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" This study was conducted udracnract between the Agencyfo
 

,, -,International Development (AID) and the Lyndon B.. Johnson School for,..
 

P. Affairs thei-University lexas Austin. The research wa .......Tublic of of at 

,,: accomplished during the 19'77-!978 academic year as a policy r'esearcn,

oject involving faculty graduate students of the School.pr,, both and LBJ ,i 
22*2 22 *~ 2~'~~'2* ~2'2Kuykendall.* 


i:7The purpose of the study was, to examine the relationship between -ver- . 

,--... ail economic growth and, the distribution of that growth." , 

. I . - Ii-i I Chapter I introduces tho purpose of the study and describes the; . ! 

ii:,methodology used. Chapter 11 provides an informational' backdrop of ",, ?:s 

e mp h a s i sMxcngrowt with on the period from 1950 to the present. ,-

SChapter III describes the fipnding' related to such areas as income dis-D:'s 

Ch a p t e r I V .tribution, education, agriculture,- health and nutrit~ion. -: . 

O ! I Ipr esent.s =:the conclusion 'and recommenda tions . ?:. ?i' :7 

',- T:ihe ::study" cont ains t hree '-annexes: dealing in" greater: detail' wi th:L:;-':L. . 

whwer7e .members ofth 7<proje;,Lo uis'e Flipin Carol. Kres....anddConwa 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE
 

In order to examine equity on a reqional basis, this study has 

divided Mexico into six regions - North. Pacific North, Central, Pacific 

South, Gulf, and Federal Distric-. Allocation of Hexico's states and 

territories into the %arious regions is hased upon a standard grouping 

commonly utilized vithin Mexico itself. 

These regions and their components are shown graphicall, in the 

figure on the next paje. For convenience, the regions have been numbered 

through 6. This numbering is used throughout the text and annexes." 

- iii 



REGIONS AND STATES OF MEXICO 

NORTH (1) 
] .Coahuila 
2 .Chihuahua 
3. Durango
4. Nuevo Leon 

5.San Luis Potosi 
6. amatil ipas 

7.Zacatecas CENTRAL (3)13.Aguascalientes14.Guanajuato 

~17 
2 15. ilidalgo 

16.Jalisco.Mexico 

< 9 
q . 

35 

4) 

! 

18. Michoacan 
19.Morelos
20. Puebla 

21.Queretaro22.Tlaxcala 

PACIFIC NORTH (2) 
8.Baja California Norte 
9.Baja California Sur 
10.Nayarit 
].Sinaloa 

12.Sonora J 
17 

1 
-1-

231 
2 

I 

22 
2 

28 

GULF (5) 
27. Campeche 
816.Quintana Roo 

29.Tabasco
30.Veracruz 

.Yucatan 

PACIFIC SOUTH 
23.Colima 

24.Chiapas 
25.Guerrero 
26.Oaxaca 

(4) 
32 

19 

FEDERAL DISTRICT (6) 
32.Distrito Federal 
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also show that distributional irecual ity is greater in developing than

in developed countries. 4/ What is not clear, however, is the per capita

income level 
at which a country can be considered developed, or whether
 greater distribution of income beg ins to occur as the per capita income 
reaches and surpasses this level. 5/ 

Irma Adeiman has referred to two extrume strategies, either grow
nw and redistribute land educate) later, redistribute (and educate)or 

now and grow later. 6/" In a study for the Worldr Bank, David Ilorawetz

,ugg.sted that initial distributin of assets could be an important

determ inant of thre 
trend in inequaility. 7,' 

In exanrin inq Mexico 's jrowthl, we sought to de'ermine its patterns
and how it dovetailed with other aLttlal or conceptual patterns. We were
conscious of the recent 
litevature on meeting basic human needs, arid
kept poverty and 
 basic needs issues in mind as we examlinu data onl
 
Mexico. 8/
 

Oine major concluIsion dor'ived from this study was that the older,

accepted stratesgies of development were tried and worked i terms of
generating growth in Mexico. Lcon;oic rrowtrr has been substartial in recent decades. lhe new iode ls 
str'essing distr'ibution were not serious
ly tried, at 
least sine:0 the 93d0s, except perrhaps imprudently ouringthe [cheverria administ rat ion, when thoy could not really nave worked
 
given the sta gniaicy of tihe Mp'icar econorrmv.
 

Ui. Miethudn og 

Our purpose was to describe equLity 
in terms of income distribution 
and ir the provisiun of vital (basic; services. The descriptions we
sought were of three varieties: 1. to analyze relationships and hope
fully causality among critical variables over time; 2. to bring out

the equity aspects of the Mexican scene in series of tables givinq

precise visual data; and 
.. to describe the equit) aspects of Mexican
 
development.
 

The first was a detailed compilation of data in which more 
than1,0O0 variables were examined, taxing our computer capacity. The
effort was only partly successful. lime series necessary for this
 
purpose were inadequate. Data were intermittent, compiled on different bases, 
 and frequcntl 7 just unavailable. Data collection tech
niques in Mexico are often chaotic; for example, literacy data may be 



U '. .,. 
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a houseasking people how many persons six years and older inbased on 
hold are literate. he al. Lbid the impression that much material in 

co- .Mexico is political Good data permitting inferences regarding 


noric distribution are not available. . ..
 

in Annex A.
 
.. , The second presentation in tabular form can be found 


the body of this report. the two parts re-

The equit' study makes up. 


enormous
veal a growing but essentially unequal Hexican society of 


explosive potential, not only in terms of population growth but also
 

in terms of distribution of education and health services, 
housing and
 

employment opportunities.
 

'The research effort involved the assembly, collection, and analysis
 

of four types of ir'formation: (I) time series statistical data; (2) inter

mittent statistical data; (3) data and information generated by studies
 

(4) information generated by
of economic growth and equity in Mexico; 


interviews and personal contacts with scholars and officials in the
 

United States and Mexico.
 

Documents from the Mexican government and from various international
 

as the work of academic researchers were used to
organizations as well 

were manipulated to focus on equity
generate the data set. The data 


'ect.rs:
in the following
issues. The variables thus obtained were 


--Transpurtation
--Manufacturing 


--Communication
 --Agriculture 


--Foreign trade
 --Health and Nutrition . 

--General economic
 --Education 

indicators such
 

-Credit .as consumer price
 

indices and Gird
 

area coefficients
 
* .-- Government expenditures by functional 

--Miscellaneous 
--Government receipts by source .
 

and general demographic data
 5--Income 


, ,h/ : ; , 
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One of the more serious problems encountered in the development of
 
the data set was the unavailability of regional data. These data are
 
either not maintained, or not published by the Mexican government. This
 
was important to our analysis since we wished to examine equity not
 
only on a personal or family level, but also on a regional level. For
 
this purpose, Mexico was divided into five regions plus the Federal
 
District, as explained in the introductory explanatory note. We were 
able to aggregate state information to the regional leve.l in some cases,
but not in all. [he reliability of some state data is questionable; 
we have pointed this out where appropriate. 

In the statistical analysis phase of our research we used corre
lation analysis as an indicator of relationships. Once sets of cor
related variables were identified, we shifted to partial correlation 
analysis and after, refinement attempted to generate regression equa
tions relating economic growth to equity. The time series were in
adequate to support meaningful re'jression equations. 

C. Structure of the Report 

The next section provides a background on recent economic growth
and development in Mexico. This is followed by our findings on the 
equity aspects of growth, in terms of income distributiun and sectoral 
developments. A Cinal section summarizes our conclusions arid recom
mendat ions. 

The Annexes ('intaiii tibular data, a Hexican quality of life index 
by state for 197L, ,ind ir. analysis giving the equity aspects of the 
Mexican growth e\perience using a model developed by Gary S. Fields 
to examine the Brazilian experience. 9/ 



11 Background of [Ie~ican Growth 

The literature on Mexico is replete with references to the twin
 

and mutually supporting themes of political stability and economic
 

growth. 10/ If stability and growth were the goals after the institu
regarded
tionalization of the revolution in the 1930s, the policy can be 


as eminently successful. Overall growth rates have been high,.and govern

ment has succeeded government through a controlled and generally non

violent electoral process. (See Table 1)
 

Table 1. Annual Growth Rates in Real GP . 

