 raales, and by fthe
period 1840-1849 this (igure had more than doubled to 1,311
(16 per 1,000 poputation), at an average of 3,135 realest
Those data also reveal that the land was belng bought up by
& few individuals, which mean? that considerable areas were
being concentrated Iin thelr handas, HMoretzsohn de Andrade
exanines The names ot the 3,387 indlviduails who opurchasad
tand jin the period represented [n Table &y and tinds that
there were 62 Individuais who bought filve or more prooerties
and who sold less fthan S50%Z ot the total value of thelr
purchases. These individuals he denominates “monopollsts™
(acaparadares) . It can be seen In Table 3 that ftrom 38X to
40% of the value of all 1and purchases made iIn the period
. after the Introduction of coffea wers made by thase
inglividuals who conprised onity £,8X ot aill ihe gucchasacs ot
jand. (1) Unfortunately, no data are avajitlablie for comparing
tha ovarall concentration of Iland before and after the
coffes Dboom, What js avallable, however, is information
concerning the concentration of coffese production In the
contenporary period. Applying the Gini index to these data
provides a list of the distribution of cotfee by gantdn
{aquivaient to a county), presented in Tabie 5. The mean
fndex of concentration for all coffee producing gantgnes in
1971 1s 79.48, indicating a highty unequatl distribution.
Morsover, the corretation belween the index of concentration
and the iIntensity of cotfge culitivation in the cantint2}
provides » Pearson r of .22y Indlcating that in areas where
cotfee cultivatlion Iis more intense, production tends to be
concentrated in fewar hands, :

Credit exercised both a3 push and a pull on the
unwary peasant. Yhe pull toward prolestarian status, as has
been showny cams in the fora of higher wages sStinuliated by
e asvalisdliity of credit, which in turn was engendered by
the mechanizstlon of the bangllcias. The pushs on the other

f1) In the decade 17708-1779, 18.5% ot the land was
bought by the monopolists, but Moretzsohn de Andrade
{1966t139, n.1) points out that this was & resuit of the
purehase of fwo targe haciendas by one single individual.
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hand, resulted from the peasant®s inability to cancel
credit-induced debts, debts which were pushing him oftf his
farm into landiessness. Let us now turn Yo this oush cof
debtss.

It wlit be recalted that the peneficjos advanced to
the small oproducers 2delantos on the - fortncoming cron.
According to severat writers {[facio, 13723449 Stone,
19691183-1847 vVega Carbpalio, 19723333 Cerdas Cruze 19721521,
it was the failure to pay these loans that caused many
producers taoa lose their land. The reason for this, it is
atleged, Is that the land mas always offered as cotfaterai
for the loan, each borrower being required to sign a prandg
{pledgel in which it was clearly stated [Certificado de
Prenda, 1973) thati '

Es condicidn que la acreedora podrd cobrar
toda la déuda antes det optazo vy hacer
etectivas {fas garantlas constituldas si
faltare a la obligacidn relativa a I3
enfrega del café en todo 0 en parte en su
oportunidad, si no atendiere debidamente {(a
cosecha dada en garantla, sin qus an
ninguno de estos c¢casos sea necesarijo
requeriniento ni otro requisito previose.

If the producer defaulted Iin any aspect, he could
unceremoniously Ilose nis property. It is not tikety,
however, that the adelantg was the cause of very many
detaults. What the above-named writers fail to take into
consideration is that the 3delantg never covered more than
40X of the value of the harvest, since the intended purpose
¢! the advance was to provide money only for picking and the
care of the c¢afetgl. The producer who had a bad year and
turned in a crop 20% to 30% less than expected would stiit
have sufficient coffee to cover the I.C.,U, It would have
been a hishiy unusual case for the yvieid to be S0 bad that
-over &0Z of the e¢rop was last, and even then, it is not
cltear that the panefjciag would always have demanded payment,

{1)This measure was constructed py dividing tne
percent o¢f the nation"s total harvest produced In eacn
cantldn {Acosta, 1969] by the size of each ganiidn in  square
kilometers I[Cireccidn Generali Jde Estadlstica vy Censos.
1973:8-8)ls The reason tor dividing bty the size oft the
cantdn is to eliminate the distorting impact that difterent
sized cantanes would have upon production figures, Thus,
one would not expect small cantagnes to be able to praduce a
{arge share o! the nation®s total coffee, even it they are
Intensiveiy dedicated to coffee production.
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This must have oaccurred [n some cases, bu?t the failure to
pay adelantpos was probably not the primary method by which
the ltoss of land occusrred,. :

The fact that a substantial number of peasants lost
their land cannot be atfributec to the gdelanto’; what can be
bilamed is the inability of ¢the peasants to pay their
mortgage, It is common practice In Costa Rica to mortgage
property for relatively short-fterm Jcans. This practice
sprang up as a direct result of the introduction ol agrarian
capltaltism. Before cgffee®*s introduction, it wilil be
recalied, the economy operated on a barter system, and
inftation was insignificent, With the coming of coffee,
prices inflated and a nead was created tor cash. Since tne
proflts of the smatlinolders on the sale of their cotfee were
not 1large, many owners found themselves in neeg of toans in
order to cover debt!s at the Jocal general stores for
example, or to make an jimprovement on the farm, marry off a
daughter, buy a new stove, etc. The only source of credit
was the beneflcjios Since there were no banks in the country
untl] 1863, Yhe peneficios were, in effect, rural banks.{1}
The toreclosing of mortgages was probsbly quite common
throughout the 19th century and became very fregusnt in
times of 1ow coffee prices [Saenz Uiltca, 197516
Saenz,1969127-28). For example, in 1892, a year atter two
successive drops in coffee excortsy sSome 11.1% of alil
registered property changed hands.

4. Out-migration and Spontaneous Colonization

If the Zapatista wuprising is a story "...about
country people who did not want to move and therefore got
Into 3 revolution™ [WHomack, 19681ix]), then the story of fthe
Costa Rican peasantry s about country peonle who did move
and thereby avoided one, Some peasants, c3ught between the
push and pull of the advancing capitallst economys sold out
and moved onto the hacienda, Others,y refusing to accept the
proletarian way of life, moved away in search of new lands

{1) Thne importance of the tanking function for the
peneficia oWners is evidenced in 1858, during the
administration of Juan Ratael Mora, Jeader of the battie
against the adventurer Killlam Walker I[Guier, {9711].
Following the signing of a contract with an Argentine,
Crisanto Medina, to open the first bank [N&Rez HN.,
197111261, 3 coup d*etat was arrcanged by the bheneticia
owners, whpoy fearing the toss of their conftrot aver the
panking function, had Mora thrown out ot office in 1859 and,
two years later, had him shot {(Facio, 19721463 Fernindez G..,
19572110~112% Alvarez, 1{3541%% Araya Pochet, 19713811},
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where they could continue thelr yveomanly existence.

Several factors induced the peasant to search for
new flands. The concentration of tand in the nands of the
aristocracy and the concomitant toss of land by the
peasantry has 3already been discussed. Inflation, mentioned
earller, forced the peasant to seek a way to return to his
pre-capitalist existence where he would once agaln be free
from rising prices and never-ending debts (n the general
store. To do this he would have to find a place where there
was enough farm fand avaltable for him to be able to make
himself seif-sufficient once again, Finally, a3 pooulation
explosion put pressure on the family tarm, pressure which
could only be alleviated by out=-migration, The explosion,
amounting to a 34% Increase In the popuiation in the 20=-year
period between 1344 and 1864 (Costa Ricas Censoc General de
la Repbblica de Costa Rica, 13€3313)y was In large measure a
result of the lowered death rates and longer I]fe expectancy
attained during the period, sincey, it will be recalled, tne
newly tound wealth of the country attracted many immigrants,
among them doctorse and wWith the doctors came megicines and
improved public heaith care facilities. Fabian Dables
eloguentty describes this population pressure and subseguent
migration in his novel El sitio de las gbrag (1970:16-17),
which is set in the year 1875. HWhat hapgended, in short, is
that {arge families put intense pressure on the land. A
s¥udy conducted in 1959 in one gantdn [(Montoya and Reuss.
1960210) indicates that this pressure persists today. It
was found that in 79X of the cases, the father®s farm had
been divided up among % or more helrs, and that in 33% ot
the cases the division was among 8 or more heirse.

Yhe process of spontaneous colonization began sliowty
in the middie of the 19th century, shortiy after the
beginning of the exporting of coffee, Up unti! that time,
the population had stitl been heavily concentrated on the
peseta gentral (see Figure 6. Durilng the pericd 1850 to
1980y however, the colonists made their tirst large~scale
moves of! the megeta and onto the Pacific lowlands to
cultivate bananas + onto the Guanacaste peninsula to nerd
cattie, and onto the highland regions of the north and south
to continue to grow coffee [see Figure 7). The ettect of
these early migrations, however, was not great Iin terms of
changing the poputation distribution of! the country; In
1864, 24.5Y of the populace lived on the peseta gentrals oy
1892 this tigure had dropped by only 4%, to 80.1%.

