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  Foreword


  Despite globalization (or perhaps one feature of it), most social research produced in the South is seldom read and even less often published in the North. Promises of mobility have flourished in recent decades; however, opportunities both for migrants and for knowledge produced in the South go beyond the ideologies of globalization. Rarely is the knowledge produced in those countries being analyzed taken into consideration, whether in UN reports or academic books alike; nonetheless, the “consultants” appoint themselves as “experts.”


  Shattering Myths on Immigration and Emigration in Costa Rica is designed to foment circulation of knowledge produced by local social sciences relating to immigration and emigration in Costa Rica among a wider audience. One point of departure for the translated version of this book is that immigration offers an opportunity not only as an object of interest for well-established academic institutions, but also as a channel for listening both to migrant voices and to local academic knowledge. Translation, then, is much more than a linguistic activity and becomes a tool of power within the academic field.


  The original Spanish edition of Shattering Myths was published in 2007 and, due to its enthusiastic reception, reprinted in 2008. It was conceived as a collective intervention in the field of immigration and made feasible through a small grant provided by the Central American Jesuit Migration Services. Rather than simply hiring another consultant, the project was planned as an invitation to gather together the most recent results of current research carried out by a group of colleagues from a diverse range of backgrounds.


  Shattering Myths maps historical trends, the demographic composition of foreign populations, public policy debates on immigration—especially concerning health care, emigration of Costa Ricans, especially to the United States, gendered patterns of immigration, and social imaginaries on immigration. The final chapter discusses a number of challenges for research on immigration.


  Immigration of Nicaraguans to Costa Rica and emigration of Costa Ricans to the United States are the main patterns of mobility discussed in the book. There are also chapters dealing with immigration of North Americans and Europeans to Costa Rica, which is scarcely acknowledged as immigration. Special attention is paid to the Gnöbe indigenous community, who come to Costa Rica from Panama for the coffee harvest.


  The Nicaraguan community constitutes between 7 and 8 percent of the total Costa Rican population and it is one of the largest foreign Latin American populations living in another country of the region. Costa Rica’s collective self-representation is often depicted through images produced about the Nicaraguan community; images that describe Costa Rica as peaceful, middle class and democratic are often projected in a mutually constitutive relationship with those that represent Nicaragua (and the Nicaraguans) as violent, poor, and authoritarian, respectively.


  It is estimated that between 2 and 3 percent of the population born in Costa Rica live abroad, especially in the United States. Unfortunately, the experience of being the “other” en el Norte has not been incorporated into the ways in which Costa Rican society perceives the Nicaraguan community in Costa Rica.


  Paul Almeida, a visiting professor at the Institute for Social Research during the 2008–2009 academic year, did a great job of facilitating links with Lexington Books. We very much appreciate Paul’s interest in forging networks between the South and the North. From the beginning, Michael Sisskin and Justin Race at Lexington Books were very receptive toward this project. We had the privilege of having Ms. Kari Meyers as our translator; she did conscientious, professional work. The chapters by Kate Goldade, Megan Rivers-Moore, Sang Lee, and Julia Fleming appear in this version as originally written in English (with noted exceptions). Carol Angulo did a great job of copyediting.


  The Vice-Presidency of Research of the University of Costa Rica provided financial supported for the translation from Spanish to English. My thanks to Professor Henning Jensen, vice president of research; Professor Julieta Carranza, deputy vice president of research; and Yamileth Figueroa and Ana Isabel Gamboa, members of the staff. My thanks are also due to Kathia Castro and Xinia Trejos, for facilitating, as always, many of the administrative procedures associated with this edition.


  Last but not least, thanks very much to members of the Nicaraguan community from whom I have learned important lessons on how to overcome hard times. In an oblique way, this is a contribution toward a major understanding of their situation.


  Introduction


  Carlos Sandoval-García


  The end of 2005 is remembered in Costa Rica for the death of Natividad Canda after a ferocious attack by several rottweiler dogs in plain view of a group of policemen and civilians. In line with a reproachable tendency in journalism, the news was not about the person, but rather the dogs. We found out more about them than about the person. It was enough to know that he was Nicaraguan; his name was incidental. Controversies arose over whether the dogs should be put to sleep, whether their owners were responsible, whether a person on another’s property had rights or not, and so forth. What is incomprehensible is why, especially for television media, there was a kind of morbid fascination with the topic. When jokes about Natividad’s death multiplied through Internet and cell phone text messages, television media seemed to become aware of this fascination, but that did nothing to mitigate the reigning sensationalism. Mass media ask for accountability, but they do not hold themselves accountable. Days later, a Costa Rican man took the life of José Ariel Silva and wounded two other Nicaraguans during an argument revolving around the death of Natividad Canda.


  In one of life’s ironies, a few days after the deaths of Natividad and José Ariel, a Costa Rican, Rigoberto Alpizar, was hit by several bullets and died in the Miami Airport. Mass media emphasized that the man in question had certain health problems, but they left out that Rigoberto, like Natividad and José Ariel, was an immigrant. The airport police claimed that there were suspicions surrounding an Egyptian who might have been a terrorist. That person turned out to be Rigoberto, who, for all effects, could have been Egyptian or could have been like the Nicaraguans in Costa Rica. Rigoberto’s death, which had such a terrible impact on his family and loved ones, might help us Costa Ricans to understand the other side of the story. Until now, we have been on the side of the receptor society, but more and more Costa Ricans are leaving the country. Our emigration could become a means for comprehending immigration.


  Beyond their differences, the deaths of Natividad, José Ariel, and Rigoberto share the cultural fundamentalism of our time. If previously, racist ideologies constructed a vertical, hierarchized image of the so-called human races, the notion which now predominates is, rather, a horizontal one which assumes that cultures are vast and hostile by nature. The practical consequence of this is that a certain cultural position is the prerequisite for access to citizens’ rights. At a more local level, to this must be added the chronic inability of Costa Rican society to reflect upon itself and recognize that there has been a weakening of key institutions and an unraveling of the social imaginary which has perceived Costa Rica as “exceptional.” In Costa Rica, we have postponed debates about the nation we imagine ourselves to be. Anti-immigrant hostility has been the raw material for these excluding fantasies of nation.


  It is noteworthy, for example, that of the fourteen political parties registered at the national level for the 2006 elections, eight made reference to “nation,” “homeland,” and “Costa Rican” in their names. In addition, three parties employ “union” in their titles: the adjectives used for these unions are “national for change” and “patriotic.” This call for unity suggests a lack of the consensus which creates a sense of community. It seems to suggest that in a context of crisis, political parties themselves constitute an expression of that very crisis, rather than positing options for overcoming it. The parties seem to be interested in offering political agendas, rather than social agendas. Nationalism and patriotism appear to be one of the few referents from which to posit political discourse.


  The deaths of Natividad, José Ariel, and Rigoberto are lamentable because they are the most devastating manifestations of xenophobia, but we cannot neglect more subtle forms, which might be even more effective in transforming symbolic violence into an everyday matter. Interpretation of hostility and xenophobia must go beyond notions of prejudice or discrimination. The ways in which the other is imagined are related to the ways in which we perceive ourselves. The other is within us. Only by endeavoring to change ourselves can we attempt to modify our images of the other.


  In 2006, a new immigration law went into effect, with the support of thirtyeight congressmen; only five voted against it, in spite of innumerable efforts on the part of social organizations. The new law reduces immigration to a matter of “public safety” (the original version spoke of “national safety”). Ironically, while the Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the United States tries to persuade us of the virtues of opening borders, immigration legislation reinforces border controls, gives enormous discretionary power to authorities, and, above all, assumes that citizenship is defined by migratory status. Those without documents are not citizens, which has repercussions in registering children for school and in accessing health services, among others. In 2007, a proposal for reforming the law was presented by government officials to the Legislative Assembly; it is still too soon to tell how it will play out.


  The deaths of Natividad, José Ariel, and Rigoberto bring to the surface a little-explored relationship, for, on one hand, they illustrate the painful consequences of xenophobia, but they also make it clear that debates on immigration must be articulated from the incipient, but indispensable, discussion of the emigration of Costa Ricans, mostly to the United States. For decades, we have paid much more attention to the arrival of people from other societies, especially Nicaraguans and Colombians, while neglecting the departure of thousands of Costa Ricans.


  This text endeavors to fill the existing vacuum, to subvert the well-established myth of assuming that the optimal unit for analysis in social sciences is the nation-state, frequently leaving aside human mobility. This book, then, strives to go beyond the so-called nationalist methodology, which still predominates in social sciences, by means of a collection of articles which demonstrate that the presence of migrant communities in Costa Rica and the small Costa Rican diaspora must be considered interrelated phenomena. Some of the articles demonstrate that Nicaraguan immigration is less than the figures frequently stated; they also offer statistical estimates of the frequency of use of health services, one of the preferred topics for rationalizing anti-immigrant hostility. This book also explores the factors that lead thousands of Costa Ricans, around 2 percent of the population, to emigrate. Thinking of Costa Rica not only as a receptor society but also as one which expels is a pending challenge which this book contributes to positing. Another dimension of the myths to be subverted is that which deals with the presence of relatively or markedly prosperous immigrants, especially those from North America and Europe, who are usually not mentioned when the issue of immigration is discussed. This book alludes, then, to the need to create conditions for a society which is more self-reflective about its own constitution.


  This collection, which gathers together eighteen articles written by nineteen colleagues in social and human sciences—including architecture, communication, economy, statistics, photography, history, psychology, sociology, and theology—is organized into five sections: immigrant communities in Costa Rica, public services and policies, Costa Rican emigration, immigration and gender, and social imaginaries of migrations. Each section is introduced by photographs by Piet den Blanken, who, while visiting Nicaragua and Costa Rica, photographed the migratory experience of thousands of Nicaraguans.


  This book maps migratory tendencies in Costa Rica and some of their economic, political, cultural, and subjective implications. First, three kinds of migratory flow which are rarely analyzed simultaneously are characterized. One is the South-South flow, defined above all by the presence of the Nicaraguan community in Costa Rica. The South-North flow is also characterized, where Costa Rican emigration stands out, but about which little has been written. The final type of flow studied is the North-South, which tends to go unnoticed, in spite of increased tourism.


  These tendencies in mobility are discussed on various analytical levels. On one hand, some of the demographic traits of the mobility of certain populations are described; on the other hand, the implications of that are analyzed in terms of public policies, gender, and social imaginaries. This book integrates a variety of analytical perspectives which are usually dealt with separately. This has also lead to combining efforts from disciplinary and methodological traditions which are generally not found in a single collection, for example, perspectives which are predominantly quantitative or qualitative, and photography, which is sometimes left in the margins of social sciences. Photographs remind us that it is not a good idea to exaggerate the differences between social sciences and art. These two areas share a concern for interpreting meanings. Some of the photographs, like the one on the cover, also posit the challenge of the unsayable that which is difficult to articulate but is sometimes condensed in an image. On the cover, the looks of the father and the son and the way in which the father embraces the child who is probably his son might, through a special quality, express the experience of forced migrations to a great extent.


  ORGANIZATION OF THE BOOK


  The first section, “Immigrant Communities in Costa Rica,” endeavors to characterize certain demographic tendencies of migratory dynamics, first from a historical perspective and then through exploration of several specific migrant communities, such as those of the Nicaraguans. This section also aims at exploring North-South immigration in the case of Costa Rica, an analytical angle which is rarely used in literature on migrations. It begins with an article by Patricia Alvarenga, who studies the projects carried out by the Costa Rican State to promote massive immigration of Europeans during the last two decades of the nineteenth century up to the mid-twentieth century. Thus, “desirable immigration,” “undesirable immigration,” and “immigration as a necessary evil” constitute indispensable clues for recognizing the way in which the Costa Rican State constructed ethnic hierarchies and how they are related to the imaginary of nationality fomented by the liberal elite.


  The next contribution is an article by Carlos Castro about the Nicaraguan community in Costa Rica, using data from the 2000 census as a point of departure. After situating the data within a historical perspective, Castro demonstrates how the results indicate that those born in Nicaragua constitute 5.9 percent of the total population. If Nicaraguans who live in households headed by a Nicaraguan and domestic servants are included, the estimate is 8.8 percent. It is a young population; 49.1 percent are younger than thirty-nine, and of those, 57.3 percent live in urban areas.


  This section continues with a contribution from Flora Calderón-Steck and Róger Bonilla-Carrión, who also explore the presence of North American and European residents in Costa Rica using data from the 2000 census. They emphasize that a good part of the literature on migrations has concentrated on the South-North flow, and on the South-South to a lesser extent. Less attention has been paid to analyzing what is known as international immigration of retirees, a topic of interest especially within the context of increased tourism in Costa Rica. The authors conclude that people from the United States and Canada and Europeans, constitute 3.5 percent and 2.2 percent of the foreign population of Costa Rica, respectively.


  Abelardo Morales uses coffee as a reference for illustrating the interdependent relationship between the transnational logic of economic, social, and political processes in Central America and migrations. While advertising produces new packaging for high-end varieties of coffee, coffee picking itself is one of the worst-paid occupations, far from the recognition that coffee pickers of the so-called golden bean received in earlier times. The author points out that while, on one hand, the consumer price for a pound of coffee reached US$21, that same coffee cost one dollar and twenty cents in the international market and the individuals who picked it, frequently Nicaraguan immigrants or ngöbbe natives, receive less than one dollar for each “cajuela”1 picked. This panorama implies a diminishing of the objects, of space-time, and of the subjects; they are not only noncitizens, but, above all, nonpersons.


  The second section of the book, “Immigration and Public Policies,” posits analysis of the impact of migrant communities on services, beyond those common sites that still insist that the deterioration of public services can be explained by the pressure exerted by migrants on those services. It includes an article by Gustavo Gatica, who balances the weight of the migrant Nicaraguan community in terms of demands for jobs and health services, education and housing. The results of the Multi-purpose Household Survey demonstrate that construction and agriculture absorb a good part of the migrant population. The author concludes that the demand for services is less than the relative total percentage of the resident Nicaraguan population in Costa Rica. Gatica argues that the Costa Rican State lacks public policy concerning migrations within a framework of development, which would require a distribution strategy to ensure the means by which different social groups could gain access to well-being.


  Roger Bonilla-Carrión, in his second contribution to this book, analyzes affiliation to the social security health system and use of its services by Costa Ricans and Nicaraguans based on the National Survey of Income and Expenses from the year 2004. In contrast to a certain imaginary which blames the Nicaraguan community for deterioration in health services, the author found that the number of net consultations from Nicaraguan homes is 17 percent lower than that of Costa Ricans. The data found in this article will, without a doubt, be of indispensable use both for critiquing certain xenophobic interpretations and for discussion and formulation of public health policies.