(Percent)
 

1925/40 1940/50 1950/60 1960/75
 

Gross domestic product 1.6 6.7 6.1 6.6
 

Per capita 	product 0 3.9 3.0 2.8,
 

Sources: 	 1925-1960, Clark W. Reynolds, The Mexican Economy, (New
 

Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1970), p. 22; 1960-1975
 
Inter-American Development Bank, Economic and Social Progress
 

in Latin America, 1976 Report, p. 229.
 

This sustained high rate of growth over approximately three-and
a-half decades is remarkable. To put this into context, it is useful to
 
keep in mind that the per capita growth target contained in the 1961
 

Charter of Punta del Este and in the Second Development Decade of the
 

United Nations was 2.5 percent a year.' Though Moxico's growth slowed
 
.,,i the 1975-1977 period (1975: 4.2 percent gross, oriless than 1 percent
 

per capita; 1976: about 2 percent gross or about -1.5 percent per capita;
 

1977: about 2.8 percent gross or about -0.6 percent capita), lil the
 

earlier pattern is likely to reassert itself under the Portillo admin

istraAion. Aready in 1977, the first year of the new administration, . 
Mexico has 	passed through a difficult stabilization process. 12/
 

1'; 	 !,r !:!9:i.! 1 i 
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According to the most recent World Bank Atlas (1977), Mexico's
 
GNP per capita in 1975 was the equivalent of about $1000.
 

Mexico's political structure of one-party democracy under the aegis
 
the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) has been the subject of
 
much study. 13/ The consensus of the examirations indicates that the 
stability of the Mexican system is the result of successful conflict re
solution within the party arid by the continual. absorption of new interest 
groups. 

The various wings of the party have each shared, in generally alter
nating fashion, in the big prize of Mexican politics, the presidency. 
(See lable 2) 

Table 2. Recent Mexican Presidents and their Terms of Office
 

Political Tendancy
 

Lazaro Cardenas 1934-1940 Left 
Manuel W\'iIa Camacho 19lt0-1946 Center-left 
Miguel Aleman 1946-1952 Center-right 
Adolfo Ruiz Cortirnps 1952-1958 Center 
Adolfo Lopez Mateos 1958-1964 Center-left 
Gustavo Dia7 Ordaz 1964-1970 Right 
Luis [chever ria 197U-1976 Left 
.Jose Lopez FPortillo 1976- To be seen 

TThe characterizatior, is subjective and based on the Mexican 
political spect rufl. 

The stress on overall economic growth was not accompanied by a 
comparable stress on income distribution. (See Table 3) 



..
 . . . ... ........-, 	 .... 

Table 3. Distribution of Family Income in Hexico 

Fercent of family income 

.1950 1958 1963 1969
 

6.1 5.0 4.2 4.0
Lowest 20' 
30% below the median 13.0 11.7 11.5 11.0 

30,% above the median 21.1 20.4 21.7. 21.0 

15% below the 'op 5%0 19.8 24.3 24.3 28.8 
Top 15% 	 40.0 38.6 38.3 36.0 

100.0 100.0 i0.0 100.0 

Top 20% 	 59.8 62.9 62.6 64.0
 

Source: 	 ILO world employment program working paper by Wouter van Gin

neken, reprinted'in The Economist, April 22, 1978, Mexican
 

Survey, p. 16. See also Tables A!5-A16 in the Annex.
 

The issue of the distributional aspects accompanying growth will
 

be the subject of detailed examination in this study. During the years
 

of power of the presidents labeled as conservative in tendency in
 

Table 2, stress was placed on promoting private investment in the hope
 

that distributional-equity would follow, while during the years of those
 

marked as leftist, more attention was paid to the provision of services
 

and other benefits to the poorer income groups. However, in the sweep
 

of the past 25 years, under administrations of presidents of varyinJ poli

tical persuasions, the curve has been reasonably consistent: the lowest
 

20 percent of the families did not improve their relative income posi

tion, and this position may even have deteriorated, while the top 20 per

cent maintained its position. (The data on the top 20 percent and the
 

middle 60 percent are conflicting, in that some sGurces show the middle
 

gaining and Pc lhers show the top group gaining. All sources show no 
relative improvement in income for the lowest 10 or 20 percent, although 

there have-,been distributional gains in other areas, such as life expect
ancy, infant mortality, and others.) 

One of the overwhelming facts of Mexico's economy is its remarkable 

high rate of population'increase, an acutely aggravating factor in many 
of Mexico's development problems. The Inter-AmericanDevelopment Bank . 

estimated that the annual .population growth rate from 1970-19.76 was 

.,V:ii .::: .:v.- '::!,• -;!• 	 ;:.:.: ..: .,-,-.: :...: }.:;;:: i 

http:1970-19.76
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3.5 percent. Mexican data show an acceleration in the rate of natural
 
increase, at least until 1975, stemming primarily from the persistently
 
declining death rate (Table 4). Recent work at the Colegio de Mexico
 
suggests that the rate of population growth may have peaked and is now
 
tapering off, but more time must elapse before this can be established
 
with certainty.
 

CELADE (El Centro Latirnoamericano de Derrografik) estimated recently
 
that Mexico's population would be 132 million in the year 2000, compared
 
with 59 million in 1975. 14/
 

Table 4. 	Natural Increase in Mexico's Populatinn, 1940-1975
 

(Rates per thousand)
 

Year Birth rate Death rate Natural increase
 

1940 44.3 23.2 21.1
 
1945 44.9 19.5 25.4
 
1950 '15.5 16.2 29.3
 
1955 45.1 13.3 31.P
 
1960 44.6 11.2 33.4
 
1965 44.1 9.4 34.7
 
1970 42.1 9.6 32.5
 
1975 44.5 8.6 35.9
 

Source: 	 Nacional Financiera, S.A., Statistics on the Mexican Economy,
 
1977, pp. 6-7, from data of the General Bureau of Statistics.
 

This immense rate of population increase affects all other aspects of
 
Mexico's development--the per capita income growth rates, the provi
sion of such key services as education, health care, housing, nutri
tion, the land tenure situation in agriculture, and the creation of
 
jobs. These strains, in turn, exacerbate the push factors driving
 
Mexicans to illegally seek employment in the United States.
 

The most significant area of growth in Mexico's economy has been
 
in industry (Tables 5 and 6). As can be seen from Table 6, the contri
bution of manufacturing to the GDP grew from 18.4 percent in 1950 to
 
23.1 percent in 1975, while that of agriculture declined over the same
 
period from 11.7 to 5.6 percent.
 



T.,tl,. ',. t -xi),r c , 
(Mi 

. I 

I I im, 
f., 

t 
i " I'rr ltict. by 
r ',if11603 1 ,w'o ) 

)r't.ivi ty, 

1950 1955 196O 1965 

Gross Domestic Product 86,971 114,049 150,511 212,320 

Primary Sector 

Agriculture 
Livestock raising 
Forestry 
Fishing 

10,176 
4,032 

992 
242 

12,310 
5,624 

720 
187 

14,790 
7,966 

082 
312 

19,921 
9,008 

955 
338 

Industry 

Mining, petroleum, 
and coal 

Manufacturing 
Construction 
Electricity 

3,943 

16,064 
2,998 

462 

4,615 

21,423 
3,951 

845 

7,434 

28,892 
6,105 
1,5)2 

10,508 

44,761 
8,534 
2,769 

Services 

Trade 
Transportation and 

colmmunication 
Banking, government 

and other 

25,799 
2,912 

19,917 

35,756 
3,760 

24,642 

46,880 
4,996 

32,251 

67,368 
6,443 

44,063 

Adjustment for banking - 564 -1,076 -1,519 -2,208 

1 '50--1575 

1970 

296,600 

1975 

390,900 

21,140 
11,848 
1,149 

398 

22,116 
13,764 
1,332 

483 

15,534 

67,680 
13,583 
5,3-7 

22,115 

90,928 
20,167 
8,083 

94,491 
9,395 

59,592 

121,526 
15,049 

80,651 

-3,567 -4,684 

Source: Nacional Financiera, S.A. (1977) Statistics on the Mevicaa Economy. 