The more active movement off the peseta occurred in
the perlod after the turn of the century, as a result of the
ever-splraliing rate of expansion of the plantations, By
1927 the population of the meseta had fallen to 75.3%X of the
total populations Thusy one fourth of the people no tonger
lived within its contines (see Figure 8), 'The pericd fron
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1327 to the pressnt has seen the most drastic shifts |n
population, In 1936, 068.5% of the peopile resided on the
mesetds whileaby the 1950s that fligurs had fatien to 54X
{Jimdnez Castro, 19531,

This out-migration wouid probably not have been
possibie 1f not for the tong Ltist ot land grants and
homestead acts passed by the Congress) these grants and acts
not only permitted, hut encouraged those who wanted land to
go out and take it. Just as the honrmestead acts in fthe
unjited States opened up new tands for those with
insufticient “elbow raoonm™ in the £ast, so did the Leyes de
Terrencs Baidlos and Leyes de Cabezas de Famillia serve the
Costa Rican peasant., The tirst of these laws mas passed in
18404 wWhen cotfee was already beginning to take a solid grip
on the economy. Thuse the Decreto-tLey No. 26 of Octaober
16, 1840, came on the heels ot the laws mentioned earlier
whlch distributed land in the area of fthe nseseta central.
In the 1840 tawy 1anag Iin the area of Metina, Térraba and
Sarapiqul were given away to those wiliing to settle fthere
(Soley Guell, 1947:167). Coionjzatlon In the area of
Turriailba, today heavily dominated by targe plantations,
cane as a result of the decree lssved in 1841. This law
gqave the homesteader ali the {and he could cultivate plus
two times that amount 1t he cultivated it for 10 consecutive
vyears. In 1843, more land was given away In the Yurrialba
area and in the following vyear, San Ramdn was the target,
Simsi)lar decrees were issued in 1850, °51, 52y *'53, '94,
*'57, "S53 and *59,.

Another stimulus for colonization came when the
governmenty, both central and municipale found that it was
constantly In debt to the largas coffee grovers and
dliscovered that state lands couild be given away in payment
of these debts. Consequentiy, after the war against Wittlam
Halker in 1856-1 457, the gavernesent of José& Marla
Montealegre passed a decree in 1860, awmortizing ifts debt
with state tand. In a simllar manner, the cost of 3 road
building project to Limdn was covered by land grants to the
bond holders in 1861 [Saiazar Navarrete, 1962176=771). The
grants of tand to the aristocracy opened these territories
to the peasanty whoye, riding on the coattajils of fthe
nacendadgos carved out a small piece of jungle bordering on
the haclenda, and called [t his own. The peasant Yook the
tand, since under the C8digo General of 1841, and the Cldigo
Fiscal of 1836, he felt he had a right to it, although
legally he had no such right to it. The 1841 code
stlputatedy, 3as had cotonial Jaw, that tand could be acauired
through possession (grescripcldn adouisitiva or presceipcidn
pasitivaly and the code of 1836 continued this procedure,
the major modification being that the land so acquired had
to be inscribed in the newly ¢reated Land Registry {Clark,
1971123-25). This, homever, was no easy task. Firsty the
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individual had to have occupled the land for ten years.
Second, he had to have a survey plot made of the property,
which required the hiring ot a civll engineer an¢ the paving
of his transportation, room and board. Few engineers, it
shoulid be noted, were wiiling to make the long, hard trlp
out o somq remote spot simply to Survey a small opiece of
tand. Third, the indlvidual had to hire a lawyer to prepare
the necessary tegail documenis., Fourth, the neighbors whose
land bordered on the property in guestion woutd have to
travel to the county seat, at the expense of the interested
partys and testify in his behat!. Flfth, the interested
party would have to have published in the Gageta QOficial, on
three separate occasions, his intention fto title the
property, Flinally, the local judge would bave to instruct a
representative to make a visual inspection of the property,
again,s at the solicitant®s expense {Hil} et al.» 19643461,
in theory, it is possible to complete this entire process in
three or four months, but In reatity, the average time it
takes js close to four vyears, and it Is not uncommon to
encounter cases that have gone on for more than ten years!
Thusy In 1970, in one judicial district altone, some 200 land
titling applications that had been initiated in 1950, were
stilil pending twenty vyears later [Saenz P. and Foster
Knight, 197231541. A study ot titliing costs in one ruyral
area indicates that ¢the total can run yp to 91 cojlongs
{about $12) per hectare, a substantjatl fraction of tha
entire value ot the property. -

AS a result eof this complex, time=consuming and
costly procedure, few peasants were able to obtain titie to
thelr 1and. This fact has come to haunt the countryslde,
making land disputes extremely common. Even more important
is the tact that since the government did nothing to make
obtalning title easjier and wmore within the grasp of the
peasant, titles have come to be viewsd by the peasants
living off the peseta as somewhat superfluoust nice to have
I! you can get themy, bu! not necessary. This fact has eased
tha way for frequen?t sguattings an activity to be discussed
in another paper.

In the 29th century, tand glve-aways continued under
the varlious homestead acts. In 1909 a law was passed giving
up to a maximum of 50 hectares of national tand to heads of
families. This tanw was folliovwed Dy another In 1324, with
the same grant ot 50 hectares stipulated. According to
Clark [1971:28)s the later law was designed to retieve the
unemploysent problem which had been created by the
stagnation of the coffee Industry, but more than one Jarge
landholder took advantage of this law to grab more land.
Two more homestead acts were passed, one in 1334 and the
other in 1939, each designed with essentjaliy the sane
purposes in mind as the previous Ians.
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Perhaps the biggest land give-away of all resulted
from the Ley de Docupantes gn Precariae passed In 1942, This
lanw was designed to provide rellef to - landhoiders on the
meseta gentrial whose land had been squatted on. Under this
ian the governaent would purchase lands-squatted on ands in
refurny would give the damaged party jand-otf eaual value.
Land on the tiny mesetas as has already been pointed out,
Was very expensive in the 18th century and becans even more
- 50 In tha 23th, whereas the frontier reglions had very {ittle
worth, Consequentiy, many hacendados used this law to
exchange small pleces of territfory on the -meseta for huge
estates In fthe outlying areas. It is reported that the
hacendados even hired squatters to coase in and lnvade their
property s& that they could then tile a claim for the
exchange lands (Clark, 19713321, -

It was not untlt 1959, with the passage of the Ley
de Fomento Econdmico and subseguentiy, Iin 196ty with the
creation of the Ley de Tierras vy Colonizacidn, that Casta
Rlics embarked wupon 3 ftormal program of dealing with this
reckliess distribution of statae lands and the problem of
squatting. The success of the Instituto de Tilerras vy
Colonizaclidn (ITCO)s created by the 1961 1awe has Dean at
best marginal. The stoery of ITCOs+ however, woutd take this
na2rrative too tar afield for it to be Ii(rcluded here ({see!
Hernindez Rodrliguez, 19703 Denton, 1963% Salas Marrero and
Barashona Israel, 1973:805-897% Hill, 19643 Conmisidn Naciaonat
Campesina, 19653 ITCOs 1972]. One major reason for {ts lack
of success can be cited here} It Isy as Riismandel {(1972]
peints outs that urban Costa Ricans still retain the myth of
the yeoman in their minds. TYhose living In San José believe
that access to tand Is no probiem-=that he who wants it, has
simply to 90 out and work it. Reality (s quite ditferent,
however, as the aever-increasing level of violence in the
countryside well desonstrates.