  The third section, “Costa Rican Emigration,” brings together three articles that illustrate the growing interest in studying the factors which drive Costa Rican emigration, especially to the United States, and the economic and sociocultural consequences of that emigration. It constitutes an emergent area of research to which this book aspires to make a contribution. After decades of hostility, especially toward the Nicaraguan community, we are beginning to document and analyze the fact that thousands of Costa Ricans are “Nicas”2 in the United States. Erika Chaves analyzes the remittances sent by Costa Ricans from outside the country. Data provided by the author estimates that the remittances sent to Central America are around US$3 billion, which in per capita terms surpass even the amounts reported for Mexico. In the case of Costa Rica, it is estimated that around 2 percent of the population lives outside the country, although some sources cite a larger number. Approximately 70 percent of the Costa Ricans who have emigrated to the United States send money to their families in Costa Rica; on the average, they send 25 percent of their income, which amounts to about US$420 monthly.


  Carmen Kordick de Cubero reconstructs the family history of the first individuals to emigrate from the Los Santos Zone to New Jersey, in the United States. The author provides estimates which suggest that one out of every four inhabitants from Los Santos lives in the United States, mostly as a consequence of the crisis in coffee prices. Rather than an individual decision, the decision to emigrate is perceived as an economic family strategy, which the author explores empirically in the case of the Cárdenas family, who come from San Marcos de Tarrazú. Some of its members decided to move first to San José in 1963 and three years later to the United States. During the next two decades nine of the siblings moved to New York. Kordick de Cubero states that emigration provokes anxiety in the region and is associated with family disintegration and criminality. In contrast, the author suggests that what is happening is not the neglect of children, but rather a redefinition of family dynamics which threatens the imaginary of the Costa Rican nuclear family.


  Carmen Caamaño also analyzes Costa Rican emigration to the United States. In particular, she concentrates on the networks established between Pérez Zeledón and the Los Santos Zone in Costa Rica and New Jersey; specifically, the author concentrates on the borough of Bound Brook, located in Somerset County, New Jersey. The concentration of Costa Ricans there is in response to the need for manual labor in “global cities” like New York. The author asserts that the Costa Rican community in New Jersey constitutes an expression of contemporary transnationalism, which, on the one hand, provides a labor force for global industries, but on the other hand, creates markets for products from the countries of origin, while the sending of remittances attempts to sustain traditional lifestyles in the regions of origin and produces adaptations in the family dynamics and gender relations. The author concludes by affirming that this emigration posits a series of challenges for the Costa Rican State, but to date there is no official recognition in the formulation of public policies of the factors which impel it and the challenges it presents.


  “Immigration and Gender” is the fourth section of this book. Although female immigration is not new, it has been made invisible, despite the fact that, proportionately, women migrants have increased more than men migrants. This section explores the migratory experience of women, their reproductive experience and their insertion in the workforce. It also brings to light specific ways in which gender, nationality and ethnicity are articulated within specific contexts. In her article, Rocío Loría explores life experiences of Nicaraguan and ngöbbe women. The author states that Nicaraguan migrant women have experienced outrages, including rapes, in order to reach their destinations and find work or housing. They send money to their families in Nicaragua, while sisters or grandmothers frequently care for the children who did not travel to Costa Rica. On their part, the immigration of ngöbbe women must be understood within the context of the poverty in which they live. During the past fifteen years, ngöbbe families and groups travel around to pick coffee in season. This movement does not affect gender discrimination against the women. The men generally control work pay and abuse them. Meanwhile, xenophobia and rejection reinforce their withdrawal and insecurity.


  On the basis of ethnographic research in the region of Grecia, Kate Goldade analyzes how Nicaraguan migrant women experience reproduction and maternity. The author employs a longitudinal perspective which led her to interview each selected migrant three times over a period of eleven months. This article highlights how, on one hand, the Costa Rican economy depends on migrant workers but, on the other hand, punishes them, especially when they have no documents, by leaving them by the wayside of medical attention. Pregnancy can facilitate access to health services and documentation, since a birth on national soil gives the right of residency to the mother, but at the same time, it is a period in which vulnerability increases and taking care of the children becomes more difficult.


  Sang Lee analyzes the insertion of Nicaraguan women in the yucca and pineapple industries in the district of Pital in the San Carlos region, a place which illustrates the connection between the restructuring of the agricultural sector and international immigration. In Pital, some 3,700 hectares of pineapple and around 1,500 hectares of yucca are grown, mostly for export. It is estimated that, at present, about 500 people, mostly Nicaraguan women, are employed in the packing plants for these two crops. Within this context, the author analyzes how the increase in agriculture for export purposes has affected the work and the workers. In order to do so, she interviewed fifty women who worked in two packing plants and worked along with them in doing their jobs. The best-paid jobs are given to individuals with documents; meanwhile, the worst-paid jobs are handled by those without them.


  Megan Rivers-Moore, on her part, analyzes the sex tourism of U.S. and Canadian men in Costa Rica, who tend to gather in downtown San José. The author suggests that a “comparative transnational masculinity” operates in the narratives of sex tourists, which makes it possible for the tourists to see themselves as dominant masculine subjects both with their compatriots and with Costa Rican men. It might seem strange to find an article on sex tourism in a book on migrations; nevertheless, as the author asserts, one of the challenges ahead is to discover why sex tourism is not included within the framework of issues concerning foreigners.


  The fifth and final section of the book is titled “Social Imaginaries of Migration.” Conversations and news about migrations frequently encompass and articulate xenophobia and racism, whether covertly or explicitly. The contributions to this section deal critically with some of the most common manifestations of symbolic violence. The first two articles enrich this book by taking humor seriously and analyzing the narrative forms and references in jokes about Nicaraguans which abound in Costa Rica. Jorge Ramírez asserts that jokes are mechanisms which reproduces prejudices, which are then transformed into common sense. Jokes, the author affirms, naturalize and normalize the symbolic violence proffered to those who are considered different. This difference is then reproduced and amplified by the jokes. The author examines some of the hundreds of jokes which have become popular in the last few years with undergraduate students at the National University and the University of Costa Rica, and he questions the textual, discursive, rhetorical, and stylistic strategies which are employed to create images of self and of the other. He also asks what political and ideological implications can be derived from the jokes. The author concludes that jokes illustrate the paradox that while legislation has advanced in the penalization of diverse forms of discrimination, including racism, it is instilled and reproduced in everyday life.


  Karen Masís and Laura Paniagua also explore jokes revolving around the Nicaraguan community. In particular, they concentrate on a compilation of jokes from 2004 and 2005 and compare them with a compilation from ten years earlier. The authors conclude that jokes which discredit Nicaraguans in terms of their cultural or cognitive competence in dealing with everyday life are common. They also find that there is an abundance of jokes referring to the possibility of destroying Nicaraguans; jokes that hypersexualize Nicaraguan men and women are also common. Both the destructiveness and the hypersexualization appear to have intensified in the past decade. The authors are interested in exploring what traits of Costa Rican society surface in the process of denigrating the Nicaraguan community. Near the end of the article, there is a detailed discussion of jokes revolving around the death of Natividad Canda.


  The last article in this section was written by Julia Fleming, director and producer of the documentary NICA/ragüense, which won first prize in its category at the Costa Rican Cinema and Video Showing in 2005. Why, Fleming asks herself, did a foreigner, someone from the United States, want to make a film about Nicaraguan immigration to Costa Rica? After filming one hundred hours, she faced the challenge of editing what she considered most relevant. The events which occurred in La Carpio in 2004, during production of the documentary, had a strong impact on the author; something similar could be said about her link to Mariluz, a Nicaraguan woman whom she met in Bajo de los Anonos and whose family she interviewed in Nicaragua. The author laments having concentrated on emigration from the Pacific side of Nicaragua while leaving out those who emigrated from the Atlantic side. Unfortunately, that is also a gap in this book. The lives of the Miskites who now live in Pavas await our attention, comprehension, and commitment.


  The book closes with an article by Carlos Sandoval-García which posits four main challenges for research dealing with migrations; the first refers to the need to delve more deeply in analyzing the connection between economic restructuring processes and migratory dynamics. The second one considers the need for conceptualization of citizenship beyond nationality. The third article posits the importance of acknowledging the formation of a third space among migrant communities, that is, a space in which people are known neither for the society from which they came nor that to which they have arrived. The fourth deals with the need to explore the conformation of subjectivities within migratory contexts. In other words, challenges in the fields of economy, politics, culture and subjectivity, respectively, are addressed.


  This book would not have been possible without the commitment and willingness of the authors of these articles, who, beyond their differences in perspectives and disciplines, share a concern for the inequities which frequently spark migrations, as well as an interest in contributing to academic debate on the issue. All of them agreed to make time to prepare articles during 2006 and 2007. It is a privilege to have eighteen articles, most of which are the result of research projects, of graduate and postgraduate theses, which are either ongoing or recently finalized.


  The Servicio Jesuita para Migrantes de Centroamérica (Jesuit Service for Central American Migrants) financed the editing and printing of this book in Spanish. Many thanks for the support and confidence in the initial idea. Many thanks to Kathia Castro and Xiomara Siles, members of the Institute of Social Research, for their administrative and technical support, respectively. Monica Brenes gave support to coordinating the project from its beginning, gathering and assisting in polishing the articles. She was also in charge of translating Julia Fleming’s article, originally written in English, to Spanish, and also did the index; Jeanina Umaña clarified passages which were not always clear in the task of translation. Mr. Tomás Saraví was in charge of stylistic editing. Laura Paniagua and Karen Masís incorporated stylistic corrections into the digital version. Everlyn Sanabria designed and diagrammed the book with her well-known skills. Adriana Montanaro designed the cover. Employees of the Lara y Segura Press printed the book promptly.


  Finally, but no less important, I want to thank my family for facilitating so many hours of work to complete this project. The peaceful sleep of my daughter Lucía allowed me to combine new fatherhood smoothly with the final tasks of editing.


  NOTES


  1. Translator’s note: A “cajuela” is a unit of measurement traditionally used for coffee picking, the equivalent to the amount held by the baskets traditionally used by coffee pickers. Twenty “cajuelas” make one “fanega,” which is equivalent to 1.58 bushels.


  2. Translator’s note: “Nica” is a shortened form of the word Nicaraguan. However, in Costa Rica it frequently has a pejorative connotation.


  Part I


  MIGRANT COMMUNITIES IN COSTA RICA
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  Chapter One


  Foreign Immigration in Costa Rican History


  Patricia Alvarenga


  This article analyzes the immigration projects of farm workers and settlers which were fomented by the Costa Rican state from the final decades of the nineteenth century, the period during which the process of creating a national identity started to take hold, until the mid-twentieth century, when the last project of foreign settlement with ample state participation took place. Although these projects were not very successful, the discourses that they generated were founded upon the process of creation of a national identity, at the same time that they contributed to forging it.


  This article also examines how the main currents of migratory workers were generated during the first half of the twentieth century. By following the clues of the construction of “desirable immigration,” “undesirable immigration,” and “immigration as a necessary evil,” we are able to discover the State’s hierarchization of the immigrants’ world, as well as how this hierarchization was defied daily by silent currents of immigrants who challenged the concept of Costa Rican exclusivity in the Central American world.


  THE “IDEAL RACE” AND MIGRATORY PROCESSES IN LATIN AMERICA


  During the second half of the twentieth century, those governing in Latin America, especially those who were located in sparsely populated countries, fomented massive immigration from Europe. Governments like those of Argentina and Brazil went through many attempts before their settlement projects were successful. Only when conditions which were relatively acceptable to immigrants were created did these countries succeed in attracting the human masses needed to populate rich agricultural regions, ideal for supplying the rapidly expanding European market (see Hammett 1992, pp. 348–52). During colonial times, worker immigration in Latin America had been essentially black. The forcible displacement of millions of human beings of African origin succeeded in resolving the problem of the lack of workers, especially in the regions where the indigenous population was scarce. In the nineteenth century, slavery was abolished, a result of the participation of the black and mulatto population in Latin American independence processes and within the context of growing problems in supplying slaves because of the British decision to prohibit it.


  However, in the Caribbean, migration of black Anglophiles became very dynamic. These are the workers who, in Central American countries, to a great extent solved the problems of a work force (especially one suited to tropical climates) needed for the construction of railroads, expansion of the big banana companies, and one of the greatest works of the continent: the inter-oceanic canal (see Murillo 1995, ch. 3).


  However, the immigration of blacks was not viewed favorably by the dominant sectors in Latin America. It was barely tolerated as a “necessary evil” when it became indispensable for the development of certain economic activities. Those States that favored immigration were not willing to receive just any ethnic group. Thousands of immigrants from China, who had no option but to accept labor conditions which were rejected not only by white immigrants but also by other, less-favored ethnic groups, encountered great difficulties while settling in Latin American countries.


  In reality, the policies for attracting immigrants were fundamentally aimed at recruiting the white population of Western Europe (Euraque 1996). This selective policy for immigrant groups, which was present in practically all of Latin America, can be explained by the growing predominance of scientific, eugenic theories in national discourse. Social Darwinism conceives of those ethnic groups who do not come directly from Europe as “inferior races.” In effect, racism is by no means a novelty in Latin America and the Caribbean. The slavery and subordination of indigenous peoples is founded ideologically on the argument of the natural inferiority of these groups.


  However, it was not until the nineteenth century, within the context of the transition from a caste society to a national society, that concern arose over the racial and ethnic composition of the population inhabiting the territory of the rising Latin American nations. The fundamental objective of positivist liberalism for the geographic spaces being constituted into nations was founded on the ideal of progress. But this progress was a privilege exclusively of the white world. That is, it was not part of regions where populations of “inferior races” predominated. Nation, a basic constitutive element of civil society, that is, of a society which creates common elements of identification among its members, is founded upon ethnicity. Those national projects with significant indigenous populations favored biological and cultural crossbreeding, which was considered the only possible mechanism (except for genocide, practiced only in exceptional cases) for improving the racial conditions of the country’s inhabitants (see Moreno 1998).


  SETTLEMENT PROJECTS IN THE WHITE COSTA RICAN NATION


  By the end of the nineteenth century, the population of Costa Rica that was integrated into the national project, situated in the Central Valley, was considered “racially” homogeneous and predominantly white. At that point, the dominant sectors, although satisfied with the ethnic composition of the population, were convinced that their low numbers were impeding progress. Because of that, the low population growth rate became a concern to national authorities. For example, the Memoria de Gobernación, Policía y Fomento de 1905–1906 (Government, Policy and Development Report) states that the number of births in 1905, which was up to 3,389, “is disheartening,” especially if one takes into consideration that there was a “negative balance” of 432 people who emigrated to Panama to participate in the building of the inter-oceanic canal (National Archives of Costa Rica [ANCR], Serie Congreso 1905–1906, p. 295).