Table 6. Mexico's Gross Domestic Product by Activity, 1950-1975
 

(Percentages of GDP by Sector)
 

1950 1955 1960 


Gross Domestic Product 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Primary Sector
 

Agriculture 11.7 
 11.4 9.8 

Livestock raising 4.6 5.3 5.2 

Forestry 1.1 
 .6 .5 

Fishing .2 .2 
 .2 


Industry
 

Mining, petroleum, 4.5 4.0 4.9 

and coal
 

Manufacturing 18.4 
 18.7 19.1 

Construction 
 :3.4 3.4 4.0 

Electricity 
 .5 .7 .9 


Services
 

Trade 
 29.6 31.3 31.1 

Transportation and 3.3 3.2 3.3 


communication 
Banking, government 22.9 21.6 21.4 


and other
 

Adjustment for banking 
 -. 6 -. 9 -1.0 


Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.
 

Source: Based on figures from previous table.
 

1965 


100.0 


9.3 

4.2 

.4 

.1 


4.9 


21.0 

4.0 

1.3 


31.7 

3.0 


20.7 


-1.0 


1970 1975 

100.0 100.L 

7.1 5.6 
3.9 3.5 
.3 .3 
.1 .1 

5.2 5.6 

22.8 23.1 
4.5 5.1 
1.8 2.0 

31.8 31.0 
3.1 3.8 

20.0 20.6 

-1.2 -1.1 
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There has been a heavy dosage of government intervention in [;,romot
ing He\ico's manufacturing sector. Some of this intervention has been 
direct. The State owrns more than 601) enterpri:ses and agencies, enters in
to joint with domestic and foreign private interests, ard invests 
direct.i in areas iich it deems appropriate. 15., While compared with 
ether courntries, tne par ticipation of the central joverIImeIHt in (IlFV ap
,)ears ritatlci snail: when the rap id growth of the parastatal sector 
is inclIuded, trot' ihiri af the puI)1lic sectLor in GDP increaseS substanti
al l . Public i re en, neth dlrectl bI the central government arid 
b'. the state-3wned enterI. pi ses, has represented a grow inj sha e of ag
gregate capit.al ,r.... ion. 5i'e ;tate intervention is indirect. The 
government is act i.e, uirticuirl throutlh the \arional Finianciera, in 
hetp I t rroad... , r. or rid otra activities. Government-owned 
1)aaf I t,.1e cI a si if i canL s nare of all credit supplied to 
the i.fer i ,T hie,:'orco no; protecte its domest ic industries Pa;Id 
ajricj] t"re hi m ' . a r eL', of Ce\ ices, such as t -,riff ;, ,uanti ta
tive restri i s ncs, c ir,, for do TISti( Conllten t for irdj'ptiJal 
products 'r' ,.r,- rr' ,.x l 

'enture; 

Dat a e' c,- ,. ' t ' e c)., e :,pen(Iiture ar dep,Wrdirn.j on the 
e ' , :  soLrce, [: t te ttreoc se t a .;e or a decl ir in ;)r i vate consurnLt ion, 

ar.;. an r " ]a fi'rmat ior ablef'or'Se 7 

]aDie 7. ?Ie, ico 's (russ Dcme:t. ic Preduct 

b. Type or Expenditure, 19501-i975 

"Percentages, based on current market prices, 

1950 1960 1970 1975 
Private Consumption 80.7 75.6 71.6 63.7 
General government consumption 4.7 6.3 7.7 10.9 
Increase in stocks .8 3.1 2.9 5.2 
Gross donestic capital formation 12.7 16.9 19.6 25.1 
Exports of goods and services Less 1.0 -2.] -2..0 -3.1 
imports of goods and services 

Gross Domestic Product 100.0 100 .[] 100.0 100.0 

p/ preliminary figures
 

Totals may not add to 100"0 due to rounding. 

Sources: 1950-1960 Banco de Mexico, 5.A. Cuentas Consolidadas Y Acerves
 
de Cepital 1950-1967.
 

1970-1975 Secretaria de la Presidencia. Informe a Jose Lopez
 
Portille. Based on figures from Banco de Mexico, S.A.
 

http:capit.al
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Again, while the data are inexact, employee remuneration as a per
centage of total income seems to have risen over time, as seen in
 
Table 8.
 

Table 8. Mexico's Gross Domestic Income
 

by Nature of Income, 1950-1975
 

(Percentages, based on current market prices)
 
p/ 

Employee Remuneration 
1950 
25.3 

1960 
31.1 

.1970 
34.8 

1975 
3775 

Operating Surplus 67.4 59.7 53.5 47.4 
Capital Depreciation 
Indirect Taxes Less Subsidies 

3.9 
3.2 

4.9 
4.2 

6.R 
4.8 

7.9 
7.0 

Gross Domestic Inrome 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

p/ preliminary figures
 

Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.
 

Sources: 1950-1960 Banco de lh'xico, S.A.Cuentas Consolidadas Y Acerves 
de Capital 1950-1967. 

1970-1975 5ecretarin de la Presidencia. Informe a Jose Ldpez 
Portill1'. based on figures from Banco de Mexico, S.A. 

As a result of the relative growth of' manufacturiing comipared with 
agriculture, combined with the concentration in government policy on in
vestment in agricultural infrastructure that tended to encourage large 
as opposed to siiall landowners, more and more of Mexico's population 
has beL.n movinq Lo urban areas (Table 9). This shift in population, how
ver, is still substantial. It was 37 percent in 1976, based on offi
cial data. 

Table 10 presents the relative growth rates of rural and urban 
areas over the decades since 1930. In recent decades, the urban popu

lation has been growing at a rate about four times as great as that
 
of the rural population. The data are somewhat distorted in favor of
 
urban growth, by Mexico's definition, denoting a locality of more than
 

2,500 perrons. However, apart from this distortion, the urban popu
latinn increase in absolute numbers has concentrated in the larger
 

metropolitan areas, such as Mexico City and in the border regions of
 

the north.
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-

Table 9. Mexico's Urban Rural Population, 1930-1976 

Year Population in thousands Percent of total 

Total Urban Rural Urban Rural 

1930 16,553 5,541 11,012 33.5 66.5 

1940 19,654 6,896 12,758 35.1 64.9 

1950 25,791 10,983 14,808 42.6 57.4 

1960 34,923 17,705 17,218 50.7 49.3 

1970 48,993 28,710 20,283 58.6 41.4 

1976 60,102 38,105 21,997 63.4 36.6. 

ihe urban-rural dividing line is 2,500 inhabitants 

Source: Nacional Financiera, S.A. (1977), Statistics on the Mexican 

Economy. 

lable 10. Growth Rates of Mexico's Urban and Rural Population, 

1930 - 1976 

Years 

Total 

(Percent) 

Population 

Urban Rural 

1930-1940 18.7 24.4 15.8 
1940-1950 31.2 59.2 16.0 

1950-1960 35.4 61.2 16.2 
1970-1976 22.6 32.7 8.4 

The urban-rural di.viding line is 2,500 inhabitants 

Source: Based on figures in Table 9 National Fi.nanciera, S.A-(1977) 
Stati.stics on -the Mexican Economy, p.5 . * 

.. i~! 