Hhlle it Is not possible to fix an exact date as fo
the closing of the Costa Rican frontier the way Frederick
Jackson Turner did with the American frontier, there I[s no
doubt that the {osta Rican frontier ix now ctosed and has
been S0 for at least the past ten vears. Up to lts ciosing,
the 1ands “over the next hill™ had served for over a century
2% an escape route from the steamroller of agrarian
capitalism, Competition for tand up unti] that point had
been 3 non~-zero-sum game since the loser always had an
aption. Today that (s no longer frue. The migrants have
reached the two copas?ts and the northern and Sourthern
bordersy and are now rebounding back off them In a valn
search for {and that they can no ionger find, The search
has now become 2 Zero-sJum gane, and as often happens Iln such
games, the loser may be driven to extreme measures. It is
for this reason that the Costa Rican countryside today is
dominated by ever-mors frequent [ncidents of squatting .
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E. The Apex of the Pyramidt
Seneticio Owners and Exporters

To the outsider, the coffee businass of the 19th
cenfury looks much the same as that of the 20th, There ara,
honaver, subtle differences which cans a2and dJdos exercise a
major iInfluence on the way that business Is conducteg. In
the previous section technalogical c¢hanges in coffee
production were demonstrated to have had a major impact on
thes peasantry. The revolution in technology does noty
howsver, occur all at once} It s continuous, slowiy making
production ever-more effjlcient. Similariy, the market for
coffea s not a stagnant one and can be drastically attered
by changes in the Internstionat situation. The pages that
fottow wilt discuss the ilmpact that changes in technofoagy
and In the worid market have had on the coffee industry and,
consequently, on the Costa Rican peasantry in the 28¢h
century. In particulary it will be shown hon an estimated
60,000 oproducers are forced to rely on no more than 61
private haneficiags %o process thelr coffee, and on only 19
private export houses to send it to the world markeft.

i. Tha Beneficio Ouners

In 2887, it is reported {(Moretzsohn de Andrade,
19656211431, there were 256 beneficias in Costa Rica, or cne
for every 12.7 kilometers.(i} By 1940 this filigure hadg
dropped 1o 221 [ReTeDaCeys 19403 338-344])s which was down to
120 by 1966-67 [(Qflcina del Café, 19723151, and by 1972+ was
redguced to 11& pepefjicias [Oficina del! Cafté&y 1973b)l. Since
the land area on which coffee is being planted today greatly
exceeds that of 1887, each heneficlog now Services a
considerably wider area than |t once dids -This fact can be
appreclated nwnhen [t (Is noted that in 1973 there was one
heneficia for every 2,252 square kilometers(2), compared

{1)This is bacsed wupon the calculation that the
Aaseia gcentral covers 3,246 square kitlometers [Dlreccidn
Genoral de Estadlistica vy Censos,y 197331)

(2)This tigure is obtained by dividing the area of
each ganidn that produces 3t least .1% of the nation®s crop:s
by the number of beneficlos «» Thise of course, is only a
rough estimate, since coffee tends to be concentrated in
certain areas of the gantdn and not in others.



with one for every 12.7 square Kkilometers iIn 1887. The
concentretion of penefjicios is even hlgher than what these
flgures reveal, This Is because the f{fjigure ot 116
beneticios is misleadings, since it gives the impression that
thera are 116 separate firnms, Actuailyy, many of these
bengticios sre owned by the same familiess An Inspection of
the tist of hengticios [Qficina del Caté, 1973)s and a
comparison of the names of the individuais-iisted as being
authorized fo sign ltegal documents in the Oficina de! Café,
reveal tha? a nusber of names appear for more than one
beneticio? that ise they repeat, which means that fthese
indlviduals oxn more than one henetliclio. 8y this process it
is possible to reduce the nusber of [ndependent peneticios
by 21s leaving only 93.(3) It was not gossibte to reduce the
11st further by eliminating those indlviduals having one of
thelr two surnames in comaon {(i.e.s thosSe who are possibly
related as either father, uncle, cousin, efc.), because
although one of the two surnames may be identicail in a larje
nunber of casesy this IS not positive proof that the
indlviduals are In fact 5o closely related. It is quite
tlkely, however, that many of these people do have fanmiiy
tles (Stone, 1971). Another tlmitation ot the tls? 1s that
it does not glve the tull membdbership ot the bdeards of
directors of the heneticioss so that many more “"repeaters”
have escaped deteaction. It is well)l Known, honever, that
boards of many of these pjpenelficjios have interlocking
directorates. One final iook at the Ilst pesrmits us to
elininate 32 ‘mors phenetficiass the ones which are operated in
tha tform of cooperatives (10 be discussed below)l, so that
the actyal number of Individual henetficilas in private hands
stands at 6i.

¥hat was the cayse of thils dramafic decline iIn the
number of bheneticiags? To answer this question it must be
recalled that coffee requires good roadsy and while the rosd
network did undergo major improvaments [n the 18th century,
i1t was still in a rather rudimentary state by the turn of
the century. Neverthelass, the roads were adeguate tor the
ptodding oxen drawing thelr heavity laden carts to the local
beneticiae. Mareover, the distances nere never nore than a
few kilocaeters betwesn fthe bpenetfjicio and the turthest
fields, It iss+ of course, no coincidence that the
cios were so clossly spaced sincey I! the distances
between them had been greater, the coflee wouid have begun
to feraent before it reached the plant, The age of the
automobl e was to change all of this,

Trucks made it possible for the ngngilsig owner to
set up what are catled reclibidoress or suh-statlons. over a

{1i1considered to ba "repsaters”™ are thosa uho haye
the same first name and two last names, or thase wha merely
have the same two 1ast names (l.e.y brothers).



wide geogranhlcal arsa. These wooden, box-iike structures
are set up overhanging the edge of a (iftle hill and have a
chute pointing to the road belowx. The oxcarts are stit! |In
charge of hauling the coffee from the farm, but they only
bring it as far as the pecibidor, where they puli the IJoad
up an inclined pifane and dump fthe coffee onto the downward
sloping floor of the box. E£very few hours 3 truck comes
atong and the stored up coffee in the recibidaor is emptied
into it for carting to the heneticjigs which may be located
many miles away [(Barrenechea Consuegra, 1956321-221.

At tirst, the system of recibldores initiated a
phase of competition between peneficiogs which proved to be a
distinct advantage to the small progucer. Hith several
recibldores in his area he could now chaoose Dbetwueen
heneticiosy an option which he had not had when his choice
had been dictated solely by the proximity-of the heneficio.
The choice could now be made on the basis of! hnow each
beneticio treated hime Consequentiy, the richer fheneticios.
in order to attract customers, increased- -the size of the

This felicltous situvation did not last tong,.
howevar, since the larger; better tinanced beneficjogs were
abls to oute~conmpete the smaller ones in their [nmediate
areas and could thereby drive them out of business. Until
Wortd War II, however, many smaller hepneficlos did manage to
survive due to the nature of the world market up to that
time. Up until the War most Costa Rican coffee went to the
Eurgpean markets, particuiarly Engtand and Germany., These
martels demanded a very high grade of coftee, quality being
determined as much by the appearance of the bean as by its
tflavor in the cupt! nearly ai| Eurcpean coffee was marketed
to tha consumer unground, the grinaing taking place oniy
atter the consumer had selected the pesns he wished to
purchase. In response to this market, each feneficjio
established, back in the 19th century, brand names for the
coffee (it produced so that fthe [mporter could request a
particuiar quatity of coffee by |[ts brand name, This system
resulted Iin a confusing array of brand names whose total was
over thrae hundred {(Jindnez Castro, 19712213-21417 but it
was wuell=-sujited to the European sarket since purchases were
made In relatively small guantities of a3 few hundred sSacks.
The brands corresponded to the coftee produced Iin a specific
part of! the countryy with each area that differed in
altitude and rainfall producing slightiy different quatity
beanss and. theretfore, different quatity brands. Thus, a
bengficia was restrained from establishing recjibidores over
& very wide area by its own unwiltingness to process a
mixture of qgrades of coftee coming from different areas,
since this would have resyited in the mpixing of the less
costiy hrands with the more expensjive ones. Such mixtures
received low prices in Europe. The nature of the market,
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therefore, kept the henaticlo fros casting too wide a2 net of
cacibigores.

This was at}! to change, honever, with World War II.
From the onset of the Har, the European markets were closed
conplietely 70 the Costs Rican coffee frade and, for that
mattery to nearly ai? coffee produced In the healsphere (see
Table S). In order to stave off a severe sconomic crisis In
Latin America f(and aiso to guasrantee the loysity of Its
atiles)y the United States agreed, on Noveamber 28, 1948, to
purchase fthe bulk of Latin American coffee. In doing so,
the United states set » single price for all the coltfes
coming troa sach individual country, refusing te distinguish
among brands. The reasons for this are tno=fold and readily
understandabdbl e, Firsty the pressure of the KRar requlred as
much asdainistrative strasmlining as possidle for a complex
operation such as thisy, naking [t unfeasible to establiisn a
coftee exchange in which each brand of coffee woulid be
svaiuated and priced separately. Second, and perhaps more
importantiy, the North American consumer had fraditiohnatiy
been used to buying coffee in the already ground state, so
that the appearance of the bean was an irretevant tactor in
pricing. The cotfee consumad In the United States,
therefore, had traditijonaity been . whatever was left over
alter the Europssn asrkets were satistieds Thus, In etlect,
the North American consumer had long besn accustfomed fto a
falriy tow grade product [(Montealegre, 19%8:69-701.,

This unjitied price structure pernsitted the
bangticlios to mix all of their coftes together without
suffering any loss of incore. Now coffee - fram fthe lower,
less favorable areas could be mixed with the guality coffee
couing from highar zonesS. AsS 2 reasult, the peclhidor systea
spresad over 8 wmuch wider area. Inevitabply. competition
forced out of business the smaller heneticios ang tef?! the
producer facing a sonopoliized market, - Once the hanelicia
onners no longer had to worry much about -competition from
othar pliants, they couldy, and didy lower fthe prices they
pald to the producers. Thus, whereas the saatiholding
peasant had found a rnew freedom, using the benetigio of his
choice; 23 & result of the Introduction of the truck, fthis
freedom was 108t during Worid War [l. Pushed and pulled by
the use of credlit in the 19th century, the peasant was now
being squeezed as 3 result of a war he tittle understood.