  Ever since the mid-nineteenth century, those governing decided to support settlement companies, as long as they attracted the desired European population, of course. In 1850 the government of Costa Rica created the Junta Protectora de las Colonias (Council for the Protection of the Colonies), whose objective was to motivate immigration of settlers of European origin, and in 1862, with the Ley de Bases y Colonización (Law of Bases and Settlements), the colonization of “African and Chinese races” was prohibited; in cases where this immigration was indispensable, the government was empowered to limit and control it (Murillo 1995, p. 73).


  On the Caribbean side of Costa Rica, two big enterprises—the building of the railroad, given in concession to entrepreneur Minor Keith, and large-scale banana production in the hands of the multinational United Fruit Company (UFCo)—had fomented immigration of people of Chinese origin and, especially, of Jamaicans. This immigration was tolerated by the government in part because of the government’s limited ability to regulate multinational companies, and in part because this was the only workforce willing to immigrate on a large scale to that region.


  Nevertheless, the Costa Rican government continued to attempt to increase the country’s population with European immigrants. Thus, during the second half of the nineteenth century and the first few years of the twentieth century, several contracts were signed between the central government and private companies directed toward the insertion of immigrants. In the settlement projects of the Costa Rican state, there is no mention of the mestizo population of the rest of Central America. However, as will be analyzed later, this immigration, which came mostly from Nicaragua, was barely “tolerated,” especially in areas far from the Central Valley, but it was never considered a “solution” to the problem of low population density. The migratory projects were based on an implicit premise: positive immigration should come from populations which share cultural characteristics and physical similarities to those of Costa Ricans (that is, those in the Central Valley) and this ideal immigration was not to be found in Central America; it was eminently European.


  WHITE IMMIGRANTS TO COUNTERACT BLACK IMMIGRATION


  There were few migratory projects between 1880 and 1950, but they were ambitious ones. For example, in 1881 President Tomás Guardia, in the heat of enthusiasm for construction of the Atlantic Railroad, which created new, very attractive possibilities for settlement, signed a contract with Esteban Perera, a Spaniard who was to bring immigrants to inhabit lands that the railroad facilitated for incorporation into the mercantile economy. Mr. Perera was to introduce, no less, “a number of immigrants of the white race that would not be fewer than eight thousand five hundred individuals of both sexes, suitable for agricultural jobs” (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1881, f. 5). Perera was to be rewarded with an immense amount of land located between the mouth of the Parismina River and the Turrialba and Irazú volcanoes. However, these lands given to him for his use would become his property slowly, according to the number of immigrants who settled in the country (ibid.).1 The government would grant those immigrants tax exemptions as long as they maintained their citizenship, as well as a free trip in second-class on the Atlantic Railroad.


  From the contract it can be inferred that the immigration conditions would be negotiated directly between Perera and the immigrants themselves. No mention is made in this document of giving any land to the settlers, which suggests that Perera could become a huge landholder who could maintain control of newly arrived individuals by means of a system which could be colonialist.


  This contract reveals the lack of experience of national authorities in terms of initiatives for fomenting immigration. Those countries which attempted to attract large numbers of white immigrants only succeeded when they offered them acceptable conditions for the move (the government generally took care of travel expenses) and for settling in. As soon as they arrived at their destination, they were given a salary or a subsidy (depending on the property relations which were established), and they were settled in agricultural operations located in economically dynamic areas. Apparently those governing at the national level were mistaken in their belief that it was enough to contract an entrepreneur who would take charge of bringing thousands of human beings from Europe to the inhospitable lands of the Caribbean. However, in the migratory projects of the State at the beginning of the twentieth century, one can see stronger government participation in the policies regarding this issue.


  It can be inferred from reading this contract between the State and Perera that the central authorities hoped to counteract the black immigration fomented by Minor Keith for building the railroad and developing the banana plantations, which had increased considerably starting at the end of the 1870s (Murillo 1995, p. 82). Possibly the government hoped to contribute to developing an immense banana operation whose workforce would be made up of European immigrants. By so doing, according to government calculations, they could compensate the demographic weight of an immigration which was undesirable, but which constituted a necessary evil because it was indispensable for finishing the railroad and for fomenting the banana enterprise.2 In 1896 and 1907, two migratory projects approved by the Legislative Assembly contradict what has traditionally been believed about immigration policies: that they were aimed at populating only uninhabited areas. On the contrary, by importing migrant workers, these projects hoped to create a solid labor market for coffee. Of course, they failed, but had they been successful, perhaps that would have provoked significant transformation in coffee properties, facilitating great development of haciendas.


  In 1896, legislator Francisco Oreamuno presented a new project to the Assembly which proposed that 50,000 pesos of the budget be destined toward government payment of travel costs for immigrants, and also manifests concern over “establishing the racial characteristics, customs and profession that should distinguish them” (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1896, f.1v.). At that time, expansion of banana activity attracted many workers to the Central Valley. Coffee operations were not able to compete in terms of salaries with the banana companies. Because of that, in spite of the inhospitable conditions of the Caribbean, small producers, and especially peasants who had lost their access to land, accepted the challenge of transforming the jungle in exchange for the possibility of acquiring some savings in just a few years. On the other hand, by the beginning of the twentieth century, small cities were becoming the object of young peasants’ attention.3 In addition, it must be remembered that up until the mid-twentieth century, the Central Plateau was a source of emigration to the new settlement areas. These movements of the population, a topic which will be analyzed later, had a negative effect on the availability of workers for the expansion of coffee growing, the most important agricultural activity in the central part of the country.


  In this context, legislator Oreamuno proposed importing workers for the plantation owners, that is, peons for coffee operations, by means of the following procedure: a register would be started in which landowners could register and request the addition of a given number of immigrants. When they arrived, the government would pay their passage, the price of which would then be exempted for the landowner as long as he was able to hold his workers.


  Although this project failed, it demonstrates that the coffee elite had not passively accepted the limits imposed on the accumulation of wealth by the existence of a majority population of small and mid-size producers. In the national Costa Rican imaginary, it was possible to transform this reality by massively importing workers destined to become part of the plantation work-force. But the great limitation imposed upon the national imaginary was in the ethnic borders this created: only in the Central Valley was it possible to conceive of massive immigration from Western Europe.4


  In 1907, when another project was presented for bringing workers for the coffee growers, the Comisión de Caminos y Colonias del Congreso (Congressional Commission for Roads and Settlements), which included, among others, congressmen P. Pérez Z., praised the initiative with what were, at that time, classic arguments: European immigration, especially Spanish, would successfully “meld” with the native population. By this, Pérez made it clear that the Costa Rican population was fundamentally of European origins (Palmer 1996, p. 115).5 Thus, from the point of view of their contemporaries, the immigration projects would consolidate that homogeneity because there would not be much difficulty in integrating national culture with the new inhabitants from Europe, since the latter, in genetic and cultural terms, shared similarities with the country’s population (Soto 1998, p. 215).


  As with previous projects, the congressmen mentioned the success of “ideal, well-directed immigration” in countries such as the United States, Canada, and the Republic of Argentina (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1908, f.9). This project also failed. Despite having approved this new project for fomenting immigration, President Cleto González V. insisted that it was better to provide medical services and good health conditions to the inhabitants of the country than to bring immigrants “who were not always useful” into the country (Palmer 1996, p. 113). In effect, by that time there was clearly an important change in the policy of fomenting settlement and increasing the population. In the following decades, as Steven Palmer has analyzed, the emphasis in state policies would be on improving conditions of hygiene and health among the national population and on fomenting internal immigration projects (ibid.).6


  “UNDESIRABLE IMMIGRATION” DOMINATES


  Most of the immigrants belonging to “attractive” ethnic groups who stayed in the country settled down in urban areas. As Rita Bariatti demonstrates (1987, p. 204) in relation to Italian immigration (the European immigration second in numerical importance), they tended to concentrate in San José and dedicate themselves to occupations which are characteristic of the urban world: handicrafts and commerce, especially. In the censuses, Bariatti finds no Italians who belong to the category of “day laborers,” and by 1927, of the 427 Italian residents in San José registered in the census that year, only five fell into the category of “farmers.”


  Statistical information on judicial processes located for the years 1904 and 1905 makes it possible to see the geographical distribution of the population considered “foreign,” with the drawback that nationality was not specified. The conclusion to be drawn from analyzing this data is that foreigners were situated in the Central Valley, fundamentally in the cities.


  The situation changes when analyzing the cases of the provinces of Limón, Puntarenas and Guanacaste. In Limón, both in the city and in the rest of its territory, the majority of those taken to court are foreigners. This is due to the significant foreign immigration of Jamaican, Nicaraguan, Chinese, and Panamanian (native) origin, people who were attracted by the high salaries of the banana plantations. But it is also due to a special phenomenon to be discussed later: a good part of the black population born in Costa Rica was considered “foreign.” In the case of Puntarenas, we also find a significant number of foreigners who were judged in court. Like the tendency in the Central Valley, a vast majority of the foreigners were found in the capital of the province.


  The case of Guanacaste in 1905 also demonstrated particularities; in this province there were a significant number of foreigners who were judged in court, 41, although the number of Costa Ricans who went to trial was considerably higher, 176. The foreigners were not concentrated in the provincial capital; there were only eleven trials in Liberia, while in small towns, an elevated number of foreigners were brought to justice: seventeen and ten, respectively, in Santa Cruz and Las Cañas. This is undoubtedly due to the temporary or permanent immigration of Nicaraguans. The cultural and family ties which existed between the inhabitants of the Guanacaste province and the southern part of Nicaragua motivated the development of a permanent migrant flow to the interior of this region which developed at the margins of the state migratory projects. It is interesting that a significant group of processed individuals from the category of “unknown” were found in Guanacaste. There were forty-five of them, and they tended to be found in Liberia (nineteen), Santa Cruz (fourteen), and Las Cañas (four). This category might have referred to a sector of the population whose life activity could be called “transborder,” that is, whose geographic sphere of action transcended border demarcations. It is feasible that the people who descended from this sector frequently were not registered in either of the two countries. On the other hand, given the fluidity of the relationships of exchange in the border region, the category “unknown” was probably utilized in Costa Rica to designate this “undocumented” population (ANCR, Sección Congreso 1906, pp. 334–50).7


  As can be seen from this information, the migratory project of the Costa Rican State faced significant problems. The “desirable” immigration that went to the Central Valley did not work in agriculture, but rather, tended to be incorporated into city life. This tendency has only recently been reverted with the predominance of Nicaraguan migration over the rest of the immigrant population. A good share of this massive affluence of foreign population headed toward the rural areas and became part of the activities related to the harvesting of agricultural products. However, the 1973 census, which preceded this massive immigration, demonstrates that the Nicaraguan, Jamaican, Panamanian, and Chinese population, unlike other immigrants, did not tend to gather in San José. At that time, Nicaraguans were a minority group which had settled in more dispersed fashion around the country. In contrast, the traditionally desirable migration, that is, of European origins, continued to maintain then—as it does now—its eminently urban character.


  However, during the twentieth century, immigration from the Caribbean and the Central American isthmus had the greatest numbers. According to available census data from 1864 to 1984, the foreign population consisted mainly of Nicaraguans, followed by Jamaicans (starting with the 1883 census up to the 1950 census), then Panamanians (who are registered as such in census data as of the 1927 census), and finally, Europeans. The origins of the migrant population of the twentieth century, which is predominantly Caribbean and Central American, was still not evident in the final decades of the nineteenth century. For example, in the 1892 census, Europeans predominated, since there were 2,339 of them out of a total of 6,289 foreigners registered. In that census there were 1,302 Nicaraguans, 634 Jamaicans, and 676 Colombians (most of whom probably came from the region corresponding to Panama). There was probably a significant gap in immigrant registration, especially those from Nicaragua and Panama because of their location in the border territories at both extremes and in rural areas where state officials would have difficulty reaching. Additionally, as mentioned earlier, at the beginning of the century the category “undefined” was still employed to refer to the population whose place of birth in the border region was unknown. This “undefined” national character surely contributed to the census gap also.


  In the twentieth century, in contrast, there was a clear tendency toward the predominance of other Central American countries in the migrant population (with Nicaragua and Panama in first and second place, respectively), while the numerical importance of European migration definitely tended to decline. The Jamaican population appeared as the most important immigrant ethnic group in the 1927 census, when it reached 17,248. Nevertheless, as the century progressed, it declined abruptly. The migratory tendencies of the twentieth century imposed themselves despite contradicting the policies of the Costa Rican State. Jamaican immigration became a “necessary evil” which had to be tolerated, at least in places with high demand for labor in the Caribbean region. Nicaraguan and Panamanian immigration dominated because their social, economic, and family ties transcended the artificial borders created by contemporary states (see Morales 1997).


  MIGRATORY POLICIES UP TO THE 1930s


  In effect, while politicians attempted to create the conditions needed to attract the immigration desired, they also worked on elaborating migratory legislation which would allow them to reject undesirable immigration. In the constitution of 1871, there were no obstacles to foreign immigration. However, in the following decades, laws were created to restrict immigration in order to provide the State with a judicial instrument which would permit them to select immigrants (see Bariatti 1987, pp. 162–68; Soto 1998, pp. 224–40). These laws were specifically designed to impede the arrival of certain ethnic groups. For example, in 1897, new immigrations of Chinese people were prohibited, and in 1914, of Arabs, Turks, Armenians, and gypsies. By 1904, Arabs, Turks, Armenians, and gypsies had been prohibited from entering the country, but in 1910, they were once again allowed in as long as they could produce, upon entering, at least 1,000 colons (Bariatti 1987, p. 163).8 The influence of eugenic theories can clearly be found in the legislation, not only in terms of the construction of superior and inferior races, but also in terms of the selection of individuals on the basis of their individual physical characteristics. In 1905, during the administration of Ascensión Esquivel, new migratory legislation was approved to restrict the entry of indigents, enfeebled individuals, those with court records, or people with permanent physical handicaps, unless they could prove they owned assets which guaranteed their survival. In addition, they took advantage of the occasion to prohibit entry of “proclaimed anarchists” (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1905, f.9). However, these projects to control foreign migration contradicted internal migratory tendencies.


  In the 1920s, the lack of a workforce for coffee operations had become a chronic problem. In 1924 a project was presented before Congress to eliminate the section of the decree from August 31, 1914, which established that immigrants must have at least 1,000 colons with them. The Comisión de Gobernación (Governing Commission) agreed to the proposal since, their members asserted, this law of “highly defensive tendencies” was having negative effects on the economy, while contributing to stimulating undesirable internal migration. They explained that due to the difficulties confronting producers in the Atlantic Region in importing day laborers from outside the country, they had resorted to the work force from the interior of the country, attracting them with promises of high salaries. That aggravated the problems of lack of workers, which provoked a considerable increase in the cost of the daily wages and the agricultural products. The Commission also alleged another very important reason for modifying this law: health (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1924, f.4).