{++ ++,:,. .. ,++ + + .' +++++r++++++++++++++++++++ +++J +++++++++++++5}++?+i 
+, + + + 
+-*+' - 1 * 
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Mexico's balance-of-payments pattern in recent decades has been main
tenance of a deficit in merchandise trade. Table 11 shows this in sum
mary form. The trade deficit and the deficit on 
goods and services
 
took a quantum leap in the mid-1970s (see data for 1975 and 1976) for
 
a variety of reasons. [he IMF has noted that the public sector deficit
 
rose from 4 percent of GD in 1976. This was financed through absorp
tion by the governmenL of much domestic private financial savings arid 
a rise in external debt. Price increases in Mexico (Table 12) were
 
larger than those in Mexico's international competitors (competitive
position). 
 The net earnings from tourism declined as Mexican travel
 
in the United States and elsewhere increased. The balance on frontier 
transactions likewise diministied as the higher Mexican rate of infla
tion encouraged, prior to the 1976 devaluation, a rising volume of
 
Mexican conisumer buying on the 
U.S. side of the border.
 

Table 12. Mexican Price Indices, 1940-1976 (1954=100;
 

Cost of Cunsumer Workers Cost
 
Whnlesale Food Price Index of Living 

1940 23.9 
 20.8 
 21.3
 
1950 72.5 70.5 
 75.3
 
1960 137.5 151.7 
 154.2
 
1970 174.1 192.1 108.7 201.0
 
1976 155.6 393.8 222.1 446.5
 

Note: Annual averages
 

Sourcu: 	 Nacional Financiera, S.A. (1977) Statistics on the Mexican
 
Economy, pp. 218-219.
 

In September 1976 Mexico severed the peso's link with the dollar 
which had been fixed at 12.50 pesos per dollars since 1954, and allowed
 
the peso to float. The rate at the end of June 1978 was 22.5 pesos per
 
dollar.
 

Table 11 also shows the dramatic improvement in the merchandise 
trade account which occurred in 1977, the first year of the new ,dmin
istration's stabilization program and under the depreciated peso rate. 
The rapid upward adjustment of prices in Mexico during 1977 and 1978,
however, leaves a repetition of this degree of improvement in doubt 
except for the impact of oil developments on the country's balance of
 



'ayrm,,it.s, 1940-1977

Table II. Mexico's Balance. of 


(Milli i ( (A dl lars) 

1940 19)0 _1960 1970 1975 1976 1977
 

738 1281 2861 3316 4093
Exports of goods 94 493 

596 1186 2327 6580 6U539 5488


Imports of goods 132 

-38 -_0W -48 -A64 -i714 -2714 -139
Trade Balance 


119 331 633 1652 3444 3915 3917

Invisible receipts 


172 485 1552 3418 4264 4301

Invisible payments 59 


-3rn -38-4-Net invisibles 


58 -300 -946 -3693 -3044 -1780

Balance on goods & services 22 


182 499 
 -406 -1983
Errors and omissions -3 62 


2 51 109 504 4318 4655

Long-term c'apital (net) 


Change in reserves of
 
Bank of Mexico 22 172 -9 102 165 -333
 

Source: Nacional Financiera, Statistics on the Mexican Economy, 1977, from Bank of Mexico
 

Data; 1977 data from IMF Survey, also from Mexican (data.
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payments.
 

Mexico's current account deficits in its balance of payments has
 
been financed in large part by substantial external borrowing. Bor
rowing was approximately $3 billion net in 1977 and is expected to be
 
roughly at the same level in 1978. The total outstanding official debt
 
at present is between $23 and $24 billion, including about $3.5 billion
 
of short-term debt. 16/
 

Looking into the future, the balance-of-payments pattern is likely
 
to be different in view of Mexico's apparent oil reserves. Given the
 
recent discoveties of substantial petroleum reserves, Mexico's future
 
merchandise trade balance is likely to be in surplus and Mexico should 
be able to finance its development program from oil export revenues 
rather than frori a further buildup in debt. There is nothing in this 
process, however, that assures that these increased revenues will be 
used to promote greater distribution in Mexico. If the government defers 
action which seeks to break the endemic patterns of maldistribution, 
problems resultirg from disparities are likely to intensify and require
 
more drastic measures later on. If the oil revenues are mainly used 
to promote inidustrial growth, the gap ietween the rural and urban centers 
may even become wider. As it is, much of the oil revenue during the 
initial pha;es of oil developmer t will be re-absorbed by the highly auto
mated arid capital-intensive oil industry. This study examines some of
 
these issues arid points out the areas in which progress must be made if 
the Mex ican society is ever to approximate eqiit> of income distribu
tion.
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Ill. Findings
 

A. Income Distribution 

Mexican economic and social 
As alreadyrnoted, longitudinal data on 


a consistent basis. The reliabili
phenomena are difficult to obtain on 


to be uniformly constructed time
seem
ty of the underlying data of what 

Data on income distribution reflect these
 

series is often suspect. 

income distribution data have been gathered 

as
difficulties. However, 


siduously by academicians, researchers from international 
organizations,
 

Like
 
and in special surveys under the ouspices of 

the Bank of Mexico. 


the figures probably are not precise,
most income distribution data, 

Much other Mexican
"political" as


but neither do they seem to be as 


data (such asthose on literacy, education, and 
infant mortality).
 

same source for 1950 and
 
Tables 3 and A.15 contain data from the 


The Economist table
 
1958, but the sources differ for later years. 


as improv
(based on ILO estimats) shows the top 20 percent income group 


ing its relative position in 1969 as compared with 1950, whereas the
 

Bank of Mexico data show the reverse for 
1968 as compared with 1950.
 

is a reasonable
 
Table 13, compiled from7,,the material in Table A.15, 


basis for reaching some conclusions about the trend of income distri-


We have not gone beyond 1968 in the following table
 
bution in Mexico. 


Later Bank of Mexico
 
given the uncertainreliability of this later 

data. 


material indicates that income distribution patterns in the mid-1970s
 

from those of 1968. 17/

do not differ significantly 


fable 13. Estimated Family Income
 

(percent)
 

1950 1968
 
Percent of families 


2.7 1.3
 
Lowest 10 percent 


6.1 3.6 
Lowest 20 percent 


14.3 11.2
 
Lowest 40 percent 


13.0 13.5
 
30 percent below the median 
 26.4
 
30 percent above the median 

21.1 
34.1 39.9 

Middle 60 percent 
 75.4 75.6 
Highest 40 percent 


59.8 56.5 
Highest 20 percent 


49.0 40.1
 
Highest 10 percent 
 40.2,." 29.0 
Highest 5 percent 


Source: (see next page).
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Source For (1950) 
 Ifigenia do Navarrete, "La Distribucion del

Ingreso en Mexico; 
Tendencias y Perspectivas",

in David Ibarra et. al., El Perfil do Mexico en
19800, 
 Vol. 1 (M1xico: SigHo Veintiuno [ditores, 
5.A.) 1970, p. 37. 

(1968) anro de Mexico, La Distribucion de so n 
lexico. (Mexico: f-ndo do t-ra Lconnmia-7 
1974, p. 13. 

What emeroes from lablen 13 is that the lowest income groups, whetherdefined as the lowest 10 percent or lowestcent 20 percent lowestor 40of Mexican fmilies, were relatively worse 
per

off in 1968 than theywere in 1950.
 

Similarly, the highest income families, whether defined as thehighest 5 percent, or 10 percent;, or 20 percent, received relatively
less of total income in 
20 percent 

1968 thdn they had in 1950, although the topstill received a major share of all income.noted that we are It should besuspicious Of the substantial change in the highestfive per-cent. group between the yearstwo shownr,percent 0f family but do not know whetherincome is too high in 1950, too low in 1968, or somecombiration of Lt" t.wo. 
 [ie middle CJrouJs, particularlyfamilies 311 per(c-ent above the median, 
the group of 

appear to have improved theirrelative position at the expense of t.he lowest income theincome (rneups. and highestIf this (groClup, thoso in the Sixth, seventh, and eighthdecile, car be considered middle class, then it is this class that seems 
to be irmproving its relative position. 

siome cautionary points should be made. ihe relative shares overroughly these two decades have changed by 
one or two percentage pointsfor oach decile, except for the two highest decile groups 
(the ninth
de 
iteiiproed its relative position substantially andthe hiqhest the position ofincome docile showed a relative deterioration). Changes
of this maciniitud would seem to fall iii the normal range of error. And,
for the lowest income groups, when other indicators are examined, such
as life expectancy, their positions have improved absolutely.
 