The introduction of the recibidoar systes and the
subsequant reduction in ‘the nusber of peneticios affected
sany larger growers, as well. Because of thisy the peasant
was not coaplstety alone in his struggis, ftor the targer
producerss having been torced to ciose down their benelicias
due to competition from the giants, faund themselves being
exploited by them iIn the sase way that they had once
explolited the peasants., These larger producers could, as a
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groups exerclse some pressure on the government and, as
early as 1930, began to do soC. In that vear they
established the Asocliacidn Nacional de Productores de Cafa,
whosa stated purpese was to pressure for governaent
intervention In the reiatjonship bDetween producer and
exporter (Barrensachea Consueqra, 1356161. Thay achieved
success In 1933 whens In the depths o! the econonmic
depression, the government for the tirst tiss declided to
intervane In the coifee industry, thus anding its
century=-aid poticy of tajssez~faire. A Junts de
Liquidaciones de Cafdé was estabiished, coaposed of one
representative from the government, one from the heneticio
owners and one from the producers. The fask of this junta
was ‘o set the price that each hepeliciag was to pay the
producer, basing 1ts calculations on the quality of fthe
coffes and setting a maxinue protfit for the banaficio sf 12%
{Barrenechea Consuegra, 1956161, At the same time, the
Instituto Nacional de Defensa del Caté was established, an
organization designed to promote the production and sate of
Costa Rican coffee. .

The sstabl ishment of the Junta de Lliquidaciones was
8 serlous detfealt for the coffee barons.  Never belfore had
they been faced with government intervention in ftheir
private businass affairs. Clearty, 1933 wmarks the date
after which the power of the coffae Iinterests no fonger
could be exercisaed with impunity. A further indication of
their decline In power came Iin 1935 when a ainimum wage iaw
was established for coftfee, sugar, banana angd cacao workers
(Ley No. 157, of Augus? 2i, 1935}, setting the wage at 25
céntinos en hour for coffee workers, and guarantaeing a
sinlaum of six hours work a day for altl.{1)

Despite these Inftringements on thelr powery the
coffer bDarons managed to retain a ltarge messure of conteol
in thae coffee [ndustey. In the case of the Junta de
Liquldaciones, ail they needed for control was two out of
the threa votes, and since two representatives iresa the
cofise industry wers electec by the Instituto Naciornal de
Daefensa deil Cafdy which in turn was dominated by the iargest
coffse interests, contral in the Junta de Liguidacidn was
easy to estadblish, The minimum wage laws wars even easier
to evade since there was a totally inadequate snforcessnt
nachlinery, Conssquentiy, the sjituation for the small
growers continued fto become more and more desperate ss the
- number of beneficlos shrank and prices dropped. Hith the
coning of the HWar and the even sharper reduction in the
nusber of haneficiose the situation rcachtd the ilmits of
tolerance. Sonofhing had to be done.

(13The estabiisnhment of the minimum wage has often
been incorrectly dated as 1943, during the adainistration of
the populist leader, Calderdn Guardgia lllbcrtazzl Avendafio,
19%41.
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Tha estaplishmant of the firs? Costa Rican cotflees
cooperative in the fomn of Greclas in 1543: was the growers®
responge fo this desperate situation. Here agaln the
largar, non-panslliclio owning producers proveo fo be an
sli-important aitly of the peasanits, In Grecia, at this
tinsy, the majlor sugar refinery and cottee bensficlo were in
the hands of the Geraan fanjily, Nlehaus ([Facio, 19431232).
Hith the outbreak of the Har, the U,S, State Department
erdzred the confiscation of all Axis-power property in Costa
Rica. Consequently, fthe German interests in Grecla ware
taken over by the government and some time iater turned over
to Costa Ricans in the fors of a cooperative, appropriately
named “Victorla.™ This cocperative today functions atongside
of 32 coffee cocperstives whose total membership is over
13,008, and atll but two of which are organjized into the
Federaclidn de Cocoperativas de Caticuitores, R.l. (VIQquez
and L3pez Guzadn, 1971). Theoretically, the cooperative
makes ft possible for the seall producer to get a falr porice
for his crops This Is not true In al!l casas, since several
c!{ these cooperatives are linancial disasters. In these
cases peasants find tha? the price they roceive per fanesa
ls even tlowmer than that which they were getting when the
bengflcio was in private hands. Thisz occurs In those
instances where the previous onner of- the pengiiclo was
deeply in dedt to the bank, which, when [ becanre clsar thaft
the ownar would never bs able to pay back:- the debt, mwould
foreclioss on the oroperty and offer [t to ths local
producers in the form of a3 cooperative. The producers woutld
bs told that this was their chance to end thelr vyezrs of
expicllation. What would not always bLe made cliesre housver,
uas thes macgnlitude of the dedbt which was now being
transterred fto thair shouiders. Since, up until wvery
recentliy, the nationzl olfjce of cooperatives wes 2
departmen? of tha Sanco MNecionsls the major Creditor of
coffea heneficlos in the country, It was clearty not In the
bank's intarest to have the producers mzde aware,
beforsehand, of the difticuity that they wouid face in trying
to pay oflf the debt of the previous owner. AS soon as the
cooperative wouid get under ways, howevery, the producers
would tind that all of their newly found protif was geing
towards the paying off of the debt to the bank. In one case
the debt s now so large that the interest on 1t grows
faster than the oproducers® annuai paymen?!s are adls fo
covers Consequentiy, the principal grows iarger sach yvear,
placing the producers deeper and deepar into dabt, 6n the
uhole, however, the cooperative movement has bsen of great
penetfit o many small oroducers since it has finaslly bogen
ablie to estabhliish sone agquity In the relatlionship betwesn
producesr and baneficieo {Centro de Estudlos Democrdticos,
19743, . -

Bafore leaving fthis discussion on the :
crnerss it is necessary to mentlon one important beneficial



slda~atfect that Wortd dNar II had on the Costa Rican coftee
industey. It nl!t be recalied that before the Har, credit
for coffee production was exclusively |[n British hands,
Ezch year the London coftee ilmporters would ftinance the new
crop 0 25 to guarantee detlvery of Costas Rica®s high
quallity cotfee. Since the collateral for the credi? was the
coffee ltself, there was very littie risk jinvolved in the
transactlion: nevertheless, the interest on these short=term
loans proved quife protitabie for the London ftlrms. Thus,
on top of ths already substantial proflt marging they were
earningy the iaporters made an additionsl sum by extending
low risk loans fto finance thae crop. For Costa Rica, thils
eeant an additional loss of praoltit, hences a toss of capitsl
that would otherwise have been used for domastic
devalopment. The mentallity of dependancy xas so0 deeply
antrenched in Costa rican clrcles, however, that the fthought
ef donestic financing seened ludicrous [Lizano Faity, 1973).
The events of Horid Mar II ware %o prove tha?t the bankars
were opesrating under a3 delusion.

The first weak attempts of fthe national banking
sysfem fo play some role In Costa Rica®'s most profitable
business did not cone until 1932 when, due to the scarclity
ot capital on the wortd market, the Banco Internacional
(foday the Banco Naclona! de Costa Rical}! provideg funds for
the construction of penetliclias in areas where there were
none, Cotfas plantings had expanded - due to outward
migration and further esxpanslon (info new zones was being
hamstrung by the tack of beneticliase TVThus, despite the fact
that roads had been improved and the truck had expanded the
ares from which a hengticio could recelive its coffee, the
fragile nature of the harvested cherries placed 1laits on
thot expansion. o

Investing In peneticioss however, was not akin to
tinancing the crop ltselit. The difficulity which Costa Rica
w23 having in ontaining credl?t in London during the depths
of the econoalc depression finally made It necessary for the
Costa Rican governnent ?to think seriliously, for the tirst
time, about doaestic tinancing. In 1933 & law was finally
passedy providing for 2 ajilllon gcolgnes of credit for coffee
production, vyet the country was S0 unsure about its abitity
to finance this saalt sum, aone~fwenty~fourth of the total
vatue of! the crop of that vear [Facio, 1972342}, that in
1934 this !awn was rescinded and replaced by anothar which
reduces the financing by haltf.