  As pointed out earlier, the low population growth rate was one of the main concerns of the Costa Rican State since it was believed that the sparse population represented an obstacle to economic growth.


  To summarize, the “strict selection” of the universe of the immigrants which the State had established was a limitation for the economic growth of Costa Rica. In effect, the internal immigration from the Central Valley toward the Caribbean, which exacerbated the scarcity of workers in the coffee operations, was tied to the selective policy of foreign immigration. In the face of this contradiction, the State was obliged to “accommodate” its immigration policy to permit the entry of “undesirable” populations.


  MIGRATORY POLICIES DURING THE CRISIS OF 1930


  During the crisis, the State began to “put into reverse” its policy of openness toward “undesirable” foreign immigration initiated in the 1920s, establishing greater control over workers coming from other regions of the isthmus and the Caribbean. That was when a clear tendency toward penalizing immigrants who entered the country without fulfilling requirements became apparent.


  With the creation of the Registro de Identificación Inmigratoria (Immigration Identification Register), in 1930, bureaucratic and police controls were created over foreigners, who were to present themselves to the local police authorities where they resided in order to account for their activities, the amount of time they expected to stay in the country, and their means of subsistence. In addition, they were supposed to supply the names of individuals of good reputation who could provide references for them, if possible. Foreigners were obliged to carry an immigration identification card and renew it every two years. Article 9 stated that the owners of hotels, inns, and boarding houses which housed recently arrived foreigners must report them to the Police Station under pain of arrest, at the very least, or a fine ranging from one to thirty colons. Article 8 stated that a foreigner who entered the country clandestinely, without the requisite documents, “would be obliged to leave the country immediately. If he did not do so, he would be considered, for that reason, a pernicious foreigner and would be expelled from national territory” (Leyes y Decretos 1931).


  But these drastic measures were not applied equally to all foreigners. For example, members of the diplomatic corps and other representatives of international institutions or corporations were exempt from this system, as were individuals who held distinguished positions in their country of origin. In addition, Article 14 stated, “The General Director of Police is authorized to exempt from the formalities of this decree other foreigners whom he deems to be deserving, based on their acknowledged honorability” (Leyes y Decretos 1931).


  By doing this, the law established an important distinction between “distinguished foreigners” who were well received and “suspicious foreigners” who, even when accepted, needed to be kept under strict control. Where were the limits between the two? These were established by the authorities, and it is easy to imagine that ethnic criteria would have special importance in that selection. In addition, we can infer that leaving this distinction open was an instrument for controlling immigration from other Central American countries without creating legislation that was explicitly discriminatory. In so doing, conflicts with neighboring governments would be avoided. Finally, in the context of the crisis, the goal of this law was to contain labor immigration.


  In 1931, immigrants in general were required to present no less than 1,000 colons in cash. But once again there was an exemption for “individuals whose antecedents, merits or condition of proved honorability deserves this attention” (Leyes y Decretos, March 3, 1931, Article 1).9 In Article 2, the Executive Branch was authorized to reject immigrants “that it deems harmful to the country,” based on reports from local authorities or from outside the country.


  In 1933, the State created a new judicial instrument for controlling “by discretion the immigration”: “the Executive Branch is empowered to demand, when it deems necessary, instead of simple presentation of the one thousand colons referred to in Article 1 of the [immigration] law in question, the deposit of said sum for the time deemed appropriate” [italics added] (Leyes y Decretos 1934, Article 2).


  Within the context of the crisis, the State tended to abandon European settlement projects and foment self-immigration. Even so, as Ronald Soto asserts, in 1936 President Ricardo Jiménez decided to open the doors of the country to Polish settlement, which generated such opposition in the public opinion that Jiménez later affirmed “I see that exaggerated nationalism is on the rise, in my eyes, one of the most repulsive traits at this time in history” (Jiménez, cited in Soto 1999, p. 94). In effect, in the 1930s those immigrants who had found the doors open in American countries during the previous decade were confronted with increasing rejection on the part of the local population and those governments who earlier insistently offered them the best possible conditions to motivate them to emigrate.


  In this context, internal settlement projects took over. In 1930, the government founded the Colonia Agrícola Guápiles (Guápiles Agricultural Settlement). In the law establishing this settlement, it can be seen that the State was intent upon offering national settlers conditions which were even more attractive than those offered earlier to the inhabitants of the Old World in different European settlement contracts. In effect, the government commits to supplying settlers with transportation, housing, a good parcel of land in the area of residence, tools for labor, and also, during the first six months, those articles needed for subsistence. The State’s eagerness to favor internal immigration is clearly seen in Article 26 of the law to set up this settlement, which establishes that the head of household must be Costa Rican as the first requirement to obtain lands in this new settlement. In addition, these men, to whom land would be given, had to demonstrate that they did not have any infectious diseases. By so doing, they hoped to populate the uninhabited regions of the country, as much as possible, with a healthy population which would guarantee healthy descendants who would then be able to reproduce quickly, in accordance with eugenic theories (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1934, pp. 217–22; ANCR, Memoria de Fomento y Agricultura 1934, pp. 239–46).


  During the crisis, as pointed out earlier, there was a clear legislative tendency to limit labor immigration. Jeffrey Casey asserts that by the mid-1920s, the banana company faced a difficult time which caused job opportunities to decrease significantly. According to Casey, that was the factor which generated discriminatory discourse among white workers, a discourse which became especially virulent in the context of the 1930s. The white workers presented two requests against the blacks. The first was the eradication of black labor, to the degree possible, by impeding all immigration and carrying out mass deportations. Those deportations could be carried out without violating legislation, since a good part of the black population, even though born in Limón, did not have Costa Rican citizenship. That was not given automatically, but rather, required a special procedure. By so doing, the State reserved the right to carry out mass deportations in case it was believed necessary. The second demand of the workers revolved around the ethnic segmentation of the labor market: the whites requested that blacks be prohibited from doing specialized jobs. Within the crisis situation, when ethnic conflicts were exacerbated, an anonymous worker in 1932 referred to the invasion of blacks, Chinese, Polish, coolies, “and whatever other undesirable vermin are thrown out of other countries and not allowed elsewhere.” To impede this “invasion,” he asked authorities for strict migratory control (Casey 1979, p. 129). Within this context, a proposal presented to the Congress by legislator Otilio Ulate to prohibit blacks from participating in the new banana plantations of the Pacific was approved by ample margin.


  It is difficult to believe that these xenophobic expressions were simply the product of job competition. Since the nineteenth century, the State had been systematically articulating discriminatory discourses against “inferior races.” Costa Rica was not an exception to the open discrimination against the black population which characterized all Central American nations. The construction of ethnic hierarchies by the State was internalized by the general populace sectors to some extent, who decided to utilize the now classic, official, racist discourse in defense of their interests when they perceived that “the others” threatened their options for survival. At that point they employed the term “invasion” to express that threat, a term which is presently used repeatedly by a significant sector of Costa Ricans to manifest their feelings of fear and impotence in the face of Nicaraguan immigration (Alvarenga 1997).


  The Costa Rican government enforced a series of measures during the crisis to protect the working sectors which faced a situation that had been rare in the past: the relative abundance of labor. In 1936, for the first time, the State planned intervention regulating migrant labor in the country’s interior. Claiming that there was poor geographic distribution of the workforce, legislator José Manuel Peralta proposed that workers be transferred from the regions where there was a surplus to those which lacked laborers by means of the Oficina Técnica de Trabajo (Technical Office of Labor). This office would provide information concerning job opportunities to those interested. Entrepreneurs would pay for part of the moving costs of the workers and the government would negotiate lower prices with transportation companies. The project was approved (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1936, f.1). In 1936 the abundant coffee, rice, and banana crops were harvested thanks to the mobilization of 1864 workers to different parts of the country made possible by the Oficina Técnica de Trabajo.


  In synthesis, during the 1930s, there were significant changes in migratory policies. The government abandoned the projects which fomented European immigration (which had lost their impetus during the previous decade), strengthened controls over undesirable immigration and, for the first time, set out to resolve the problem of unemployment (especially acute in urban areas) by spatially redistributing the work force.


  MIGRATORY POLICIES IN THE 1940S


  In the 1930s, the Costa Rican State set the foundations for the migratory policies of the following decades and the projects for European settlements became almost a thing of the past. At that time, while internal settlement was encouraged, the policy of “strict selection” of foreign migration was strengthened.


  At the beginning of the 1940s, the State restricted the immigration of individuals from bellicose countries, especially from the axis (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1940, p. 5). During this decade the violent political discourse of the 1930s against blacks continued. By 1941, most black inhabitants had been born in Costa Rica. The law did not automatically confer citizenship upon them; rather, to obtain it, they had to follow an “option” process that cost five colons. The Minister of State, Labor and Social Planning, Francisco Calderón G., expressed his disgust with the system which “although it is very bad, cannot be avoided as long as the constitution continues to be articulated in its present form” (ANCR, Serie Congreso 1941, p. 57). In effect, despite that being one of the most progressive political situations the country has ever experienced, Francisco Calderón, brother to the leader whose government achieved passage of social guarantees, openly expressed his rejection of the black minority. This strong, discriminatory discourse must be understood within the context of the violent reaction of white workers to blacks during the critical situation of the 1930s.


  As mentioned earlier, the expansion of banana operations depended to a great extent on the work force from Nicaragua. Nicaraguans also used to mobilize in search of work toward Guanacaste and the Northern Region. In the 1940s, Francisco Ibarra Mayorga spoke of “the fruitful and priceless work of the Nicaraguan peon in the unhealthy and inclement fields of first the Atlantic Coast and then the Pacific” (1948, p. 9). In effect, as Philippe Bourgois (1994) explains, among those workers called “Latinos” who participated in banana operations, that is, all those workers who were neither indigenous nor black, the Nicaraguans were the ones who did the hardest jobs on the plantations like the “tearing down” of the mountain. Ever since the beginning of the century, the UFCo, Bourgois explains, would “delegate the work of clearing new territories to Nicaraguan contractors who brought workers from their own country” (p. 246). The subcontracting of Nicaraguans, far from being exclusively characteristic of a past in which there were no workers’ rights, resurged in the 1990s not only in the banana plantations (Samandú and Perera 1996, p. 18), but also in activities related to the harvesting of sugar cane and citric fruits.


  According to Bourgois, some of those who were supposedly Guanacastecans were Nicaraguans who passed for Costa Ricans. By 1946, just in the province of Guanacaste there were many thousands of Nicaraguans looking for work (1994, pp. 254–56). Ibarra asserts that in 1948 “the planting of rice, corn and beans … was done in great part by workers from Nicaragua or from that origin in Guanacaste, Upala, Los Chiles and other places in the Pacific” (1948, p. 9).


  It is difficult to determine when Costa Ricans from the Central Valley and minority groups from the Caribbean generated the first xenophobic manifestations against Nicaraguan minorities. However, the stereotypes about this ethnic group which dominated the 1990s were already quite generalized in the 1940s. According to Ibarra (1948), there was a prevalent “sad belief on the part of the average Costa Rican population that all we Nicaraguans are delinquents and pernicious” (p. 11). According to research by Ronald Soto, the present widespread image of the bellicose nature of Nicaraguan men was already present in the 1920s (1998, p. 443). These prejudices were even shared by workers from other marginalized ethnic minorities in the Atlantic, like the blacks and the Bribris. They categorized Nicaraguans as barbarians and as extremely violent. Carlos Sandoval affirms that in the progressive literature of the decade surrounding 1948, “Nicaraguans were frequently the ‘others’ associated with those anti-national values like violence and criminality” (1999, p. 119). Ibarra asserts that Nicaraguan men participated in the revolution of 1948 on both sides, but with the victory of Figueres’ troops, they were identified as “communists” and were cruelly persecuted by official authorities. It is precisely within this situation that Ibarra wrote his pamphlet in defense of his countrymen in Costa Rica.


  At the beginning of the next decade there was a clear tendency toward penalizing foreigners who enter without the requisite documents. In 1950 the Minister of Public Security consulted the Attorney General concerning “those urgent reforms for expediting the ample expulsion of foreigners who enter without documents” (La Nación 1950a, p. 4).


  In 1950 the dream of populating the countryside with immigrants of European origins was revived for the last time. Within the context of the difficult, postwar economic situation in Italy, the Italian government offered immigration of 3,000 Italian farmers from its former colony, Libya. To make the offer more attractive in the postwar world and the beginning of the Cold War, the Italian government defined these potential immigrants politically in the following terms: “they are not Fascists and they are anti-communists” (La Nación 1950b, p. 1).


  In 1950, Felipe Santacilia declared in La Nación newspaper that not all immigrants were welcome. On the contrary, the point was to attract only those “desirable foreigners” who could assimilate into the country and who were farmers (Santacilia 1950, p. 2). Of course, those desirable foreigners who could assimilate into the country were, by antonomasia, European foreigners. In the settlement projects fomented from the end of the previous century up to 1950, one systematically finds this hegemonic construction which distances Costa Rican culture from the rest of the Central American world, identifying it with European culture. Desirable immigrants were those who came from Europe because they were similar physically and culturally to those who constituted the Costa Rican nation.


  Finally, the Costa Rican government signed a contract with a settlement company that would take charge of the immigration of some 300 Italian families who would be given lands in the southern part of the country. This is how the settlement of San Vito de Java came to be. After this experiment, the dream of populating Costa Rican lands with white farmers imported directly from Europe died. The rapid population growth of the following decades led not only to populating uninhabited regions but also to exhausting the agricultural frontier in the 1970s. However, within the context of urban growth in the Central Valley, the scarcity of workers in the coffee-growing regions and in the large agricultural operations in general continued year after year and threatened producers with losing a good part of their crops. In the 1980s and 1990s, a new wave of foreign immigrants appeared, motivated by political violence and misery, in their majority Nicaraguans. It was due to the substantial increase of this immigration in the last few years that coffee growers were able to solve their recurrent problem of the lack of a work force, especially during harvesting (Alvarenga 2000). Nevertheless, this solution did not come from the European world, as hoped for by the statesmen during this long period which was analyzed. Throughout the entire century, “undesirable” Nicaraguan immigration has continued to dominate.


  CONCLUSION


  In searching for the nationalities most suitable for being integrated into Costa Rican society, politicians contributed to constructing this small world as a universe which was culturally distant from the rest of Central America and the Caribbean but, paradoxically, close to Western Europe. In this process, the prevailing discourse in the migratory projects recreated the limits between the “otherness” which should be incorporated and those which should be rejected.


  Representatives of the State resorted to two basic instruments to foment this selective immigration: contracts, which always failed, with “importers of settlers” and legislation which tended to be more and more restrictive toward undesired immigration. They dreamed of transforming those “empty” regions into areas populated by European settlers and even went so far as to create projects for importing white day laborers to foment the expansion of coffee plantations. In the face of the recurring failure of these projects, the governments offered growing incentives for internal settlement which was limited by low population and the dynamism of the banana business, always eager, in its periods of expansion, for new hands.