However, 
one overwhelming fact 
is clear: Mexico is
society, even a most unequal
when contrasted with other Latin American countries.
upper 5 percent of families Thein 1968 received more income than the lowest603 percent; 
Lhe upper 10 percent received about as 
much income as the
lowest 80 percent. rhe se disparities are similarly reflected in other
areas, such as nutrition, education, and morbitity. 
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be Income distribution tends to 
A cautionary note should added. 

il developed as well as in less developed countries. labt ebe unequal the U.S. lustrates 
14, comparing incte dist ribution il MPXico and i 

Mexico- and a developed
H'owever, tne differenLe betweenthis point. 

thLC hilhU(r share; goin] LO 
Country , e .5,. 1io; in the ails --

t.o peopIe
tih top and thetI ower ,hares go irig the 

the few fa.ILiesIat 
at the hot. torl. 

The Dist. ributi on of' IhO.;Whod InCOme
TaIle 14 . 

Perceit. t Ina I 

M.exico ..r,i tedi t " 

S97r \,968) 

5.6 ..Poorest fifth 7.511.1.I.Second fifth 
1.3.217 . C 17 .6ihird Fifth 1",.92 4 .67Fourth fifth 


Richest rifth .0,4 -. 5 56.5
 
29. U 

Iop 5 e f1nt 

t, , " ous-etold Hlley Income in 1P76 
J .S: 3ureau -fSource: 

EI haracterist ics of Housei d [.corni(Del.cte ' 

9
holds" 

I lrie(0 en Mexico,
c Ie.. cc Li Dist.riiuorior delMI xico:Bancci 

, L t r;i , 1)74.
19()9, 

Me:,xian qrowth h[t ween 1958 
Annex L examines the ene,-I Ar ies of 

-jrrups rather tharl perCenht;lae Of shares 
and 1968 by actual peso incooe 

It that the ',Ery pocrest M,:.ian farT, ili ;, thoe 
of income. shows 

did rot share relatively in 
at the bottom 5 to 1lb percent,roughly 

Mexican growth. However, if the poor are defined as the lowest. 4[ per

increased mure than proportirately, though 
cent, their relative share 

was than te iicrease! in shares Of upper
their absolute increase le.ss 


income families.
 

also spatially di,:;tributed. Reqiona I 
Mexico's inequalities are a t l- i ° andall f ields-- literacy, transport

differences recur in almost 
inhabitant, availability of doctors, et c. 

facilities per 

As can be seen in Table p..19, showing per capita income for 1969, thecommunications 
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most affluent regions are the Federal District and Region 2 (the
 
Pacific North of Mexido), and to some extent Region I in the North.
 
The poorest. regions in terms of per capita income are Region 4 (the
 
Pacific South), Region 3 or the Central areas of the country, omitting
 
the Federal District, and Region 5 along the Gulf. Region 3 contains 
more than one-third of Mexico's population, and its standing is as high 
as it is because it contains two major urban centers, Guadalajara and 
Puebla as well as a number of other relatively high income cities such 
as Cuernavaca, Toluca, Celaya, and Queretaro among others. To some
 
extent, the income effects of these populations mask the poverty of the
 
the rural population of Region 3.
 

To a certain extent, the continuation of regional differences is a 
natural phenomenon. One would expect the poorest regions to have more 
of their populations living in homes without electricity than the 
wealthier regions, and they do. They have more inhabitants per doctor, 
literacy rates (even as literacy is generously defined by the nfficial
 
statistics) are lower, and in general theyreceive less private credit.
 
A more germane question is whether these disparities are exacerbated 
by current government policy. Based on the availability of statistical
 
evidence, this is hard to answer. In the past, government policy cer
tainly aggravated these differences. Lower literacy rates are a reflec
tion of relatively lower invesLment in primary and secondary schools 
in poorer regions. Region 2 has more irrigated land than any other 
region of the country despite the Fact that its population is the smal
lest of any region. It has more irrigated land than Region 3, which 
has more than four times the population. This is a reflection of past 
governmental investment priorities which, naturally, had to channel 
water into irrigation where hydrologic and soil conditions were most
 
suitable, not necessarily where the largest numbers of impoverished 
farmers lived. The irrigated farming land of the Northwest contri
buted to a substantial increase of marketable agricultural surplus, for 
both domestic and export markets. 

For the more recent period, government action seems to have had 
both an exacerbating andileveling impact on regional disparities. 
For example, disparities in the availability of roads have been re
duced, although largely by constructing unpaved (mainly gravel) roads 
in the poorer regi;ns. Food subsidies seem to be benefitting the poorer 
r gions; although, as nne. would expect, diet still correlates highly 
with income: that is, the higher the. family: income.the more adequate 
the diet. In addition, the subsidized, low price provision of other 
basic consumner goods th rough the CONASUPO distributional network has. 
provided an additional measure of relief for some low-income families, 
even thoughv the rangel of items available through CONASUPO outlets is 

V V. . ! 
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locations.
greater in urban than in rural 
77,7 

to be highly 	re-
Broadly speaking, tle Mexican tax system appears 

of the tax 
gressive. Income taxes represented less than 25 percent 

various types of indirect taxes,
take in 1975. The remainder consisted of 

data on Federal Governmenters., Preciseparticularly 	 on sales and turno 
it was thus not possible

by state were not available,' andexpenditures 	 the 
state state or regional transfers operating through

to calculate by 
Among the higher positive correlations from' 

tax and.expenditures systems. 
each case hioher than .8 and uSually.more than 

our computer 	 studies (in 
.9) were between per capita income in current prices and various types
 

of public-investmcnt for social 'welfare, urban and rural services,. medi-

at least imply that this part
cal. facilities, 'and education, which Would 	 ' 

per incomes are 
of government expenditures is greatest where capita 

wish to 
highest. Howe'e'', because of a suspect data base, we do not 

the other hand, information from other sources overstate.this point. On 

confirm this impression. Although coveraoe of 

the social security

tend to 
system has increased in.recent years, the system and its associated ser

.. e total population. The 
vices cont'nue to'favor only a minbrity of 

of these services, whereas the 
are the main 	beneficiariesurban groups Housing policy
still excluded from them.majority of rural people are 

the urban areas, which are, 
still-directs most public subsidies into 

Public expenditures on 
-as mentioned earlier, the higher income areas. 


j elementary education may have spread into 
the poorer, less urbanized
 

and higher educa'but expenditures on'secondary7" areas in recent years, 
public sector resources primarily to the
 *'tion 'continue to channel 

more favored 	urban centers.
 

as for income distribution,,an important conclusion 
emerges:


Again, 
some recent lessening of' differences among regions, re-

Mexico, 'despite 
level of well being,divided nation. The generalmains a fundamentally 

income or by 	variousindicatorsof quality
whether measured by per capita 
of life, differs markedly by region. Annex B, containing statbystate 

figures of the physical quality of life' index devised by'the 
Over'seas 

illustrates the"quantitat ive differences among

Development Counicil (ODC), 

a
 
We would treat this as representing a general rather than 


the regions. 	 dat a goingsince we suspect the' consistency of"the
precise description 

this -ntoindex. We attempted togather time series' on all' three ele . 
-. , '.life expectancy data at age..to'..ind
ments of the 	index, but were unable 


for years earlier than1970.
 
by state,
. 1, 
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To summarize, it can be said that if the poor are defined 
as the
 
bottom half of the population, then benefits of economic growth have
 
accrued to them. Their relative incomes have improved, they live
 
longer, and more of them are going to school. 
 Equally significant,
the middle class seems to be growing -- as defined by incomu distri
bution patterns. However, when looked at from the vantage point of the 
family or region, this process has not gone far enough to alter the 
basic inequalities of the society. As wili 
 be noted in the following

sections, the disparity in incomes cuts across other indicators -- edu
cation, health, agriculture, namely, the real as well as the monetary 
indicators. 