By 194%¢ Costa Rica found that the London credit
sarkets hzd coapliately dried upy SO that srergency measures
had %o be takxen. In that vyear 8 law was passed which, among
other fthingse provided for domestic financing ot cotfae. AS
a result of this taw, the 1240-1941 crop was flnanced in its
entirety by the natlona! hanking system [Alvarez, 13543211],
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This seant tha?! the bLanks expanded theilr ftinancing froa
approxinctely 82508,000 2 vear Iin the pre-Nar years, to over
$? aiflion In 19642-1943 [(Oficins del Caté, 13573123}, The
fact that such 8 drastlic change ftook place so easily
deaonstraztes that Costas Rica's previous rellance on forelign
tinsncing for its coffee was dbased on an economric myth that
it could not emit colongs uniess it had the prior backing of
hard foreign currency (e.g9.: pound stertingl, for to issue
colanas without cuch backing was belleved to result In a
violent iIntliatlion. There nas, O0f course some vatidity to
this reasoningt and the tact that the War cut off Costa Rica
from most forsign Isports meant that the unbacked galgnes
igsuad in 1940~-1941 could not be used - fte unsattie the
batance of payrents, {1) Neverthaless., ithe measure could have
besen taken many vears esrilsr, |t the country had Dbdecn
milting te implement j[aport restrictions. Apparentiy,
howavers this notion hed never been entertailnesd.

2e Tha Exporters

It has been shown that both technoiogy and ?the
market structyre have had & tremendous impact on the
relationship between producer and LQuReficia. While wsodern
tachnology has had tittia, it anvys ispact on the
reiationship betwaen producer ondg sxpaorter, changes in fthe
morid masrket have had & great (mpact on it, persitting the
sxporter o congentrate his power more tightly than ever
betorae. -

In 1933=-324%,; tha vesr that the Junta de Ligquldecicnss
wes eztabliiched and, conssquantliy, the tirst ysar for whnich
data are aveliiadlie, thete were 194 exporters opersting in
Coesta Rica. By 1941, the tirs? year of Costa Rica~s entry
into the Har, this figure had shrunk to 81, and by 1945 |f
stood at 13. The rewsson tor this changs, 25 aiready hinted
st above, was the War. If will be recalisd that becausa of
the hostiilities In Europe, if was ispossibia for Costa Rica
to ship eny substantial quantlty ot har coftes fthere.
Insteacd, nearly =il Costa Rican coffas was s0id to the
Unitegd States {(see Table 3%}, AS 8 consequence, aeaxport
houses which had iong-establiished ties In Europe dut no
links %o tha U.,5. wmarket found thanseivss out of business.
What eoccurred 8t this point was a geansral consolldation of
the export hguses Iinto a faw giant operatlons wlth firs
links to the U,S. narkat, For examplies one new filra,
cailed The Costa Rica Catftes Housae, unknown in the 1531°s,

{1) I wmould }like to thank Llcs Eduerdo Lizsno Falt,
protessor of economics ot the Universidad de Costa Rica, ftor
making this point during » personsl interview {1573).



erxported nearty one-third of at) Costa Rican cofftes in
1944-1945, making it far and away the Iargest axporter,

Ons would have expected that with the Har over.
thore nould have besn & reastablishment of the olild
Europsan-orisnted tirms, since Costas Rica once again shifted
a4 (arge share of Its exports back to the lucrative Eurapean
market. Surprisingly, Iin 1973, one flnds that there are
oniy 24 export houses in existence, sven though about 75X of
Costa Ricen coffee now ftills European cups (Qticina del
Cafd, 1973c:25]). This demonstrates fthat even though the
export market has refurned to its pre-War structure, most ot
the firns which once did business with £urope have not been
revived. 0Of these existing 2% export?t houses, st least four
have interlocking directorates. Thus, at most, coffee
oxports are in the hands of 19 nrivate firas plus fthe
federation of coopuratives (which Is responsibie tor
approxinstely one-eighth of total exportst,

It Is difticult to understand precisely why fthe
export market (s restricted to se few houses, When asked
why they no jonger export, hanaliciag owners state that |t s
slmply too cemplicateds One suspects, howsver, that there
aus? be more to It than that, since complications have never
kept eager entrepraneurs fros earning a profit. Thils is
particulariy trus in the case of an export business which is
s0 highly profitable. According to the taw enacted in 1965
{Jindner Castro, 1971:33+-13%1, the exporter s altowed 3
proflt of 2.5% [Jiménez Castro, 197131112). This would
amoun? to 81,843,246 or an average of $92,162 per exporter
fcounting 2% In 197i-1972. This 2.5% lalt, 1t |is
gensrally known, is ftrequentiy, [ not alwayss excesded
since [t i3 lmpossibie to learn exactiy whs! price the
inporter actuaiiy pald the axporter. Tha contracts
theesoclves are strictiy contidentisl asccording fto law
(Jimbnez Costros 197111031, and subject to revieaw oniy by
the Oficine del Caté. The board of this agency, however, lS
cemrosed of tlve asmbers, one representative ssch from the
governhent, the oproducerss the hanaflcig owners, the tocat
rcasters {(fogrratactores)t and the exporters (Jimdnez Castro
19718121-1221. Since there is no stipulation to the
contrary, nothinag prevants the menmber representing the
producsrs from simuitaneously beling a henetlciao owner,
rosster. and exporter, Since many of the esconomically
sirongast coffee barons have operations In alf sectors of
the coffee businessy, the “representative™ nature ot the
OQticina del Café is realiy a tacade. The peasant producer,
of course,; plays no role in any of this. In the 1961 law
[Jindnez Castro, 19711611 there was » sStipulation that at
lesst one nember of the then s ix~man board be a
representative al! the Federation of Cooperatives: but that
pasition was eliminatod in the 1965 retform., Apparently tha
reprasentative of the cooperatives turned out to have
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Iinterests quite Incompatible with those of the other seabers
of the boesrd and he had to dbe elininsted. The only other
troublesona siement on the board was the represantativae of
the Jgovernasnt, and aitthough, for politlcal reasons, he
could not be eliminsted in the way the representative of the
cooperative secter had beeny, the 1965 revision made the
governeent ‘s representative an “ex-offlcic™ member, The
Oticina del Caféy designed to reguiate the reltatlonship
betwaen producar, haneficlia owner and axporter, turns out to
behzve as most “regulatory” agencies Iin the United States do
[{Edeiman, 1964), that (3¢ the regutated cnc up doing ths
- reguisting.

Returning to The gquestion as to why fthera sre so few
exporters In this highly Jucrative business, one can again
turn to the fsw on exports {Jiednexr Castro, 419711180-10%1).
Az a protection for the haneticly owner sho turns his coffee
over o the exporter and fthen andifts pavasnt until! the
sxporter himsetf! (s palde 2nd also to protect the overnment
{which pernits exportstion befors taxes ace paidly the law
speclifies that all exporters must post a band of befween
$5,008 to $20,000 with the Oficina del Café. Those who nost
the dbond of 35,000 can expor! up to twanty fimes that aaount
of cottee, and those who past the saximum bdond ol $20,000
can oxport any amoun?t of coffes. It is appsrent that the
bond s far too saal!l to adequately protect the hepnseficio
onners, At the sane tine, howsver, Lt does serve fo prevent
sedll exporters (l.2., potential conpetition) from getting
info the businress, since it requires the deposi? of » ftair
paount of cash by Costa Rican standsrds. Bayond thes
quostion ef fthe deposit, one can on!y speculate as to why
the expert? ftield Iis 50 restrictedys but (? IS quite clear
that |t is neot bccauso the business is unprofitable or too
complicated.