  In the 1930s, because of the diminished economy, the capital-work force ratio was quickly inverted. Thus, the projects to foment massive European immigration totally lost their validity while xenophobic expressions became stronger. Then began the testing of modern mechanisms to control and sanction poor immigrants, especially those people who belonged to ethnicities considered inferior. It was not until a new set of circumstances came about —postwar economic expansion and the misery of an Italy destroyed by the conflict of war—that the dream of European immigration was able to be revived. But that would be the last colonizing adventure of white immigrants fomented and approved by the Costa Rican State. After that, “unsolicited” immigrants from the northern border have been making their presence felt in national territory. Despite the efforts of the State to control their entry, they now represent a labor sector which is fundamental to the development of the Costa Rican economy both in the outlying provinces and in the Central Valley.


  NOTES


  1. “For each male immigrant older than fifteen and younger than fifty the contractor will be given ownership of ten ‘manzanas’ of land, five for each woman of the same age, three for each male child under fifteen and two for each female child less than that age. This property acquisition will be verified when the immigrants have resided in the Republic at least three years or at least one year in case of death” (ANCR, Serie Congreso, no. 8803, f.5v). [Translator’s note: A “manzana” is a unit of land measurement equal to 7,000 square meters, approximately 1.7 acres.]


  2. Ronald Soto (1998, pp. 186–206) details other contracts subscribed to by the government of Costa Rica and private contractors to foment immigration.


  3. Lucas Chacón (agricultural speaker from the first circuit) affirms that “emigration of the rural population toward the city greatly diminished when young people became convinced that one well-cultivated hectare of land produced more than the salaries of employees earning between 150 and 200 colones” (ANCR, Serie Congreso, Government and Policy Report of 1914, p. 351). [Translator’s note: The “colón” is the official currency of Costa Rica.]


  4. In 1907, Federico Mora proposed fomenting immigration of the Japanese, an ethnic group which has been particularly successful in the United States. However, as Ronald Soto points out (1999, p. 86), this proposal was exceptional because “that which was European was what was looked for, dreamed of, able to be assimilated into that Eurocentric model and imaginary that the nationalist mentality of the Costa Rican elite had disseminated as natural.”


  5. As Steven Palmer has shown (1996), the discourse of Costa Rican ethnic equality was hegemonic as of the end of the nineteenth century. Francisco Montero B., in his book Geografía de Costa Rica, published in 1892 and utilized as a textbook, affirmed that “with very little, almost insignificant difference, all the inhabitants of Costa Rica belong to the white race.… The population is homogeneous and forms a compact unit” (quoted in Palmer 1996, p. 115).


  6. Steven Palmer (1996, p. 113) affirms that González Víquez called this policy “self-immigration: taking national production and reproduction to its maximum.” In the Government and Development Report of 1905 and 1906 (p. 295), authorities refer to the problem of the high infant mortality rate and citing maternal ignorance as one of its principal causes, since women frequently visited a healer rather than going to the doctor. Thus so, “with such habits so deeply ingrained in popular customs … how could it be possible for Costa Rica Crezca Fecunda [grow fertilely] by itself?”


  7. Abelardo Morales (1999) uses the concept of transnationalization to refer to economies and societies which spill beyond the territorial referents imposed by the nation state.


  8. The State, at a time of an intense power struggle with the Roman Catholic Church, also discovered that immigration legislation was an important instrument for confronting the church. In 1884 and 1894, laws were passed which prohibited monastic orders and religious corporations from entering the country (Bariatti 1987, p. 163).


  9. Of course, the law exempted tourists and consular personnel. See Article 3 of Law and Decrees (1932).
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  Chapter Two


  The Quantitative Dimension of Nicaraguan Immigration in Costa Rica


  From Myth to Reality1


  Carlos Castro


  In this article we endeavor to account for the quantitative dimensions of the Nicaraguan immigrant population in Costa Rica. We will concentrate on the main traits of the population dynamics of this immigration, its historical antecedents, age structure, relative feminization and urbanization, the formation of bi-national homes, spatial distribution of the immigrant population, and in particular, its spatial concentration in a very significant number of counties and districts.


  POPULATION


  Nicaraguan immigration in Costa Rica presents a series of distinctive dimensions when compared to immigration from other geographical areas and to the national population.


  Dimensions of Nicaraguan Immigration and Historical Antecedents


  The 2000 census took into account a total of 296,461 foreign-born individuals, 226,374 of whom came from Nicaragua, that is, 76.4 percent of the migrant total. The composition of this population by sex differs according to the country or region of origin. While 50.1 percent of the Nicaraguan population2 are women, a figure similar to the Costa Rican population, in the migrant group with origins in North America and Europe, 57 percent are men; in the group “the rest of the world,” 53.8 percent are men. The migration coming from the rest of America (the American continent except for Nicaragua, the United States, and Canada) is similar in terms of sex to the national and Nicaraguan population, with 50.3 percent women (table 2.1).


  The processes of immigrant attraction are not a new phenomenon in the history of Costa Rica. At the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century, construction of the Atlantic Railroad and the development of banana production and exportation became prime factors in the attraction of migrants as a work force. Foreign-born people in Costa Rica went from constituting 2.6 percent of the total population in the country in 1892 to 6.2 percent in 1927 (table 2.2). They were mainly Nicaraguan and Afro-Caribbean. The 1927 census registered a total of 9,296 people born in Nicaragua and 9,610 born in Jamaica, which meant each group constituted 2 percent of the population of Costa Rica. The immigration of African descendants came from other countries also, according to the 1927 census, which included a racial category, the “blacks,” which constituted 4 percent of the population in Costa Rica (Putnam 2002, p. 6). This group, however, experienced processes of re-immigration to other countries, particularly after the economic crisis in the Atlantic Region generated by the transfer of the United Fruit Company (UFCo) banana production to the Pacific coast after 1934 (Putnam 2002, p. 6).


  Between 1950 and 1973, the proportion of migrants tended to decrease, although in absolute numbers, the population born in Nicaragua duplicated during the intercensal period between 1927 and 1950, reaching a total of 18,904 people that last year, which constituted 2.4 percent of the total population of the country. In 1963 and 1973, the percentage of Nicaraguans decreased to 1.4 percent and 1.2 percent. In 1984, Nicaraguan immigration increased slightly, to 1.9 percent, while in absolute numbers it reached 18,722 in 1963 and 23,347 in 1984 (table 2.2). In the 1980s, the armed conflict in Nicaragua generated a process which propelled migration. However, the greatest expansion of Nicaraguan immigration came about in the year 2000 when their number quintupled in comparison with 1984, reaching a total of 226,374 people, which was 5.9 percent of the total population of Costa Rica.


  The entry period for the resident immigrant Nicaraguan population in Costa Rica in 2000 reveals that the largest numbers entered in the 1990s, especially between 1995 and 2000. During that decade, a combined total of 62.5 percent of the Nicaraguan population entered, 23 percent between 1990 and 1994, and 39.5 percent between 1995 and 2000 (table 2.3).


  Likewise, differences by sex can be seen, especially acceleration in the entry of women as of 1995. Before 1970, 45.3 percent of the Nicaraguan population that entered Costa Rica and were still residing there in the year 2000 were women. Between 1970 and 1979 this figure increased to 52.2 percent, then decreased to 45.9 percent between 1980 and 1989, and again increased to 49.1 percent between 1990 and 1994, finally reaching 52 percent in the five-year period 1995–2000 (table 2.3).
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  Comparative Age Structure


  The age structure of the Nicaraguan-born population shows marked differences with the native population of Costa Rica and with immigrants from other latitudes. The biggest contrast is found with the migration from the first world (United States, Canada, Europe), since within the Nicaraguan population, 49.1 percent were between twenty and thirty-nine years of age, and only 11.2 percent were fifty or older, while in the population from the three regions listed above, more than a third of the people—33.5 percent— were fifty or older, and 27.4 percent were in the 20–39 years age group (table 2.4). Immigrants from the rest of America fall in between these two, with a low proportion of children and adolescents, significant numbers of people from twenty to thirty-nine years of age, and relatively high proportions of people over fifty.
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  It should be clarified that the relatively low percentage of children under twelve (13.4 percent versus 26.5 percent in the Costa Rican population) is influenced by the fact that a large number of those children residing in homes whose head of household is Nicaraguan were born in Costa Rica, as will be analyzed later.


  The structure of ages in the Nicaraguan-born population does not show significant differences between men and women, since in both groups there is a concentration in the 30–39 age group and a lower proportion in those older than fifty (table 2.5). This not only confirms the working character of the migration but also the processes of feminization, since both sexes mobilize in proportions similar to those ages most favorable for entering the job market.


  Relative Feminization and Urbanization of the Migrant Population


  The feminization of migration is a phenomenon that changes over time. In 1927 Nicaraguan migration consisted mostly of men (63.7 percent of the total), while in 1950 the situation changed, as women came to represent 57.5 percent (table 2.6). This change in composition by sex might be due to the crisis in the banana plantation activity of the Atlantic Region and a likely process of emigration returning to Nicaragua on the part of the men. In 1963 and 1973, the situation changed, with men representing a greater portion of the population than women, 55.9 percent and 54.5 percent, respectively. By 1984, the migration was again feminized, and nearly half of the Nicaraguan-born population were women, which was consolidated in 2000 when women represented 50.1 percent (table 2.6). Feminization should be understood as “greater participation of women and increasing autonomy in their movements, that is, women migrating on their own and not only as family dependents” (Martine et al. 2000, p. 14). This does not mean that women became a majority of the migrant population, but rather that the phenomenon ceases to be a process directed by the migratory dynamics of the men.
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  Feminization is conditioned by the type of economic activities needing a work force; for example, agriculture for exportation tends to generate jobs mainly for men, while tourist activity and services, especially domestic work, generate a demand for feminine work (Villa and Martínez 2000, p. 16).


  Besides its feminization, migration has urbanized; in 1950, 71.3 percent of the Nicaraguan population lived in rural areas and 28.7 percent in urban zones, a ratio which has inverted over time. Thus, in the year 2000, 57.3 percent of Nicaraguan immigrants lived in urban areas and 42.7 percent in rural areas (table 2.6). In urban areas, in general, the number of women is greater than that of men (with the exception of 1984), while in rural areas it is lower. In 2000, 53.3 percent of the urban migrant Nicaraguan population was female. However, the percentage of the rural female population has increased, going from 38.4 percent in 1950 to 45.7 percent in 2000, which can be related to the demand for labor in activities related to tourism, packaging in agro-export plants, and domestic service.3


  Feminization does not necessarily have its origins in greater autonomy for women, nor does migrating imply an improvement in women’s position, according to the results of diverse studies. Although migration can propitiate changes in gender roles, it can also situate women in new forms of discrimination and conditions of greater vulnerability (Martine et al. 2000, p. 16).


  Bi-national Households and Parentage


  A closer look at the composition of households reveals a tendency toward bi-national configuration, as well as traits which differentiate the Nicaraguan population from the Costa Rican. The constitution of bi-national households, as well as deeper understanding of the impact of migration, can be seen if we establish a relationship between the birth country of the heads of household and the birth country of the members of the household.


  In household constitution4 we find the following combinations according to country of birth:


  Of a total of 295,456 people residing in homes with Nicaraguan heads of household, 36.9 percent were born in Costa Rica and 62.6 percent in Nicaragua. In all, 109,158 individuals were born in Costa Rica, mostly children of the heads of household, that is, 77,072 children. The total population born in Nicaragua numbers 226,374 people.


  In homes with a Nicaraguan head of household, 31.2 percent of the spouses were born in Costa Rica and 67.2 percent in Nicaragua. Of the children and grandchildren, 60.5 percent were born in Costa Rica and 39.2 percent in Nicaragua. These numbers are reversed in the category of “other relatives,” given that only 19.5 percent were born in Costa Rica.


  Another combination is the homes with a Costa Rican head of household and other household members born in Nicaragua. In these homes there are a total of 32,495 people born in Nicaragua, of whom 15,740 are the domestic partner of the head of household, 6,129 are children or grandchildren, 4,697 are “other relatives,” and 5,929 are “non-relatives.”


  The homes where the heads of household are born in one country and the spouses in another reveal a significant incidence of exogamy, that is, of paired relationships outside the group of peers. In homes with heads of household born in Nicaragua there are a total of 14,303 wives or domestic partners born in Costa Rica, while in homes where the heads of household were born in Costa Rica, there are a total of 14,690 spouses born in Nicaragua. This phenomenon is also present in homes headed by women, although to a lesser degree because they are mainly homes without spouses. Of the 13,587 homes with female heads of household born in Nicaragua, a total of 559 have a husband or domestic partner born in Costa Rica, while of the 198,917 homes with female heads of household born in Costa Rica, a total of 1,050 have a Nicaraguan husband or companion (Castro and Morales 2007).5
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  Thus, if the population of 295,456 people who live in homes with Nicaraguan heads of household are added to the 32,495 Nicaraguans who live in homes with Costa Rican heads of household and the 6,906 individuals born in Nicaragua who do domestic service in the households, we have a total of 334,857 people within the Nicaraguan migrant universe, who constitute 8.8 percent of the total population of Costa Rica.


  The formation of mixed couples and the birth of children in Costa Rica is, to a certain extent, a strategy for adapting to Costa Rican society. In the collective interviews with migrants, it was emphasized that the presence of Costa Rican members in Nicaraguan homes facilitated access to public services. These processes are no novelty in international migration. In an analysis of four developed countries—United States, England, Germany, and France— Emmanuel Todd (1996, p. 352) concluded the following:


  Assimilation is, above all, an anthropological process whose key actors are the immigrants and the common people. The interaction of these groups in cities and their outskirts bring about changes in customs and a certain degree of mixed marriages. But there is also an ideological dimension to the assimilation: the migrant group must symbolically enter the receptor society with which it must identify.


  It should be emphasized that the mixed nationality of many households has diverse implications not only in terms of extending the migratory phenomenon, but also in processes of integration into Costa Rican society. Immigration is not just an external phenomenon or an “imported problem,” as assumed by a certain kind of xenophobic common sense; rather, it is itself a characteristic of present-day Costa Rican society. Nicaraguan households are not just the homes of immigrants, since one third of their members are Costa Rican.


  Migratory patterns, like the configuration of bi-national households, can also be observed in relation to the ages of the children in the home and their country of birth. The figures are approximate and present some differences with vital statistics, but they provide a window to other dimensions of this phenomenon and its intensification in the second half of the 1990s.