H. Education
 

In the promotion of equity, availability of education merits a 
place alongside redistribution, or perhaps ahc'ad of it. 18/ The con
clusion derived From studying the educational aspect of Mexican develop
mert is comparable to that reached for income -- some, perhaps even much 
progress has been made, but the record is mixed and extremely discrimi
natory. The rich get educated, which is not surprising, since those living
in the richer states or regions have a better chance to enter and stay in 
a primary school for the prescribed six years than those from poorer
regions. It is better to be living in an urban area than in a rural 
area if parents desire a reasonable degree of education for their child
ren. 

Iore specifically:
 

-- the data vary by source, but somewhere between 54 and 6U percent of 
those entering primary school graduate six years later (1970-71
data) if they live in an urban area, whereas the percentage is be
tween 10 and 13 percent if they live in a rural area; 

-- the percentage uf school drop-outs is higher in the primary schools 
of rural areas than in those of urban areas in part because there 
are fewer conveniently accessible secondary schools in rural areas
 
than in urban areas to provide a stronger incentive for completing
 
grades;
 

-- a very high percentage of the rural population lacks access to se
condary education, and hence, access to the higher education for
 
which secondary schools provide a bridge;
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-- lacking access to secondary ;id higher education, a large portion of 

the rural population is cut off permanently from the jobs which have 

a higher skil.l component and which are cortrspondinoly more remunera 

'. tive; 
-- if one lives in Region 2, the country's riclest, the 	 chances are good 

will be higher
that both federal and state expenditures per student 


than if one lives in Regions 3 or 4, which are poorer:
 
primary school level, the Federal 

--this means, if looked only at the 
for the lesser abilityGovernment. is not systematically compensating 

of the poorer states to finance education, although' here the pattern 

is irconsistent; 
to note the large number of pri 

-- another way to address inequality is 

schools providing secondary education, located mainly in urban
vaLe 

the total number of
 areas. These schools account for almost half of 

most likely to enter universities upon,schools. These graduates are 
of their secondary education.
completion 


more than Five-,I
-- per student expenditures for higher education are 

times as great (1975) than for primary education, whichand a-half 
subsidy for the children of the more 'affluentimplies substantial 

families rather than for the offspring of the poorest family; 

'' - these disparities are reflected also ipliteracy (an end result 

as opposed tol an input, such as expenditures). The probability for 
the more afflua person to be literate is substantially greater in 


ent regions and in;he urban areas; 
is now more -even this simplifies reality. While simple literacy 

K .:I han 95 percent, i.e.,' that proportion of the population six years.
 

of age or more who have entered or completed one pear 'of primary
 

school, less than half the population is functionally literate, i.e,,,.,
 

of age or more who have had enough schooling tothose nine years 

A~~' retain reading skills.' 

gress in tiis sector into better,,per-
Some history might put the --
spective. The evidence available ,ndicates that in pre-revolutionary 

was illiterate. Of total school-Mexico over two-thirds of the population 
school at some point.age population,@bout' one-fourth attended p'rimairy 

This figure is now closer to 100 percent, although, as already notedi 5. 

-'< 

~~ many students drop out later. Education in rural areas was' almost' non-
was
 

e e ae when oyer.two-thirds of the nation's population 


but not with ease. The 1917 Constitution," . 
rural. It i nowavailable 
"specifying the goals of the Revolujtion, addressed in particular the 

of the Constitutional. revisions in 1921 soli~<educational needs nation. 
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dified the dominant role of the federal government in meeting these
 
needs. The federal govurnment was authorized "to establish, organize,
 
and support in all the Republic" elementary and secondary schools.
 
To carry this out a cabinet-level office, the Secretaria de Educacion
 

Publica, SEP, (Department of Public Education) was established.
 
Today, the SEP has responsibility for federal schools of all types
 

and levels in the country, and exerts supervisory authority over all
 

state and privately funded schools.
 

Education expenditures in real terms have increased by about 95
 

times since 1925. The number of students enrolled in primary schools
 
has increaced from 3 million in 1950 to 10.8 million in 1975. Despite 
th*s progress, education in Mexicu can be characterized b its distri

butional inequities within different levels of the school system and 
geographically within the nation. The educational sector reinforces 
the general picture of social and economic disparities between developed, 

urbanized regions of Mexico and the less developed rural areas. This 
is reflected in expenditure allocations by the federal and state govern

ments, and most importantly, in the end results of the educational 
system -- namely, the continuing high functional illiteracy and drop
out rates at the primary level. 

Clark Gill has commented: 

Although great progress has been made, fiuch more is necessary. 
In assessinig Mexico's education accomplishments, one must re
member that the nation is building rather than merely sustain
ing an economy and an educational system; and that after the 
Revolution of 1910 it faced tremendous social and economic 
obstacles in its struggle against poverty and ignorance. 19/ 

Some years later, Gill commented on Lhe development-education re
lationship: 

"...with more than half its population under 20 years of age, the 
cost of providing schools for burgeoning enrollments has been 

mounting at a steady pace. Under these ci-cumstances, providing 

the educational programs required by an industrializing nation is
 

a constant challenge." 21_,/ 

for edu-The federal government provides the bulk of financial support 


cation (Table A.36). Until recently, the share of the fF.deral budget
 

directed to education increased steadily. Between 1970 and 1975, how-

ever, the share directed to education declined by about 10 percentage
 
time total student enrollment increased by 30points while at the same 

nPrrent.
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iable 16. Federal Budget Education Allocations 	 .
 

' 	 .. "(Percent of Budget)
 

Year 1921 1930 1940 1950 1960l 1968 1970 1975 

9 19 25 28 17
Percent 5 1 12 


Source: Gill, 1969, 1977; Cline, 1971.
 

As a share of GNP, total expenditures on education (including
 

federal, state,.municipal,. and private) increased from About two per

cent in 1960 to more than three percent currently. This is still not high. 

At a 1.966 meeting in Santiago, Chile, a goal of Four percent wi~s set For 
the 1970 eduJcation/GNP ratio. 

Among the different levels of education' as one would expect, pri

mary school funding receives the bulk of.absolute expenditures. (See
 

Table A.37), Primary education with a duration of six years is required.
 

in principle of all children between the ages of 6 and 14. While this
 

age group is growing rapidly, since 1971. there has been a steady. decline
 

in the share directed toward primary education and a corresponding rise
 

in other levels. The most dramatic percentage increase has been in higher
 

education 'Table 17). Higher education's share of the budget of the Secre

tar/a de Educacion Publica has grown from 9.7 percent in 1971 to 14.9 per

cent itn 1976. At the same time, however, it shou.1d be kept in mind tlha
 

good quality higher education is provided in very few locations in Mexico
 

as far as educationinimost disciplines is concerned.
 

Table 17. FederalF Expenditures per Student, 1971-1975 (Current pesos)
 

. ...... 43 	 1,124.........
Primary..... 


S 	 Secondary (Basic) 1,667 3,415 

Secondary (Upper) 3,600 7551'7 
Higher Education. 3,294, 	 '6252~
 

~Source: Secretarla de Educaclon Pi blic@, Informie de 'Labores
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An important equity point emerges from these data. Higher edu
cation in Mexico, as in many countries, is subsidized, e.g., through . 

tuition remission. Entrants into the universities tend to be child
ren of upper income Mexicans; it is thus the rich who are mainly subsi
dized. In this respect, socioeconomic biases are perpetuated. 