Fo' The Decline of the Colfee Aristocracy

In the preceding section it was demonstrated that
tha coftfes acrlistocracy, mrade up of the haneticlig owners and
exportarss has undergone a consolldation of Its ranks in fthe
28th cantury by driving aut the mesker competitors, In so
éoing It has increased the pressure of its strangleholid on
the persant, leaving hie less 2nd less room In which o
afieuver with each passing decade. Buf just as the pessant
has  been squeszed in this century, s$6 tao has the coflese
sristecracy itselt, which finds that Its once dominant
ecanomic and political position Is bheing eroded by the
Increasingly pluralistic nature of Costas Rican society, a
soclety to which 1t has not successfully adjusted.
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Oddty enougn, agrarian capitalism, whicn hagd serwved
the colonial aristocracy so well 1In proviging It the
economic basis with which to underwrite its political and
sociat power, ultimately proved to be its wndoing. Yo
understand why this happened It Is necessary t9o retfrace gur
steps and return to the colonial periocd once againe. It will
be recalied that the colony was impoverished, perhaps tne
poorest in atl of Latin America. For this reason, few who
lett Spain for th2 New Worlg selected Costa Rica as thaie
destination, and those who Jid weras tarmers in search af 3
plece ot tand on which to establish fthemselves as vyeomen.
Aristocratic families shunned the <calony and, a3 a
consequencey fews it any, blue«bloods migrated to Costa Rica
once the period ot dilscovery and congquest wxas completed,
The 113 Spanish settiers (no more than 40 ftamilies) tisted
as making wup the total poputation of the coiony in 1569,
nere the nucleus of the Costa Rican aristocracys thesa
people, isolated trom 3kl outside contact, intermarriad
qulte freaguentty and, consequently, produced a very tiaghtiy
knit tine of descendants., Throughout the colonial perioad
this smaldl groupy {iving mainly in and around the ftown of
Cartaqgo, held the reigns ot power gf the colonial
administration. Royal commissions were given to them by
default since they were the oniy aristocrats in the cotony
and no new members ot their "“caste" were wilting to go
there,

HWith the coring of independence (it was ta be
expacted that this same group noutd take contro! over the
nenw government, And control it they did. Few democratic
systems iIin the world have had power so0 tightly concentrated
in the hands of so few. A4 recent study ([(Stone?ig971l has
shown that 33 of the 44 peopte aho have servec as president
of the country from 1821 wuntil 1970 were descendants of
three ot the original settlters, and that 359 of the 1300
diputados who have seerved |n  the legistative assembiy
during this period are dJdescendants of four of these
farilies. One single family, that of the conqueror Juin
VAzquez de Coronados has produced 18 presidents and 230
dinutades! Stone [1963] nhas ailso discovered that it was
precisely fthese iIndividuals who pecame the coffee barons,
Since it was this aroup which had bveen at the torefront ot
the search for a source of wealth lor the colonys it Is not
at all surprising that when coftee was hit upony, they would
play a dominant role jn its exolaitation., The picture that
emerges of the 19th century is that of a society I[In which
political, social and econamic power were coferminus.

This situaticn remained essentialily unal tered
throughout the 13th century, except that by the end of that
century signs of change caould alreagdy be noted. Coffae
injected an enormous amount of capitat into the system and,
as a consequencey, the simpie two-Cclass system ot aristocracy
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and yeomanry began to become more differentiated. As was
pointed out eartier, agrarian capitallsm was fthe oprisnm
through which this fused society was passed during the last
century. What emerges is a society with an entirely new,
pturalistic social strycture, The difterentjation ot the
peasantry into 1landed and tandless has already bean
dlscussed. Now attention can be focused on what was to
becone the most important new element In this differentiated
system, the middie class, for it was this group which was to
successfully challienge the power of the aristocracy.

Before the introduction of coffee there were no
urban c¢enters in Costa Rica. In fact, the census data of
1700 report only osne town, Cartago, as having a population
of over 2,008 [Nunley, 1960149}, One hundred ang sixty~four
years later, tha?t same town had graown by only some sSix
hundred residents., At that time, in 1864, the iargest town
In Cesta Ricay Sen José, reported a population of some 5,533
peoplea, 0f the 120,499 residents ot the country, 31Z ware
tiving in tural aress,  Thuss It cen be seen that iIn 1864
Costa Rica wes stitl 8 highly ruret country. Its
provinciallty is attested to by the fact that there uneare
oniy fthree bankers and seven docteors in thae antire country
[Costa Rica, 1868136~-37) at this time,

The concentration of peopie In towns occurred only
with the entrenchaent ef coffee gs fthe mginstay of the
econoay. Az the plantations expanded, and sosatl farsers
wefe squeesIed ouflf, many movad to the citiss, whers thay ftook
up jabs In the secondary and tertlary sactors, Thus the
towns grew, but the growth was spectacular neither in Iits
replaity nor in Jts wmsacnitude (Gibson,1978). Yet the
deveiopaent of what say be c3lled quasi-urban areas sSaw the
creation of a snmalt “"urban™ midgdle class composed of
merchants, laborers, and governmen? employees. The merchant
sector recejiven its impetus from the import-export business
that mos generated by coffes. Neaw iftems wnera drought to the
country by the naver-anding streas of ships docking at
Puntarenas. An urpen 1ador torce developed as a3 response to
tha dernsnds created in tha populstion centers. A small
groeup of govaernaent empliovees, meiniy bookkeaepars and minor
functionaries, was crsafed when the gavernasn? began to
exerclise a faw {iilalted state functions related to the
contral of the Import-export business {eeges taritt
catlectiont. In 1866 we find, t™herefore, 3 merchant “cilass”
canposad &1 soma 114 whelesalers asnd 325 retailerst a
working “class™ coaposad of 646 bakerss; 401 shoemakers, 988
carpenters and 139 artisans]! and a3 pureaucrscy cosposed of
308 public employees {Costas Rics, 1868186-87].

He see, theretore, that with the coming of aegrarian
capitatisa the towns wegan !o growe, and with thes cass the
deve! opment pf new soclat groups. Thease groupss whose
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interests were often not congruent with those of the coffee
aristocracy, began to demand a say Iin fthe government. A1
tirsty, these demands were S0 weak that they could bDe
successfully ignored by the coffee interests, Furthermore,
up to the end of the tas? century coffee continued to act as
the motor of the country®s economic growths and therefore
harsh criticism of the otlgarchy was perceived as
Inappropriate. This growth, however, was dependent ypon
forces external to tne Costa Rican systems nanely, the world
market. As long as that market stayed firm, Costa Rica
continued to prasper, Whenever worid economic crises
produced sudden drops in foreign exchange earnings, that
prosperity was seriously ercded. Thuse In 1882, 1900 and
19144y the world prices of coffee deciined 2and Costa Rica
experienced major unenmployment, The small but granming
middie ctass In the cities was hurt badly by these slumps
since 1ts economic position depended on the circulation of
caplitail earned from the sale of coffee, This group now
began Yo have a legitimate basis for its complaints against
the taltering coffee oligarchy.

The only sSure way that the city dweller could
isolate himselt from these crises was to obtaln a government
jobe Ohtaining such a position meant, above all, security,
8 commodity desperately desired by the nascent middle class.
Howevery the coffee aristocracy running the governmant hag
always sought %49 keep government small, Expansion at
government not! only contradicted the classic liberat
philosophy of laissez faire, whi¢ch these individuais
professed. but It also mean? that they therselves would have
to bear most of the costs of governmentat growth, since they
were the only ones with an income large enogugh to tax.
Thus, throughout the 19th century, when the arjistozracy heid
a fira grip on the politlcal system, budgets were kept to an
absotute minimum. Expenditures of the central government,
vhich stood at 120,000 gglanes in 1829, rose onty to
1,620,000 calones 46 vears later, in 1875 {Quijano,
19371465}, which means that expenditures had gone frgm
approximately 1.7 colones per capita to 1L3.5 per capita,.
The fact that any increase at all was possible was due
entirely to the income earned through customs dutys and not
because of direc? taxation of fthe coffee industry. The
flest tax on cotfee did not appear untit 1841 when fthe
symbolic charqge of 1 real oper guintal! was f{evied. Even
fthough In 1855 fthis was raised to 2 realesy the tax was
stit) 2 minor onae. It was not until 35 -years Jater that
another tax was finally voted on coffee and this was a tax
of 20 céntimaos a guintal {Oticina del Caté, 1354115} to opay
for the construction of the national theatery, a long-desired
addition fo the aristocracy's cultural Ifife, The theater
was neot designed to provide entertainment for the masses,
but was a very exclusive affair.(i1}) The aristocracy,
therefore, was merely taxing itsei!! to provide for its own
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cullural needs.