  In households with Nicaraguan heads or spouses, 55.5 percent of the total number of children were born in Costa Rica; the number is much greater in the category of pre-school ages (0–6 years), 81 percent. However, the percentage decreases in proportion to the increase in age; in the group of 7–12 years of age, the percentage of individuals born in Costa Rica is 45.8 percent, from 13–17 years it is 38.9 percent, and from 18–24 years it is 34.8 percent (table 2.7). Likewise, the distribution of births by country indicates that the largest proportion of births in Costa Rica corresponds to pre-school age (under seven years of age) and school age (7–12 years old), with the two groups totaling 75.6 percent of the total number of children born in Costa Rica.


  One trait which is characteristic of Nicaraguan migration, as well as an indicator of its growth, is the birth of children in Costa Rica who have Nicaraguan mothers. This figure, which constitutes 3.7 percent of the total number of births at the beginning of the 1990s, increased consistently until it reached 13.9 percent in 2001 (table 2.8). However, in 2001, the tendency to increase ended. In 2000, 10,594 children were born to Nicaraguan mothers and in 2001, 10,598, the equivalent of 13.6 percent and 13.9 percent, respectively. This could indicate, on one hand, a process of stabilization in Nicaraguan migration, and, on the other hand, changes in the reproductive behavior of Nicaraguan women generated by migration and partial access to health services in Costa Rica.


  Spatial Distribution of the Migrant Population


  The distribution of the Nicaraguan migrant population in Costa Rican territory follows defined patterns in which the Greater Metropolitan Area figures highly, mainly in the central urban areas of the capital and its outskirts, the Región Norte (Northern Region) and the Región Atlántico (Atlantic Region).


  In situating Nicaraguan migration by regions, first place goes to the Cantón Central (Central Region) of San José with 35,421 people, the area most populated by migrants in absolute numbers. Because it is a very heavily populated area, these migrants constitute 11.4 percent of the total population. Along with other urban areas of the Central Region and the county of Liberia in the Chorotega Region, it is also characterized by a larger number of migrant women than migrant men (table 2.9). In contrast, those counties located in agricultural areas, such as Sarapiquí, Pococí, Matina, Upala, and Los Chiles, have a greater percentage of men than women in their migrant population. These differences are related to differences in the job opportunities for each sex in urban areas and rural areas.


  In second place one finds the spatial distribution of those counties located mainly in densely populated urban areas of the Central Region, such as those of Huetar Norte and the Atlantic, characterized by increased agricultural export activities and tourism, which in turn directly or indirectly generate jobs for unskilled labor. Of the eighteen counties chosen, half are located in the Central Region, four in the Huetar Norte Region, three in the Atlantic Region, one in the Chorotega Region, and one in the Pacífico Central (Central Pacific). In these eighteen counties live a total of 156,425 people born in Nicaragua, who constitute 69.1 percent of the national total in Costa Rica.
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  In the Central Region, those counties located within the Greater Metropolitan Area stand out, such as the Cantón Central of San José, the Cantón Central of Alajuela, Desamparados, Alajuelita, Goicoechea, and the Cantón Central of Heredia, all of which are characterized by high urban population density and slums. The central counties of the provinces of Limón and Puntarenas, located in the Pacific and Atlantic ports, share similarly urban characteristics.


  From the point of view of the percentage of the total population constituted by migrants in the county, the impact of migration varies somewhat from the previous classification. In this instance, first place goes to the four counties along the northern border: Los Chiles, La Cruz, Sarapiquí, and Upala, with the following percentages of residents born in Nicaragua: 27.1 percent, 20.5 percent, 17.5 percent, and 15.1 percent, respectively (table 2.10). In order of importance, they are followed by the counties of Matina and San Carlos. These counties combine to form an area where agricultural export activities and tourism are important.
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  In second place, the distribution of these counties by region reveals the greater weight of those counties located in the northern and Atlantic regions of Costa Rica. Four of the counties are in the Huetar Norte Region, two in the Chorotega Region—one of which, La Cruz, borders Nicaragua—four in the Central Region, one in the Atlantic, and one in the Northern Pacific.
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  The counties of San José, Alajuelita, Curridabat, and Escazú, in the Central Region, as well as San Carlos, Los Chiles, and Upala in the Northern Region, Matina in the Atlantic Region, and Liberia in the Chorotega Region appear in both classifications, which represent the greatest presence in absolute numbers and in the impact in relative numbers.


  Distribution of the migrant Nicaraguan population by districts gives us a panorama which combines places with a high concentration of migrants and their dispersion throughout much of the national territory of Costa Rica. On one hand, we have a group of 44 districts, representing 9.6 percent of the country’s total, where one third—32.6 percent—of the population born in Nicaragua resides. In these districts, Nicaraguan immigrants make up 12 percent or more of the population. On the other hand, we have a group of 318 districts, 69.3 percent of the country’s total, where another third—32.5 percent—resides. In this group the percentage of Nicaraguans is less than 6 percent of the national average (table 2.11).


  The concentration of migrant population by district follows a similar pattern to the data by counties, although the absolute figures for the Central Region and those for relative numbers in the Huetar Norte Region are accentuated.


  In terms of absolute numbers, first and second place to go the districts of Pavas and La Uruca, located in the Central County of San José. In both, the presence of urban working class neighborhoods, in Rincón Grande de Pavas and La Carpio in La Uruca, is evident. In third place is the district of Puerto Viejo de Sarapiquí, in the Huetar Norte Region, characterized by the presence of banana operations as a factor attracting migrant workers. In fourth and fifth place are the districts of the Central County of San José, San Sebastián and Hospital, located in the southern part of the capital, which form part of the so-called southern barrios where there is a dense, urban population which is either low-income or living in poverty (table 2.12). Sharing similar characteristics, the central district of Limón in the Atlantic and the districts of San Felipe de Alajuelita, San Francisco de Heredia, Hatillo, and Patarrá de Desamparados, the last four of which are located in the Greater Metropolitan Area of San José, also stand out. Along with Puerto Viejo de Sarapiqui, the only rural districts on this list are Pocosol de San Carlos and the central district of Los Chiles, both of which border Nicaragua.


  The majority of districts selected, nine of the total of fourteen, are located in the Central Region, while there are three in the Huetar Norte Region, and one each in the Chorotega and Atlantic regions (table 2.12). In these fourteen districts, there are 57,706 individuals who were born in Nicaragua, a fourth of the total Nicaraguan immigrant population in Costa Rica.
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  Within the relative concentration of Nicaraguan migrant population by district, the districts of the Huetar Norte Region stand out, with twelve of the total of nineteen districts, as well as twelve districts which border Nicaragua. Some of these have low population, like Cureña and Llanuras del Gaspar, in the county of Sarapiquí, but in others the population is greater, as is the case in Los Chiles, Puerto Viejo de Sarapiquí, and La Uruca in Central County of San José, where the Nicaraguan-born population constitutes almost one-third of the total population (table 2.13). The rural districts stand out the most, but two urban districts of Central County of San José, La Uruca and Merced, do also. La Carpio is found in the former, and Barrio México in the latter, both of which are characterized by concentrations of migrant populations.
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  CONCLUSION


  Nicaraguan immigration in Costa Rica in the 1990s took place within the new developmental style which began in Costa Rica midway through the previous decade, where a series of economic activities emerged which required a work force that was only partially available in Costa Rica. Increased levels of education in the Costa Rican population implied searching for jobs that required greater skills, leaving open a series of job market segments which needed a young, unskilled population. The growing incorporation of Costa Rican women into the work world, mainly those with an average or high level of education, in turn generated demand for a work force in domestic services and other unskilled labor. In addition, the immigrant population generated self-employment in informal activities as well.


  Certain key aspects of this article which we would like to emphasize include the following:


  • Immigration in Costa Rica is not a new phenomenon, but rather was present at the beginning of the twentieth century along with expansion in banana activity. In both cases, there is a clear link between the two waves of globalization, one from the end of the nineteenth century to the beginning of the twentieth, and the other at present.


  • The new aspects are related to a higher incidence of the migrant phenomenon in urban areas and its relative feminization, as well as immigrant settlements no longer constituting a temporary phenomenon. This last point is evident in phenomena such as the birth of children to immigrants in Costa Rica and the formation of bi-national families.


  • The integration processes of the immigrant population and the formation of bi-national families are phenomena which until now have not received much attention from researchers on the subject. Their importance lies in the fact that they represent a contradiction to the xenophobic attitudes of a good part of the Costa Rican population and allow us to visualize immigration as a phenomenon which forms part of the dynamics of Costa Rican society and is not simply an element external to it.


  • The concentration of a good part of the Nicaraguan migrant population in certain geographical locations is tied to two phenomena. On one hand, the type of economic activity which needs a work force with the sociodemographic characteristics of the Nicaraguan migrant population. On the other hand, the resources of social capital which mobilize immigrants and allow them to have certain advantages, such as informal support networks and self-employment activities in given population concentrations.


  • Quantitative data permits only a partial vision of the dimensions of non-Nicaraguan immigration. Although it has also increased, it is a phenomena with different sociodemographic characteristics and knowledge of it will depend on research which is much more specific to special population groups, for example, Colombians or immigrants from the first world.


  NOTES


  1. This article summarizes a research project of the Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO) [Latin American School of Social Sciences], Costa Rican Academic Seat, in which the author participated. A more extensive version, which includes topics such as employment, poverty and unfulfilled basic needs, was published in a book jointly written by Carlos Castro and Abelardo Morales (2007).


  2. From here on we will use the term Nicaraguan population to refer to the population that was born in Nicaragua.


  3. Tourism and agro-export directly or indirectly generate certain services which attract a national or international population that is middle- or high-class which, in turn, constitutes an opportunity for the untrained feminine population in terms of domestic work.


  4. These figures on households do not include information on the domestic service employees who work there.


  5. The absolute numbers for this breakdown can be found in the cited text.
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Table

Importance of Selected Exports to the United States

Product Costa Rica's Percentage of Participation
Fresh or Refrigerated Yucca 89.6%
Frozen Yucca 851%
Fresh Pincapple 76.2%
Frozen Pineapple 632%

Source: COMEX (www.comex.go crestadisticas/exportaciones/default htm).
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Table 6.2. Percentage of the Nicaraguan Population According to zi Auliary Demograph-
ic Variables, According 1o Three Sources of Information, by Area of Residence.

Census 2000  EHPM-2004  EniG-2004  p>y2(1)

Demographic Varibles 2o pural Uban Rwal Urban Rural Utban Rural

Sex
Men 55 65 47 680 49 65 066 091
Women 60 58 51 624 53 58 064 087
Total 58 62 49 652 51 61 065 089
rge

From 010 14 3137 22 4m 25 32 053 07
From 15 to 64 7177 el 797 63 77 o0& 092
65 and older 42 57 43 447 29 63 053 057
Total 58 62 49 652 51 61 065 089
Education

Elementary o less 67 61 64 776 59 67 075 045
High school 67 55 53 586 59 54 053 087
University 25 21 21 298 15 29 048 039
Total 60 57 53 709 52 63 066 054
Work Status

Working 83 87 70 899 70 &1 055 08l
Other 52 63 44 606 47 67 065 084
Total 66 73 58 748 59 74 066 093
Aflition

Yes 42 46 37 456 38 50 073 084
No 133125 108 1395 lo4 1ol 030 042
Total 58 62 49 65 51 6l 065 089

Source: Calculated by author.
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7) Goicoechea 1752 6487 55 531 Cenmal
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14) Tibds 72074 526 73 534 Central

15) Escazt 2372 472 90 569 Central

16) Matina 3096 4387 133 421 Hyetar
Atlintica

17) Liberia 46,703 o1 530 Chorotega
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Table 6.3, Estimators of the Demographic yi Variables of Interest by Type of Houschold.
Costa Rica 2004.

Demographic Variables Estimator  Margin of Error C1os%
Gross Rate of Affliates

Costa Rican houscholds 081 001 079 083
Nicaraguan houscholds 069 002 064 07
Net Rate of Afflates

Costa Rican houscholds 030 o001 029 031
Nicaraguan houscholds 024 o001 021 026
Net Rate of Consulations

Costa Rican houscholds 185 0.04 177 104
Nicaraguan houscholds 217 015 188 246
Net Rate of Hospitalizations

Costa Rican houscholds 022 001 020 024
Nicaraguan houscholds 023 0.04 015 030

Total housaholds: Costa Rican: 3,800; Nicaraguar: 296.
Source: Calculated by author.
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Table 2.8. ~ Births by Nationaliy of Mother. In Absolute and Relative Numbers (1986-2001)

Births

Country Forcign mothers Percentage of country total
Yer  Toal  Total Nicaagua Elewhere  Toll Nicaiagua  Other
to2  73les 3063 1791 1272 42 24 17
logs 84334 3020 2157 963 7 26 "
looo a9l 4120 3052 1068 50 37 13
1901 s1110 4113 3030 1083 51 37 13
192 soled 4037 2981 1,056 50 37 13
1903 79714 498l 3793 11es 62 48 15
1904 80391 6368 5146 1222 79 64 15
toos 80306 7412 6lel 1231 a2 77 15
to6 79203 8372 7045 1327 o6 89 17
197 78018 9040 7697 1343 e 99 17
loos 7692 9811 s402 1409 127 109 18
l90 78526 11161 9695 1466 142 123 19
2000 78178 12154 105% 155 155 136 20
2000 76401 12250 10,601 1649 160 139 22
2000 71044 12519 10563 195 176 148 27
00 72938 13156 1119 195 180 154 27
004 72247 12977 1039 19w 180 153 27
2005 71548 13,08 11,051 1977 182 154 28

Source: INEC, special tabulations, Vial Statistics (1982-

005).
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$US. Millions Tons Percentage:
United States 306 553429 69%
Holland 44 81685 10%
Puerto Rico 34 58585 %
Others 48 11,3408 14%
Total 432 807197 100%

Source: Calculatad by the author from PROCOMER forsign track on-ine data basa (www procomer.cony
est/default ).
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Table 2.12. - Districts with a Greater Number of Nicaraguan-horn Inhabitants, in Decreas-
ing Order According to Absolute Numbers (2000)"

Total _Population bom in Nicaragua _ Geographic Location
Distiict  population Total Percentage’ % Women®  County _ Region
1) Pavas 76177 92 122 536 Sanjosé entral
2) La Uruca 27110 782 289 511 Sanjosé  Centrl
3) Puerto Vicjo 16272 4768 203 443 Samapiqui Huetar
Norte
4 San Sebastian 43,245 4358 101 518 Sanjosé  Central
5) Hospital 24175 3786 157 484 Sanjosé
6) Liberia 9242 3501 89 541 Liberia
7) Limén 60208 3456 57 546 Limén
8) San Felipe 27089 3402 126 501 Aljucliia  Central
9 San Francisco 40,840 3391 83 521 Heredia Central
10) Los Chiles 9900 3200 323 504 LosChiles  Huetar
Norte
1) Haillo 54001 2868 52 515 Sanjosé  Central
12) Pocosol 12177 2683 220 470 SanCarlos  Huetar
Norte
13) Patarrd 28451 2594 o1 508 Desamparados Central
14 Desamparados 36,437 2585 7.1 530 Desamparados Central
Subtotal disticts 496,314 57,706 116 511 )
Subtotal other 3,313,865 168,668 5.1 497 .
disricts
Total 3810179 226374 59 501 .