Expenditures on secondary education have grown less in absolute . 

terms than on primary education in the 1970s, but have maintained 
their proportional share while primary ediicational expenditures have 
not. No specific taxes are P-r narked frr primary education at either.
 
the state or federal level. However, a special tax on salaries above
 
a prescribed level is levied by the federal government to support expan
sion-of secondary and higher education. This exemplifies a concern by.
 
those beneritting from the availability of graduates from secondary
 

Private 'schools at the secondary level (both basic and upper cycle) 
still enroll approximately 25 percent of the secondary student popula-': 
tion. (1572 information) In 1975-76, roughly 50 percent of the second
ary 'schools were private. The teaclier-student ratios in private schools 
are markedly higher than those or federal and state public schools. 
The Mexican public school system is partially blocked because of the 
marked drop-off rate in public school enrollment between the primary 
and secondary levels. ' 

Since secondary education is disproportionately private, due to 
the higher opportunity cost for poor families, most students in higher .. 

education come from higher income families. We do not have recent data ' 

on family income levels Of Students at universities to document this 
point. However, a 1963 study of students from the Autonomous National
 

' . University of Mexico (UNAM) found that their family incomes were 3.2 
Limes the national: average. 21/ In na tion where only 9 percent of 
the: families had'average mon -hly incomes of more than 3,0OO pesos,
43 percent of UNAM students came from this income bracket. Indirect ' 

" . evidence suggests that this finding is still accurate. 

An'oLher distributional finding relates to the regional 'allocation 
of' federal expenditures.For 1974, information is available for about 
two-thirds or the states.22/ Even though sme important states are 
missing (such as Nuevo Leon, Mexico, a~nd. Veracruz as well as most of 
Region 5), some tentativeiconclusions can be' reached. In rank order 

<';' 'or' real peso expenditures by" the federal' government, four states, in 

' 

' 

' 

"
 

,
 

http:states.22
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the relatively prosperous Regions I and 2 were in the top oten. Two 
of the economically better off states in Region 3, Puebla and Jalisco, 
were also in the top ten. Region 4, which consistently rinks low in 
social and economic indicators does have two of its four states in 

•! the top ten, Oaxaca and Guerrero. Based on the 1974 data, the federal 
government is allocating educational expenditures in part to help those 
states least able to afford their own outlays, and in part to those 
states least in need of this help (Tables A.39 and A.40). Under a consci
ously redistributive policy, federal expenditures would he greater in:the 
least developed states. There is no such a consistent pattern il Mexico. 

* State governments contribute about 20 percent to total educational 
expenditures. The degree of a state's economic development seems to 
be related to its commitment to fund education (Table A.40). In 1973, 
Nuevo Leon contributed 68.6 percent of its total budget to education; 
in 1974, Baja California Norte contributed 52.6 percent of its total 
budget to education. Both are relatively prosperous states. This is 
in stark contrast to Oaxaca which in 1973 and 1974 allocated roughly 
15 percent of its total budget to education. 

The variation among states is dramatically reflected in regional 
per student expenditures by the states. In 1972, Region 2 spent five 
times as much as Region 4 per student on primary education. (Table A.44). 
In the same year, the regions taken together spent,about 50 percent of 
their educational budgets on primary education. But Regions l-and 2, 
with about 30 percent of all students enrolled in primary schools that 
year, had about half of all state expenditures directed toward education. 

Statistics on-literacy require examination on at least two levels. 
"Using the definition of 'simple literacy (those who completed the first" 
year of primary education or the equivalent), literacy rates increased' 
dramatically (by more than 20 percent), between 1966 and 1972, rising 
from 73 to 96 percent (Table A.47).' Using the U.S. literacy definition, 
w'hich focuses 'on the minimum level (four years) to assure retention of 

yacquired skills, there was also, a large percentage increase of' 21 per
i""cent between 1966 and 1972.. "According to this definition, 42 percent
 
"'of the Mexican population< was literate by 1972, as compared 'with 34.6
 
percent in 1966. More significantly, under 'the functional literacy cri-~ 
terion, the absolute numbers of iilliterates seem :to be increasing. [he 
annual rate of population increase is greater than the annual rate of 

increase in functional literacy, which portends a growing future problem. 
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The magnitude of the problem in combating illiteracy was demon
strated by the results of the eleven year plan on education initiated 
by President Ld'pez Mateos in 1959. Proposed increases in state and 
federal expenditures were intended both to keep students in school 
longer and to reach persons outside the education system. The program
succeeded in pacl in that average grade completion increased from 2.2 
to 2.9 years. However, population growth and the number of drop-outs
resulted in an increase of functional illiterates of 3 million. 

Drop-out r'ate, in primary education, particularly in rural areas, 
are high (fables A.55 and A.56). As noted before, chances to success
fully complete six years of primary education are greater in the urban 
areas than in the rural localities. Over time this urban advantage has 
persisted. In 1965, 41 percent of the urban students completed six 
years of primary school. This figure increased to 54 percent in 1970. 
In rural areas the percentages were 6 percent in 1961 and 10 percent
in 197.1. The familiar litanv of rejional disparities surfaces again
when drop-out rates are identified by regions. As can be seen in Table 
18, the rate of successful completion of primary education in Region 2 
wa'- t wice that of Reqiion 14 in ,971 . The reasons for this have been 
diScued'; above; namely differential allocntions to education, the 
large rural population of the poor regions, and the like. 

lable 16. Students Completinq Six Years of Primary Education, 1971 

(Percent of those untering) 

Total Urban Rural 

Region 1 39 63 16 
Region 2 42 64 19 
Region 3 32 58 14 
Region 4 21 62 8 
Region 5 25 51 10 

Source: La Alfabetizacion y la [nsenanza Primaria en Mexico en 1971. 
Revista del Centro de Estudios [ducativos, Vol. III, (1973). 



The 1970 census indicated that 42 percentiof the population 15
 

years and older had not completed primary education.
 

*' iAs ohe would expect, educational attainment is related to later
 

employmentjas shown in Table 19. The functionally illiterate tend
 

to work in sectors not requiring skills obtained in schools -- agricul

ture, construction, and the category of unspecified employment. The
 

>literate work in government and commerce, and other sectors requiring
 

skills acquired through special or trade schools.
 

Table 19. Employment and Literacy, 1970
 

Percent 
Economically Percent Percent 

Active Population, Functional Functional 

by Sector Literates Illiterates 

Agriculture/livestock 39.4 27.3 82.7
 
Petroleum/mining/
 

construction 1.8 61.B 38.2
 
Industry 16.7 61.4 38.5
 
Construction 4.4 40.6 59.4
 

Commerce 9.2 61.6 38.4
 
Services 16.7 63.6 36.3
 

Transportation 2.8 64.5 35.3
 

Government 3.1 74.5 25.3
 
59.9
V Insufficiently Specific 5.8 40.0 

a
 

Economia, Vol. 8, No 2 (1974). (Based on original census data 

from 1970).
 

Source: Victor Urquidi, "Empleo y Explosi4n Demogr fica", Demografa11y 


C. Agriculture
 

*The agricultural sector is not only one of the reasonably success

ful elements of Mexican economic growth but ls of the more strik- ! <-

ing failuresof equity-oriented development. Data on land tenure show
 

highly skewed patterns of landholding. Government expenditures, per
haps even morel than, in education, have favored large landholders and 
largely overlooked the agricultural majority. Althoiugh government pro
grams to provide needed credit to smaller farmers have been insufficient ~
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to meet their needs, credit has nonetheless been available. Much of the
 
problem has been with small farmer access to lending institutions and
 
the mechanics of small scale lending itself. ]he data already given 
shcw the disadvantages of the small farmer, or more particularly a land
less peasant, in Mexico. Unemployment and underemployment are high in 
rural Mexico. All these factors are accelerating rural outmigration and 
are indirectly contributing to migration to the U.S. 

Many studies on exican agriculture were drawn for this paper.24/ 
Only the highlights of our studies, as they affect equity considera-
Lions, will be noted at this point. Other data are contained in the 
tables in Annex A. 