Yhe tirst radical departure from this “hands-off™
policy occurred in 1393 when, due 10 8 severe balance of
paryaents crisis created by world cotfee prices, the
legisiative assembiy voted a tax of 6 shilllngs per guintal
In order Y90 heip pay the inferest on the foreign debte. What
Is signlficant aboul this tax ls the reasoning that wxas used
to implement it5 Articlie & cf the flaw [Oficina det Cate,
1954120) states the followings - :

Que no obstante tos deseos del Gobierno de
proteger ia agricultura de! pals para que
alcance sy mavor desarrollo, en las actuales
circunstanclas, aunque accidentalmente, es
preclso pedir a ella 10s recursos qQue [a Nacibn
neces]ta. .-

Thus, for the first tine, protits In the coffee Industry
were recognized as an acceptabte target of state taxatlion to
help bail qut the nation in times of need, It should bpe
addeds however, fthat the oroceeds from this tax were
destined exclusively for the payment of infterest on thne
foreign debt and, therefore, could not be used for social
programs or for the expansion of the sftate bureaucracy.
Moreovers oniy elight months fater, the #3ax was cut by
one=third,; “..«3 fin de mejorar en 10 posible 'a condicidn
de fos exportadores...” [Oficina deti Café&, 1954t281],
Neverthelessy, the 1393 1l1aw opened the ftoodga tes of
taxat ion, and there wa3s no way of stopping further
increases. Thus, In 1893, the state set up its own official
cotfee classitying agant who was to decide which coffee
noutd have to pay the export tax and which would be exported
with no tax (the low quality, low protit coffee called
lerceras was specificaliy exempted under that {aw), The
establishment of this agency was cruclal since it meant that
the gavernment now had the right to chaillenge the exporters®
classitication, Thusy from this point on, the government
established its role in the previousiy untouchable area of
exporting.

t1¥This fact is clearily indicated by the Jayout of
the bullding, which provides for tne separate entrances.
The orchestra and lower tier seats are entered by way of the
front entrance of the theater, which ieads into an ornate
marble red velivet carpeted lobbye The upper balcany seats,
on the other hand, are reached through an obscure ailley
entrance which leads to a dimly 1it staircase. There is not
even a pretense of a Jlobby . Furtherzores in giaring
confrast to the plushe velvet ypalstered seats belowy the
balcony seats are siaply long wooden benches.
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As a reaction to government intervention In the
coffee business, the aristocracy had a law passed in 1914
prohibiting the imposition of any new taxes on caffee for
the next 2§ vyearsy, but In that same vear, almost as an
indicator of the aristocracy’s growing Impotence, the f(aw
was repealed. Oue to the international marketing problenms
caused by Wortd War I 3 new tax of $2.30 was imposed for
each qaylntal of coftee exported. This tax was iomnered in
1917 to $1.50. In 1937 an 3% ad valarum tax with a $1.50
upper Jilmit was established [(Oticina oel Café, 1954324~251,
The most stumning bilow of alt was ¢to hit fthe landed
aristocracy in 1939 mwhen the first land tax in Costa Rican
history was imposeds AJthough the rate was {fowy, what was
particularly hard for them to bear about this tax was (s
praogressive nature, since the more valuabtle was the
property,; the higher the tax rate became, Moreover, there
was 3 special surcharge levied agalnst uncultivated tand,
which specitically penalized tnhose hacendados nho were not
making full use of their estates [Oficina del Café, 193543
Kainins, 19r2:71%. This fatter tax, Hhowevers due fto
diffliculties In administering It and a general unwilllingness
to pay ity has never been cotlected.

Between 1890 and the first decades of the 20th
centuryy, the cotftee industry l1ost its immunity to taxation.
It is quite clear that this could not have happened It it
had sti{il controjled the political system as completely as
it during fthe first century of the caoffee boom, The
evidence that 1t lost tnhlis control is provided by Stone
{19711115), who demanstrates that after 1900, the proportion
ot diputados in the legistative assembly who came from the
ellte tarilies beglns a marked dectine, The once wuynified
and omnipotent arjistocracy was now beginning to break up and
lose its controf over the political system. New power bases
were daveloning in wurban areas with sutficient power to
elect their own representatives o the assembly, and wha,
once therey would begin to tax the only major source of
wealth: the coffee industrye. In 1910 Ricardo Jimdnez
Oreamuno was elected president and ailthaugh he was a member
ot the coffee aristocracy, he was the tirst president to
actively seek the support of the rural areas. Moreaover,
stter beconming electedy, Jimdnez eliminated the electoral
college system and substituted for it the direct election of
the president. Thus began a revolution of papuiar
participation which was to fturther weaken the grip of the
aristocracy. By 1927, San Jocs& nad grown to over 50,000 and
the number of diputades In the leaislative assembly stood at
52+ 32 more than what it had been in the previous century.

By the first gquarter of the 23th century Costa Rica
was finally emerging inte the modern worfd. 1In the course
of a few short vears her isolation from the once |[rrelevant
ideotogles ol popular participation and soclially responsive



government dissolved. The worid economic depresslion of the
thirtles only accelerated this process. The Communist Party
was foundad in 1931 {(Herrera Garctla gt 3l.+ 19711331, The
popul ist 1eader Dr. Rafael Angel Calderdn Guardia, elected
president in 1940, establishad the soclal security system,
the labor codey, and social quarantees (eight=hour work day,
right to unionize, minimum wage, etc.} (Creedman, 1971).
Also in 1940, the Centro Para ef Estudio de Problemas
Naclionales, f{the student group which was fto lay the
ldeological foundatlions ftor the Revolution of 1348, was
founded {Agullar Bulgarelll, 1969356]. That revolution
(Beily, 19711 was to alter fundamentally fhe nature of Costa
Rican politics, Ilnitiating a system primarily ftailored to
neet the needs of an ever-growing middie ciass by
tremendously expanding the slze of 1 he governnent
bureaucracy. In this new political system the coffee
aristocracy finds itself fragmented and impotent. Its
econoaic powery 100y has declined with every passing vear.
Thusy while in the {ast century coffee made up 60% to 90% ot
forsign exchange earnings ({Facios 1972248]), today those
earnings have drapped to around 25% [Direccidn General de
Estadlstica vy Censose 1972), as other agricultural exports
such as bananasy catfle and sugar have irreased in
importance. Since 1963, with Costa Rica's entrance into the
Centra) American Common Market, a new, industrial sector has
been created which has further reduced the jnportance of
coffee. Interestingly enough, Stone {19731 has found that
the cofftee arilstocracy has played an almos?t insignificant
role In this industriatization, indicating that it wmas
incapable of making the transition from coffee t0 newer,
aore profitabie forms of investment,

Unfortunately, a detailed recounting of the exciting
events of the 20th centuyry briefly mentioned above would
take us too far afleld in this papef, mwhosSe focus is not on
the natlonal polltical systemy, but on the peasantry. Three
factsy, however, must be kept In mind. Firsts, the collee
aristacracy, once comprising the unchallenged social.
econanmic and political tleadership of the country, has now
been eclipsed by a new coalition of politicat and economic
Interests which cater primarily to the needs ot a growing
plddie class. Secondy despite its decline In power in the
national political scene, the coffee aristocracy has managed
to tighten its already tire control over the coffee Industry
andy by dint of that contrai, retains a tirm grip on a large
sector ot the Costa Ric¢an peasantry. Third, despite the
fact that vear by year, increasing numbers of Costa Ricans
are belng incorporated into the economically comfortable
middle ctass with its ™cradgle to grave™ social security
system and gquaranteed securlty ot a bureaucratic position,
the peasantry, still composing nearty hatt of the
population, continues to move Irreversibly downward. The
fitting together of these three factors provides us with fthe



critlcal key to wunderstanding the development of modern
Costa Rica. That key ls the reallization that It Is the
peasantry which has berne the cost o! economic developrent
in the past, and continues to do so In the opresent, and
That, therefore, it Is on |jts bdack that the cotfee
aristocracy and the groning middle class rijde,

Economic development reiljes upon the generation of
an {investabtlte capital surotus {Halloy, 1971124}. Since the
Introduction of agrarian capitatism in Costa Rica In the
beginning of the Jast century, coffee has produced this
surplius and therefore the economy has had the potentiail for
gronth, However, the accumuiation of such 3 surplus in
economically dependent countries is exceegingly difficuilt,
because by definition, the hulk of that surplus is skimmed
ct? and transferred to the metropoli [{Cockecrott, Frank and
Johnsons 139721, To the extent that economic development has
occurred in Costa Rica, [t has been a product of the abllilty
of the elites to extract an even greater surplus froma the
underliying peasantry, while at the same tire isrgely
preventing the 1atter from partaking of the benefits of tha?
developed sSociety fi.gaq education, health services,
electricty, potable water, etc,) The banana industry which
devaioped at the turn of the century, ctfered the nation a
potentjial source of wealthy which, if it had been properly
chanel {edy would nave greatiy assisted economlc gromth. As
I will show in another papery the coffee aristocracy refused
to ftake advantage ot this potentiat, permitting the
gargantuan profits brought by banana exports to silp fthrough
its tingers. The peasantry, on the other hand, was to find
at {east temporary salvation on fthe steamy banana
plantatjons,



Table 1

Land Distribution in Comsta Rica
and (Other Selected Countries

Country ~ Gini Index

Yugoalavia A4
Poland , - 45
Denmark 46
Japan ' .47
India 5
France »58
Taiwan .65
South Vietnan .67
United States I 5 §
United Xingdom T
Panama 13
Niceragua T4
Honduras « 76
New Zegland » 77
Spain - 78
Dominican Republic .80
Uruguay «82
El Salvador «83
Brazil «84
Colonmbia -85
Argentina .86
Ecuador .86
Guatemala .87
Feru «87
COSTA RICA (1950) « 90
Venezuela ) .91
Australia 93
Chile «94
Bolivia : .94

Sources: Russett, et al., 1964
Arredondo and Costales Samaniego, 1965.