1 Disticts with a population fve imes greser (2
people wers sslzced.

2. Nicaraguans a2 percantage of the total population of the disrict,

3. Waman born in Nicaragua a2 2 percentage of the toal Nicaraguan-born population of the ditrizt

51 than the national averags of 495 Nicaraguan-born

Source: Based on INEC, special tabulations, Population Census 2000,
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Table 3.5, Work Profile of the Economically Active Population (in Relative and Absolute
Numbers).

United States European Other
b and Canada  Union 12 Rica NIEamgua e e,
Managerial Level 167%  222%  28% 0% 8.8%
Professional, Scientist, D L

and Intellectual

Technical Level 3% 243%  132%  4m% 171
Administative Support 77% B2% A% 6d%
Sales and Direct Services 8% 140%  139%  17.0%
Skiled Agriculiral and Fishery — 3.2% 61% 3% 27

Crafs, Constuction, Mechanics  3.8% A% 1% 7.9%
Trained Operators and Others 15% V3% SEh 4%
Unskilled 28% 2% 202%  5L1%  167%
Valid Total 3565 3200 1159234 108839 26708

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000,
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Table 3.4.  Distribution in Percentages According to the Sex of the Head of Household i
the U.S.-Canadian and European Resident Population in Costa Rica

Sex of the Head United States
of Household and Canada European Union Costa Rica
Men (%) 853 806 770
Women (%) 147 194 20
Total 4,028 3,589 865,598

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000,
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Table 2.7, Nicaraguan born Feale Poalation by Chidrcs Age Croups According o Counry f Btk Absoute and Relive Numbers 200)

Toal Age Groupso Cilden
County ofBich Mobes' ~Toul  de0a6aics de7al2aies del3alanos deldaZians de25 anosymis
others 8576 - B B
Total o, of chilren S imm s 34688 15665 2
Childenbomin CotaRica - 7045 37,34 15804 a7 278
Childenbomin Nogua - 55826 8667 1713 1ol 4420
Childenbomcbewhere - 307 i 5 50 »
Percenioges
Total o, of chilren - im0 100 1m0 1m0 1000 100
ChildenbominCotaRia - 555 810 58 39 8 385
Childenbomin Niwogua - 442 19 519 7 w49 ot
Childenbomehevhere - 02 01 02 04 0 04
Perenioges
Total o, of cikden S e w3 75 [ 4 57
ChildenbominCotaRia - 1000 529 27 27 78 0
Childenbomin Ncaogua - 1000 155 15 8 12 79
Childenbomebevhere - 1000 212 264 67 163 904

B te i orle i the cors i bsed oo e of bk, mthers e len 12 b v b i Niaags e e e of hcsehld o
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Socye Based on INEC, special tabulations, Population Census 2000,
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Table 3.3, Distribution in Percentages of Types of Households According to Head of

Houschold in the Forei

n Resident Populat

Costa Rica

Place of Birth of Head of Household

Type of Household United States European  Other  Costa
and Canada  Union  Couniries  Rica
Nuclear Household
Spouses without children 248 25 90 a5
Spouses with children 315 50 4ls S04
Single parent with children 43 60 85 16
Extended Houschold
Spouses without children and other reltives 13 12 2 13
Spouses with children and other reltives 34 42 121 89
Single parent with children and other relatives 0.8 18 50 s
Head of household and other relative 20 16 31 29
Houschold Compesition
Nuclear and nonrelatives 21 20 38 17
Extended and nonvelaives 03 o4 27 o8
Head, other relaives, and non-relatives 03 o1 06 02
Other types
Single person 2556 07 89 78
Head and other nonrelative 36 32 19 06
Collective houscholds o1 03 o4 o1
Total Houscholds 4028 3589 86853 865598

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000,
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Table 5.10. Number of Vouchers, Assigned Investment and Average Cost Given to Families
with a Forcign Member. Period 1995-2000.

Year Cases Investment® Average Cost
1995 334 227.10 679,940
1996 336 31630 941,369
1997 476 484.30 1,017,437
1995 262 208.60 1,139,695
1999 221 261.10 1,181,448
2000 654 946.80 1,447,706,
2001 764 1,309.30 1,713,743
2002 601 132670 2,207,488
Total 3648 517020 10,328,826

* Figure in millions of constant “celonss.”
Source: Caleulated by author from data from the MIVAH (2005).
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Table 6.1 Percentage of the Nicaraguan Population Accor
ables on the Basis of Three Sources of Information

ng to 7i Demographic Var

Demographic Variables zi  Census2000  EHPM-2004  EniG-2004  p>2(1)

Sex
Men 59 56 55 082
Women 59 56 55 0.80
Total 59 56 55 081
Age

From 0to 14 34 31 28 o071
From 15 t0 64 73 68 68 079
65 and older 47 43 a1 074
Total 59 56 55 o8l
Education

Elementary o less 64 71 63 078
High school 64 55 58 0566
University 25 23 17 061
Total 59 60 57 091
Work Status

Working 84 78 74 068
Other 57 46 55 0.6
Total 69 62 65 077
Aifiliation

Yes 44 40 43 0.6
No 130 122 103 084
Total 59 56 55 o8l
Residence

Urban 58 40 51 065
Rural 62 65 61 0.9
Total 59 56 55 081

Source: Calculated by author.
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Table 3.7. Compasition of the Wark Force of the U.S.-Canadian and European Resident

Popul ca (in Relative and Absolute Numbers).
United States
European Union  Costa Rican
Work Status and Canada P
Men  Women  Men  Women  Men  Women
fconomically active (PEA) 496 356 634 355 682 260
imactive S04 644 366 645 318 740
Retired 252 s 201 150 60 34
Students 149 215 66 88 167 les
Housewives 28 206 27 350 26 519
Others 74 47 72 57 65 23
N 4964 3367 3718 2555 12805241309,169
Work Category
Salaried s08 82 425 s57 693 Bdd
Self.cmployed 233 les 245 200 233 115
Employer 245 127 36 202 50 20
Family enterprise 14 23 44 24 s
N 238 1179 2307 893 827206 332,018
istitutional sector
Government 55 128 55 los 126 258
Private sector 915 a8 921 a5l 873 740
imemational organization 1.0 24 24 43 ol 03
N 2386 1079 2307 893 827216 332018

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000).
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Table 2.6.  Distribution by Area and Sex of the Nicaraguan Migrant Populatior

ages (1927-2000)

Area and Sex 1927

1950 1963 1973 1984 2000

Sex 100 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Men 637 425 559 545 509 499

Women %3 575 a4l 455 490 50l

Area nd 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Urban Area nd 287 365 426 524 573

Rural Area nd 73 @5 sta 476 427
Urban Area

Percentage of Women ~ n.d. 528 s41 543 539 533
Rural Area

Percentage of Women  n.d. 384 384 389 438 457

Scurce: Bssed on Population Cansuses (NEC). The data fram 1927 and 19

i o i ot e Clirdate s e Pabsc S

came from the consulatan
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re 123 The Nicaraguan Population in Costa Rica (thousands)
Source: Castro, C. (2002). Migracion nicaraguense en Costa Rica: poblacidn, empleo y
necesidades basicas insatisfechas. San Jose, Facultad Latino America de Ciencias Sociales
. 6-7).
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Abbreviations

Archivo Nacional de Costa Rica (National Archives of
Costa Rica)

Ayuda Oficial de Desarrollo (Official Development Aid)
Asociacién de Trabajadoras Domésticas (Domestic
Workers' Association)

Banco Central de Costa Rica (Central Bank of Costa Rica)
Banco Interamericano de Desarrollo (Interamerican De-
velopment Bank. IDB)

Banco Mundial (World Bank)

Centro Centroamericano de Poblacion (Central Ameri-
can Population Center)

Caja Costarricense de Seguro Social (Costa Rican Social
Security System)

Centro de Derechos Sociales de Ia Persona Migrante
(Center for the Social Rights of Migrants)

Central Tntelligence Agency

Coalicion Costarricense de Iniciativas para el Desarrollo
(Costa Rican Coalition for Development Initiatives)
Centro de Tnvestigacion y Educacién Popular (Colom-
bia) (Center for Research and Popular Education)
Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales (Latin
American Council of Social Sciences)

Centro Nacional de Inversiones (National Investment
Center)

Ministerio de Comercio Exterior (Ministry of Foreign
Trade)
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Table 3.5. Distribution in Percentages of the Level of Education of the U.S.-Canadian and
European Resident Population in Costa Rica

Level of Education United States European Costa Rica
Completed and Canada Union

Nane 92 28 165
Elementary. 279 158 673
High School 477 96 873
Higher Education 523 60.4 127
Total 10,568 6711 3,513,718

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000,
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Table 3.1. Resident Foreign-horn Population in Costa Rica

Population Census

ountry. 1927 1950 1963 1973 1984 2000

United States and Canaca S48 1053 208 3902 5716 10568
European Union 2512 6668 3274 3194 4271 6711

Nicaragua 9296 18904 18722 23347 45918 226374
Panami 2982 2064 3255 4210 4794 10270
Other Countries. 30319 4562 8270 11,577 28255 4253
Total 45657 33251 35605 46230 88,954 296,461

Source: Based on data from INEC (1927, 1950, 1973, 1984, 2000).
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Table 2.4. Total Population by Country o Place of Birth According to Age, in Percentages.
2000,

Costa United States,  Restof  Rest of the
Age Groups Toul  Rica Nicaragua Canada, Ewope America  World
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
FomOto llyears 252 263 134 148 o1 50
Fom 1210 19years 170 172 16l 08 04 96
Fom20t0 29 years 168 159 293 17 20 183
Fom3010 39 years 154 150 198 156 22 205
Subtoral 201039 321 309 491 4 a2 s
years
Fom4oto49years 112 111 102 144 175 199
Fom 01059 years 6.6 6.6 51 144 03 1
c0yearsand older 7.9 7.9 61 191 s 1ss
Subtotal S00rmore 145 145 112 35 00 266
years

Source: Based an INEC, special tabulations, Populatian Census 2000.

Table 2.5, Total Population by Country of Birth and Sex, According to Age Group. In
Percentages (2000)

Country of Birth and Sex

Costa Rica Nicaragua Other Countries:
Age Groups Men_ Women _Men  Women _ Men _ Women
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
From 010 11 years 270 256 137 131 103 1o
From 12 1019 years 175 1es  leo 163 94 97
From 20 10 29 years 159 160 208 288 171 l9s
From 30 10 39 years 147 153 200 196 le7 200
Subtotal 200 39 years 506 32 497 484 368 406
From 40 10 49 years Mo 112 95 1o les  1es
From 5010 59 years 65 67 45 53 125 los
60 years and older 75 83 62 e0 140 120

Source: Based on INEC, special tabulations, Population Census 2000,
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Table 3.6 Composition of the Work Force of the U.S.-Canadian and European Resident
Population in Costa Rica (in Relative and Absolute Numbers). Costa Rica 2000.

Work Status United States and Canada  European Union  Costa Rica
Economically Active (PEA) 439 520 469
Inactive s6.1 480 531
Total 8331 6273 20,589,693

Work Category

Salaried 565 462 735
Self.cmployed 212 233 199
Employer 206 284 44
Family Enterprise: 17 22 22
Total 3565 3,200 1,150,234

Institutional Sector

Government 79 7.0 164
Private Sector %06 0.1 835
International Organizations 14 29 02
Total 3565 3,200 1,159,234

Source: Based on data from INEC (2000,
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Regién Auténoma Atlantico Sur (Nicaragua) (Southem
Alantic Autonomous Region)

Tasa de Fecundidad Relativa (Relative Birth Rate)
University of Costa Rica

United Fruit Company

Universidad Nacional (National University)
Cooperativas de Los Santos y Caraigres (Los Santos and
Caraigres Cooperatives)

Universidad Nacional a Distancia (National Open Uni-
versity)

Fondo de la Poblacién de las Naciones Unidas (United
Nations' Population Fund)

Unién de Comunidades en Restauracién Ecolégica, So-
cial y Econémica (Union of Communities for Ecologi-
cal, Social, and Economic Restoration)

United States Agency for International Development
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Figure 12.2_Selected Non-Traditional Agriculture Exports from 1997-2005 (USS millions)
Source: PROCOMER (2005). Costa Rica: Estadisticas de Exportacion 2005. san Jose,
Promotora de Comercio Exterior de Costa Rica.
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Population Cemus by Country or Place of Birth Accor
ive Numbers (2000)

ing o Sex. In Absolute

Population Restof  United States,  Restof
and Sex Total  CostaRica Nicaragua America® Canach, Europe _the World

Absolute numbers

Total 3810179 3513718 226374 46,306 18999 4,782
Men 102,614 1753119 113,072 23,032 10820 2571
Women 1,907,565 1760599 113,302 23,274 8179 221

Percentages by sex

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100.0
Men 499 499 49.9 407 57.0 538
Women 501 50.1 s0.1 503 43.0 462

“Excluding Canada and the Unitd Stares
Source: Based on INEC, special tabulations, 2000 Population Census.

Table 2.2, Total Population and Forei
(1892-2000).

born Population in Absolute and Relative Numbers

PlaccofBich 1802 1927 1950 1oe3 1973 losa 2000

Total population 243,205 471,524 800,75 1,336.274 1,871,780 2,416,809 3,810,179

Forcignbom 6289 29261 33251 5605 46206 88,954 296,461

BominNicagua nd. 9296 18904 18722 23347 45918 226,74
Percentagest

Forcignbor’ 26 62 42 27 25 a7 78

BominNicaragua nd. 20 24 14 12 19 5o

Bomclewhere nd 42 18 13 12 18 s

Nic. as % nd 38 569 526 505 516 7ed

foreigners

1. Percentage ofthe natonal populatin
2. Includes ndivichsal barn in Micarag
3" The daa from 127 came from che consulation system of the Contro Centraamericans de Poblacidn
(i censcs ccpucr.az.e). The rest cama frem cansus publication of the INEC.
Source: Based on Popalation Censuses (INEC).





OEBPS/Images/chapter_029.jpg
= Costa Ricans mothers and
athers

Nicaraguans mothers

W01 2002 203 2004 2008

Figure 5.1 Percentage of Births by Nationality of the Mother in Costa Rica
source: Calculated by author based on data from multipurpose household surveys for
the vises wiven.
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Table 213, Distits Where e Than 15 Percent o the Popubiton Was Bon in Nicaragu,in Dcrasing Orler According o el Nombers
oy

Populaton Bom i Nicaagua Geogaphic Location
Distict ToalPopulton Toal  Perenage % Wamer' _ County Region

! Curcia® 759 21 By 70 Sopiqui Huctar Norte:
2 Lo Chles® 990 3200 23 04 LosChikes Huctar Norte:
3 Uanurs el Gaspar 662 205 310 4s Sopiqui Huctar Norte:
1) PuctoVieo" 16212 4768 23 43 Sopiaui Huctar Norte:
5 LaUnca 27110 7 s S Ssé Cantal

5 Gra® 1581 o 254 %0 Ll Chootega
76 Amparo 530 1360 52 53 losCliks Huctar Norte:
) Cuts” 780 1506 52 62 SnCas Huctar Norte:
9 Sata Cecla® s 1300 us %9 Ll Chootega
10)Caandi 9 2477 2 03 Maim HuetarAdinica
1) Delicias” 3618 w0l 21 45 Ul Hucar Nore:
12 Pocosol 12177 268 20 70 SnCals Hucar Nore:
19 Yol 3009 o 204 57 Upl Hucar Nore:
14 Bbedero 212 Y 04 05 G Chootega
15 Son fosé o it a6 137 02 %7 Upl Huctar Nore:
16)SomJorge 288 53 01 78 losChils Huctar Nore:
17 Clorado” 3482 @l 198 78 Pocod HuearAdinica
18 DosRios 2776 ES 182 %8 Upla Huctar Nore:
19 Mereed 13565 245% 181 27 Sl Canal

[ —
1 Ditics witha population e s greor 2475 thn el aveag f 495 Niaagn b pcple were s
2 Nicamguan s  ecetageof el pgulain of s ditict.

5. Wonen bom in Narges 5.3 pcntgs o h tl Mg b ppustionof e it

Source: Based on INEC. spesial tabulations, Pepulation Census 2000,
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Table 2.3, Population Born
Rica. Absolute and Relative Numbers (2000).

Nicaragua by Sex According to Year of

ntry

o Costa

Absolute Numbers Percentages

Vear of Entry into Percentage:
Costa Rica Total  Men  Women Tol Men Women of\omen
Total 226374 113,072 113302 1000° 1000 1000

Before 1970 9046 5438 4508 44 48 40 453
1970-1979 12422 5939 6483 55 53 57 522
1980-1989 20630 16031 13599 131 142 120 459
1990-1904 52131 26542 25589 230 235 226 49
1995-2000 89418 42952 46466 395 380 410 520
Unknown 32827 16170 16657 145 143 147 507
Sublotal 1990-2000 141,549 69,494 72055 625 615 636 509

Source: Basad on INEC, spacial tabulations, Population Census 2000.

= The numbers in this table, and throughout the book, have been rounded and may not add up o 100.
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Tnstituto Tecnolégico de Costa Rica (Costa Rican Insti-
tute of Technology)

Ministerio de Educacién Piblica (Ministry of Public
Education)

Ministerio de Planificacién Nacional y Politica
Econémica (Ministry of National Strategic Planning and
Economic Policy)

Ministerio de Vivienda y Asentamientos Humanos (Min-
istry of Housing and Human Settlements)

Ministerio de Obras Piblicas y Transportes (Ministry of
Public Works and Transportation)

Organizacién de Estados Americanos (Organization of
American States, OAS)

Organizacién Internacional para las Migraciones (Inter-
national Organization for Migrations)

Organizacion Mundial del Comercio (World Trade Or-
ganization)

Organizacién Mundial de la Salud (World Health Orga-
nization)

Organizacién No Gubemamental (Nongovernmental Ox-
ganization, NGO)

Organizacién de las Naciones Unidas (United Nations
Organization)

Organizacién Panamericana de la Salud (Pan American
Health Organization)

Programa de Ajuste Estructural (Structural Adjustment
Program)

Patronato Nacional de Ia Infancia (National Children’s
Foundation)

Poblacién Econémicamente Activa (Economically Ac-
tive Population. EAP)

Proyecto Estado de Ia Nacién (State of the Nation Proj-
ey

Producto Intemo Bruto (Gross National Product)
Pineapple Development Corporation

Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo
(United Nations' Program for Development)

Promorora de Comercio Exterior de Costa Rica (Costa
Rican Bureau of Foreign Trade)

Region Auténoma Adantico Norte (Nicaragua) (North-
ern Atlantic Autonomous Region)
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Source: Based on data from INEC (1927, 1950, 1973, 1984, 2000).
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Table 5.1 Cenral America and Panama:Min Reasonsfor School Desetion, by Country, According o Age Groups, around 2000

Percenages

CoaRia BShadr  Gutenda  Honduss  Niawga  Fanami

Fom 131015 1000 1m0 1m0 100 1000
roblems ith cducation ptons o) 5 2 32 nd 66
Cannotaffod oo expensve 22 5 21 nd 308
Nects o vork b1 130 308 302 nd 7
lnes; handicop () 3 51 20 nd il
Nointerestinschocl us @ 210 nd 182
Others 1 13 85 nd 56

- nclades ko schoss, 1 spe vl schoss do e ofr spacil oo o et
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Source: CEPAL (2003,
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Table 5.2 Temporary Work Permits Emitted by the Direccién General de Migracion y
Extranjeria, by Category and Year

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Paid domestic work (a) 242 42 554 9% 1421
Technical o professionals jobs b) 699 685 487 493 422

3. Includss oy thess pamits given fo th firet tma 2 deestic workers and work permits in genral
. Includas only actites approved by the Ministry of Labor s specializad techrical r profesional jobs.

Source: Calclateday the author fom data fom the Deptamenta ds Planiizacién dz a Direceién Gensral
de Migracién y Extranjoia

Table 5.3 Total Working Population in Costa Rica 2000-2004

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Total Employed 155,650 1,552,924 1506491 1,640,367 1,653,879
Formal 727585 780059 786089 840329 859129
Informal 477,193 530969 548,894 551,680 549,366
Agriculiure 250878 241,896 251508 248378 245384
New Jobs: Total Employed 16,655 97,268 33,567 53,806 13,492
Formal 22062 52474 6030 54240 18800
Informal 24464 53776 17925 2786 2314
Agriculiure q4255 892 9612 3130 299

Source: Proyecto Estado de Ia Nacin (PEN, 2005), with data from the Household Surveys.
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. The national petcentage is 0.25 percent. Black: More than 5 times
greater. Grey: From 1 to 5 times greater. White: Less than the national percentage.
Source: Based on data from the INEC (2000).
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Table 5.4 Type of Social Security by Nation

tyfor the 2000-2005 Period. Absolute Numbers.

Period 2000-2003

Year
Nationality 2000 2001 2002 200
Costa Ricans
Total 291,142 2488960 2,557,726 1088279
Salaried 667758 705813 715798 364300
Agreements 30546 25008 29000 11473
Self.insurec! 181377 180250 179324 92,078
State-insured 12755 131241 136502 60493
Retired 138278 49238 151553 nd
Non-contributive 63468 72607 80516 nd
Directly insured relative: 642785 637811 649250 288716
Retired relative 84514 86279 82098 34410
Others 18271 27,351 31,835 8433
Uninsured 436106 469456 500538 228211
Unknown 485 2916 423 165
Nicaraguans

Total 161776 175727 184077 198,095
Salaried 45001 49794 47277 49845
Agreements 179 366 551 642
Self-insurec! 010 8,207 8653 10801
Stateinsured 6218 1192 12189 12375
Retred 2,702 3452 2179 nd
Non-contributive 1,435 1156 1154 nd
Directly insured relative: 32000 35560 3453 39,105
Reired relative 1,880 1,867 1,647 1323
Others 484 724 1,787 s
Uninsured 2967 61800 74102 62846
Unknown 808 758 nd nd

Source: Calculated by suthor based on data rom the Muli-Purpezs Househald Surveys 2000, 2001, 2002
rurce: L
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Table 5.6. Emergency Care According to the Country

Birth of the People Attended to in

2001
Nationality Emergencies Percentage
Total 3,528,971 100.00%
Costa Rica 3,391,728 96.11
Nicaragua 113,865 323%
Panama 4516 013%
Colombia 3719 0.11%
United States 2285 0.06%
£l Salvador 2178 0.06%
Cuba 1,063 0.03%
Other countres 9617 027%

Source: Calculated by authar based on data fram the Encussta ds los Sanicics ds Urgencias de fa CCSS
(Emergency Sanvicas Sunvey of the CCSS). Sacond National Survey (2001).

Table 5.7. Outpatient Consultations According to Country of Birth of the People Attended
toin 2002

Nationality Consulations Percentage
Total 9,446,828 100.00%
Costa Rica 8,952,761 %4.77%
Nicaragua 417,670 4.42%
Panama 13,875 0.15%
El Salvador 11,534 012%
Other countries 50988 054%

Source: Calculated by author based on cata from the Encuesta Nacional sobre las Caractersticas de o
Usuarics de los Servicios de Consulta Evtarna de la CCSS (2002) (National Survey of the Charactaisics
of Outpatient Coneultations of the CCSS 200)
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Table 3.2, Average Number of Men in the Resident Forcign-born Population in Costa Rica

National Censuses
Country 1927 1950 193 1973 1sed 2000
United States and Canada 177 124 115 11 121 13
Unién Europea 193 144 142 135 138 143
Nicaragua 175 135 127 120 104 Loo
Panami 118 094 093 o099 1oz 113
Other Countries 128 133 118 108 098 097

Source: Based on data from INEC (1927, 1950, 1963, 1973, 1984, 2000).
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Table 6.4. Esti
nd Ar

mators of the yi Demographic Variables of Interest by Type of Houschold
. of Residence. Costa Rica 2004

Demographic Variables Estimator  Margin of Error 15

Gross rate of afiliates

Utban
Costa Rican households 062 001 0.80 085
Nicaraguan households 068 003 062 073
Rural
Costa Rican households 079 o001 07 081
Nicaraguan households 070 003 064 076
Net rae of afliates
Urban
Costa Rican houscholds 032 o001 030 034
Nicaraguan households 0.6 002 022 030
Rural
Costa Rican houscholds 027 o001 025
Nicaraguan households 021 002 o8 024
Net rate of consultations.
Urban
Costa Rican houscholds 168 0.05 158 178
Nicaraguan houscholds 196 0.20 157 236
Rural
Costa Rican households 218 0.07 205 231
Nicaraguan houscholds 245 0.20 205 285
Net rate of hospitalizations
Urban
Costa Rican households 021 0ot 019 2
Nicaraguan houscholds 019 0.04 o1t 026
Rural
Costa Rican houscholds 024 o001 022 027
Nicaraguan households 027 007 o014 041

Tetal nurmber of housshelds: Costa Rican: 3,800; Nicaraguan: 296
i Cubealuind b caflis
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Table 2.10. Cou
More, in Decre:

s (20001

County lation— Total__Percentage’ % Women' _Strategic Planning
1 Los Chilex V072 sas2 | ama D87 Huetar Nore

2 La Cruz tes0s 3391 205 499 Chorotega

3 Sarapiauf asass  zoeo 175 435 Huetar Norte
4 Upala 7e7o  sess 151 480 Huetar Norte

5) Matina 309 aser 133 420 Huewr Atldntica
6) San Carlos 127040 amso 117 480 Huetar Norte

) San Josc 00672 35421 e 530 Contral

) Alajuclita 70207 745 104 S0 Cental

9) Garabito 10376 toss 102 434 Paciico Cenal
10) Curridabat cosso 5631 02 550 Contral

1) Liberia 40705 4228 a1 530 Chorotega

12) Escazd 5272 a7az 90 sa9  cContal

1. Nine percant was choe a3 & Sgneant number becauss 1 epresents 50 parcant mare than national
arage of 35 parcant

B et e N Sagun s s Forsoniape ot e st Ricorafet

Souree: Baved o INEC, Spocio bloions, Popataian &enus 3080

born population o the county.

Table 2,11, Distribu
ion of Each Dis

e of the Total

it Abrol

Diericts Population Bom in Nicaragua
Percentage of Nicaraguan Nomber Percontage  Number _ Percentage

Figh Migratory Level

20% or more T E} 010 o
1210 19.0% 20 o 24461 196
Subltotal 121% or more aa 26 73871 326

Ineermediate Migratory Level

T 7 & 0025 EE3
6 1o .9% 0 I 47,951 B
Subtotal 6 = 12% o7 212 ras76 340

Low Migratory Level

T T 203 oot )
Lese than 3% 184 401 16963 75
Sublotal less than 6% st 0.3 73627 25
Toral 459 1000 226374 1000

P = I PSP ey o Sy
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Table 6.5.  Estimators of the yi Demographic Variables of
Costa Rica, 1993, 1998, 2001, and 2004.

interest by Type of Household.

1993" 1998 2001 2004
Demographic Variables Estimator Estimator Estimator Estimator
Gross rate of affliates

Costa Rican houscholds 085 0.5 083 081
Nicaraguan households 009 065 064 069
Net rate of afflates

Costa Rican houscholds 030 032 032 030
Nicaraguan houscholds 005 025 024 024
Net rate of consultations

Costa Rican houscholds 132 148 137 185
Nicaraguan houscholds 085 151 147 217
Net rate of hospitalizations

Costa Rican houscholds 194 o.10 0.09 022
Nicaraguan houscholds 739 0.08 015 023

! neufficient data
Source: Caleulated by author.
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Table

Type of Social Security Insurance by Nationality for the Period 2000-2003.

Percentages.
Period 2000-2003
Year
Nationality 2000 2001 2002 2003
Costa Ricans
Total 2991142 2488960 2557726 1008279
Salaried 667758 705813 715798 364,300
Agreements 0546 259 29009 1,473
Self-insurec! 181377 180250 179324 92,078
State-insured 127554 131241 136542 60,493
Reired 138278 49238 151,553 nd
Non-contributive: 63468 72607 80516 nd
Directly insured relative: 642785 637811 649250 288716
Retired relative 84514 86279 82938 34410
Others 18,271 27,351 31,835 8,433
Uninsured 436106 469456 S00538 228211
Unknown 485 2916 423 165
Nicaraguans

Total 161776 175727 184077 198,005
Salaried 45,001 49704 47277 49845
Agreements 179 366 551 642
Self-insurec! 8010 8,207 8653 10801
State-insured 6218 11952 12089 12,375
Retired! 2,702 3452 2179 nd
Non-contributive: 1,435 1156 1154 nd
Directly insured relative: 32002 35,560 34538 39,105
Retired reative 1,880 1,867 1,647 1323
Others 484 724 1,787 1158
Uninsured 62967 oL@ 74lo2 82846
Unknown 808 758 nd nd

Source: Calculated by authar bazad on dat from the Mult-Purpse Househald Surveys 2000, 2001, 2002
S