Table o

Coffee Exports, 1832-1939
(in ;0008 of kilogrems)

r

Year Exports Year Exports Year Exports

1832 23 1884 16,630 1935 12,206
1843 1,150 1885 9,150 1916 16,844
1855 3,253 1886 9,037 - 1917 12,267
1856 3,818 1887 13,082 1918 11,452
1857 4,140 1888 10,318 1919 13,963
1858 2,716 1889 12,948 1920 13,998
1859 4,995 1890 15,385 1921 13,336
1860 4,138 1891 14,142 1922 18,617
1861 5,195 1892 10,798 1923 11,088
1862 4,964 1893 11,442 1924 18,211
1863 2,977 1894 10,717 1925 15,353
1864 5,179 1895 11,090 1926 18,249
1865 6,193 1896 11,716 1927 16,154
1866 8,344 1897 13,871 1928 18,842
1867 9,200 1898 . 19,486 1929 19,677
1868 9,384 1899 15,367 193¢ 25,537
1669 9,384 1900 16,101 1931 23,015
1870 11,558 1901 16,574 1932 18,499
1871 8,334 1902 13,749 1933 27,7178
172 11,592 1903 17,333 1934 19,063
1873 2,200 1304 12,578 1935 24,239
1874 10,780 1905 18,048 1936 21,326
1875 4,836 1906 13,774 1937 26,520
1876 11,176 1907 17,326 1938 24,981
1877 8,356 1908 8,978 1939 20,245
1878 11,587 1809 12,030 T

1879 10,702 1910 14,397

168C 7,934 1911 12,641

1881 11,240 1912 12,238

1882 7,408 1913 13%,019

1683 9,203 1914 17,717

Source: Direccion Cenersl de Estadf{stica y Censos, 19#1:14;
Salas Marrero and Barahopna Israel, 1973:533; Konge
Alfaro, 1966:203



Land Purchases, 1700-1840

r

Teble 3

Total Purchases

Per cent of Purchases

made by
Value . Per Monopolists
Year Number (realss) .Peraon Kumber Value(reales)
1700-1709 30 15,987 .008 0 0
1710-1739 32 16,639 ,009 0 0
"1720-1T729 54 15,636 .009 1.8 2.2
1730-1739 30 10,310 .005 3.3 9.6
1740-1749 30 12,869 .003 3.3 10.8
1750-1759 28 8,766 .002 T.1 T.9
1760-1762 36 6,822 ,003 0 -~ 0
1770-1779 80 15,626 .0C6 2.5 18.5
1790-1799 57 8,387 .002 10.5 6.1
18001809 129 56,377 .003 24.0 31.3
1830-1839 608 222,967 .0Y4 18.7 30.8
18401849 3,311 974,876 .016 16.7 30.9

Source: Moretzsohn de Andrade, 1966:138



Table &4
Concentration of Coffee and Land
Cini: Index Cini Index
" Cantén Coffees Land Cantén Coffee Land
SAN JOSE,Cent. °90.0 80.4 Palmares 77.0 6&7.6
Desanparados 76.3 74.5 Pods 88.1 75.0
Puriscal 85.4 66,8 San Carles 69,8 75.2
Tarrazd 64,3 63.8 Alfaro Rufz 62.6 67.6
Aserr{ 83.2 72.8 Valverde Vega 93.0 74.5
Yora T4.7 73.2 Losa Chiles 56.7 n.a.
GCoicoachesa 49.9 84.8 CARTAGO, Cent. 87.9 175.5
Santa Ana 72.2 75.8 Parafso 92.4 83,4
Alajuelita 88.5 70.3 1la Unién 88.6 78.6
Acoata 74.0 72.4 Jinménez 90.7 84.8
Tibds 76.3 69.5 Turrialdba g92.1 82.3
Moravia 80.4 8l.9 E1 Guarco 88,8 65.1
Hontes de Oca 88.1 69.6 HEREDIA, Cent. 87.2 86.7
Dota 62.8 70.9 Berba es.2 77.8
Curridabat 90.1 72.1 Santo Domingo 83.2 60.6
Pérez Zeleddn 63.0 n.a. Santa Bdrbara 68.4 76,2
Ledn Cortés 75.0 €8.0 San Rafael 74.3 75.8
ALAJUELA, Cent. 90.1 79.0 San Isidro 73.0 65.2
San Ramén 73.8 79.5 Belén 8.4 174.4
Crecim 87.7 66.1 PFloresa 84,3 60.2
Atenes 58.8 70.0 San Pablo 86.7 50.9%9
Naranjo 88.3 72.6 Coto Brus 89,0 7T0.2

&

\

|

Source: These data wvere cbtained from the Rogiutr6 de
Productores filed in the Oficina del Café in San José.

This document, wvhich is filed overy yoar dy each

banaficig 4n the country, contained a listing of each
producer's naze, his county and district of resideunce,
and the smount of coffee he turned in to the Ddeneficio
gduring that harvest. This is the only accurate record
of coffee production inforaation availeble since reports
made by individuals to the income tax buresu (Tributacién
Direscta) and to the census bureau are likely to be under-
sstimatea of true production. The registrg information
is accurate {or largely so)} since it ias filled out bty

the baneficio and not By the producer, and the totrls
sust coincide vith the total coffes actually produced

by the beneficio since 1t ias upon this record that export
quotas ocestic conongtion quotas are assigned.

The use of this source wvas not vithout its dreve
backs, hovever. Pirst of all, since there are an
estimated 63,000 producers, ths draving of & sample can




7

bs & very tofifous job, In this study & 10X sample was
drawn (every 10th name on the 1ist was chosen), a task
which took the author and his wife cover a month'a time,
Sscond, since the reporting is not ctandardized for mll
beneficios, some reported production in doudble decaliters
.{one cajuele), some in double hectoliters (10- slas)
and soms in- two double hectoliters (one fansga)., This
feot required that each producer's crop ba converted
into n singie standardited measure {in this case every-
thifg whe sonvertdd 0 doubls deosaliters, -rounding off the
cuartillos, or _S=liter measurs). '“Thiid, bone producers
would report production under seversl names for the senme
fanily, apparently in order to aveid the long arm of the
tax collector {copies of these Iorms are ment to the
"income iax bureeu,.a fact which fewv producers are unavare
6f). Thers is no wey of eliminating this problem since
it was impossible to tell if one farm's production was _
being divided zmong several names, or if, in faci, several
metbers of the pams family all had their own farme in the
area and delivered their coffee to the same beneficic., The
Gini index presented in thia table, therefore, is likely
to be lower than the actual level of concentration of
production, Fourth, some producers turn in their coffee
to more than one beneficio., This is particulaly true
of - the large owners vho have farms in several aroas,
Here again, there is no way of eliminating this problen
since it would have reguired a cross-checking of names,
an utterly impoassible task, Because of this fact the
Cini index wag further defiated from its true valuea,
Finslly, for several beneficiop there is some doubt as to
the ‘gccuracy of the informstion reported regarding the
cantén of production. Apparently, in some cases the
cantdn listed is the legal cantdn of residence of the
producer and not the place where the coffee is actually
produced., It iz for this reasan, for example, that coffee
is listed ‘as being producsed in the certral cantén of
gnn José, an area which {s almoat completely devoid af
RING.

The land Gini indces . were computed from a 100£ sample
of the 1963 agricultura) census. In the case of Coto Brus,
howaver, the 1973 datia ware used since that cantén was
created after the earlier census was taken, I would like
to thank the people at the Direccién Gensrgl de Estad{stica
¥y Censos for making the unprocessed 1573 data availadle to me.
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Table 5

Coffee Exports
1940-1950 (in kilograns)

Year England All Europe U.S.A. Otheres Total

1940 8,568,377 10,966,087 6,876,056 336,894 18,704,132
1941 0 084,458 16,189,438 1,640,279 21,504,002
1942 2,713 951,948 14,266,255 637,311 20,672,426
1943 820 667,675 18,355,244 2,717,723 24,214,463
1944 0 649,184 14,3233,¢38 787,121 18,778,398
1945 70 876,149 19,179,229 604,705 21,842,834
1950 24,500 6,102,260 11,962,309 758,826 19,055,471

Source: Alvarez, 19547:14-15.
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Population Distribution
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