First, a few comments oi; land tenure. There were lirge-scale land 
reform programs (luring the 1920s and 1930s when nearly one quarter of 
Mexico's national territory was redistributed.25/ Under President Lazaro 
Cardenas' administration (1934-1940) the distribution of large estates 
peaked; the agrarian reform was codified in the Codigo Agrario of 1934;
 
and credit organizations were established in each rural sector under the 
Banco Nacional de Credito [jidal, founded in 19154. The name "ejido", 
taken from the Indian word for commfunal land, was given to the distri
bution systcm, the distributed lands, and often to the Farm communities 
for;ned under the system. Ejido land is either held in common by a vil
lage or by individual failies. Tie latter parcels are limited to less 
than [) hectares and generally include both arable and non-arable land. 
They are held in usufruct by the famlly: the head of the family does not 
own the land, which remains inalienable, but he can bequeath it to his 
oldest son. A number of the communal ejidos are large cooperatives where 
commercial crops are farmed collectively. Examples are the Laguna cotton 
cooperatives and the Yucatan sisal plantations. In 19Q1, holders of small 
private lands outside the ejido programs obtained certificates guarante
eing against expropriation of their holdings. 

Many of these ejido plots, as is the case with many of' Mexico's small 
private farmers, are too small and unproductive to allow family income 
to rirle above the subsistence level. This situation has worsened over 
time as fathers divide their land among their sons, thereby decreasing 
the amount of land, and therefore income, which is available to its in
habitants. 

Rural population growth combining with the decline sirce 1940 in eji
dal redistribution and factors such as the erosion of arable land or its 
loss through overly-intensive cultivation have produced a growing popu
lation of landless workers. After the Echevarria administration's abortive
 

http:redistributed.25
http:paper.24
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policy of encouraging squatting on large estates, the Portillo administra-

tion has announced the exhaustion of land availability for ejidal 
distri

bUtion. I 

As much as 50 percent of the rural population is 
under 30 years 

of age.26/ As a result, a large segment of rural labor is dependent on 

day wages paid by large landowners.. The prevailing poverty of the rural 

populace has frustrated the development of locally accessible sources 

of off-farm employment, making it often difficult 
to find adequate employ

ment. As a consequence, there are today large 
numbers of unemployed and 

underemployed workers in Mexican agriculture. 

Table 20 shows the extent to which private cropland is still concen

trated in the hands ofa few. Over half the farm units occupy slightly 

more than one percent of the total farming area. Just under one percent 

of the large farming units control almost 60 percent of the arable land. 

Irrespective of legal limits on private landholdings 
__ 200 hectares of 

seasonal land or 100 hectares of irrigated land -- land concentration 

is high. For example, in the Yaqui. Valley, according to Stavenhagen, 85 

proprietors control 116,800 hectares of the best irrigated land, which 

are registered under 1,191 names. In other words, each landowner controls, 

on the average, 1,400 hectares. 27/ 

.. 444 

I 

4 . Table 20. Distribution of Private Cropland, 1970 

44 Size, of Holding 
(in hectares) 

.Number of 
Holdings 

1,01' % of Total' 1,000 

Total Area 

Hectares %of Total 

Uto - 1.0 
10 - 5.0 

5.1 - 10.0 
10.0 - 25.0 
25.1 - 50.0 

50.1- 100.0 
444 44100.1 - 200.0 

~544,.' 200.1 -' 500.0 

500.1 - 1000.0 
1000.1 - 5000.0 

~44'44. 5000.1 and over 

TOTAL 

SI 
4 

. ource: V Uenso 
44 4 

225. 
266 
101 
101 
60 
48 
32 

24 

9 
7 
2 

997 

Mgloa 
4 

25.6 
' 26.7 

10.1 
10.1 
6.0 
4.8 
3.2 

' 2.4 

.8 

.7 

.2 

anaero 

. 

' 

' 

' 

y'~~al 

145.2 
735 
777 
713 
267 
683 

.764 
7,765 ' 

6,457 
18,15U 
23,690 

70,1444,4 

Icsme 

1.04 
1.10 
1.01 
.38 
.97' 

1.09 . 

11.07 

9.21 
25.87 
33.77,44 

neaMeXR~r _0 

.... . 

'"+: 

4 4444 
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Table A.70 provides another revealing breakdown of land tenure.
 
Although ejidal land in 1968-69 made up 62 percent of all land, and
 
private landholdings 38 percent, irrigated lands were 
divided equally
 
among the two types of tenure. Practically all of the private land
holdings, irrigated or otherwise, were in holdings of more than 5 hec
tares.
 

Large estates have benefitted most from the government's overall

plan to increi,. the nat ion's crops. This sector of the rural popula
tion has generailly receivedi disproportionate a-iounts of capital invest
ment for irrigation. Most credit goes to these farmers and to other 
farmers in relatively.prosperous regions, including publicly provided

credit at what are likely to be concessionary rates of interest. 28/

It has been estimated that snal-scale farmers obtain 75 to 85 percent 
or more of the money they borro.w frol;i individual moneylenders at exces
sively high rates of interest. Simon Williams believes that only 25 
percent of all farmers are served in any tqay by either public or pri
vate banks; and for small farmers, 70 to 80 percent of this comes from 
government banks. 29/
 

Analysis of the data reveals striking but not surprising regional
 
disparities in Mexican agriculture. As we expected the Pacific North
 
(Region 2) outshone tIhe r'est 01 arost all coonts 
 includinj even the
 
credits granted to ejidail farmer:; fro;in official banks. Per capita in
comes were higher and deni.tie-v.; (and average size of holdings) allowed
 
more land to fewer people. The amount of irrigated land is much greater,
relatively, in Region 2 as is the amount of machinery available 
Tables A.71, A.72).
 

Among the reasons cited in the literature for the sizable differ
enices orr growth rates among Mexico's regions are the following: 

1. There have been significant re-jional differences in the amount 
and quality of additional land pt.ti under cultivation. Although the 
ircreaje in areas has been relatively greater in the Gulf and Pacific 
South, the positive change in the proportion of irrigated lands/new 
lands has been greatest in the Pacific North. 

2. Shifts in cropping pattern among the regions. For example, there 
has been a greater response to higher value and higher yielding crops
 
in the Pacific North than elsewhere. We will return to this point.
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3. Many" 'technical developments, including improved varietie.s, better 
irrigation, and increased use of proper fertilizers, have related directly
 

to the principal crop grown in some regions (e.g., wheat in the Pacific 

North). Therefore, the regions have experienced different average rates 
of growth. 

4. Finally, the greater the degree of commercialization of product
ive units, the easier the access to credits, which in turn led different 
regions to grow at different rates'. 

A major compoiient of the foregoing situation has been to accelerate 
the shift away from agricultural employment towards urban jobs, mostly
 

in services and in industry. On the basis of data from 1970 census, Mexi
co's popUlation was divided roughly 59 percent urban, 41 percent rural 
(using the generous Mexican definition of "urban" as a locality with more 
than 2,500 people). Of, the economically active population, 61 percent. 
was urban and 39 percent r'ural, which cracks reasonably closely with the 
total population. When further broken down by region, only in Region 4, 
the country's poorest, does the rural work force significantly outnumber 
that in urban areas. The two are about equal in Region 5, and in all' 

others the urban exceeds the rural'. Wage rates re consistenly lower in 

rural than in urban areas, and they are lower in Region 4 than in any 
other region o'f the countr'y . It is in the r'ural area]i .)f the country 
where landlessness and low wage labor excert pressures to migrate to the 
the urban centers. ' ' 

Although'not appropriate in all cases, wheat can be regarded as 
a commercial crop grown on large commercial farms with the intent of 

selling it to grain millers for profit. Considerable corn is grown 

for sale'too, but the vast majority of farmers who grow"corn do so pri
marily to put food on their own tables. Producig a inarketahle sur
plus is only secondary. It may be instructive, therefore, 'to examine 
what has been happening to production of 'these two crops. 

Average corn yields in 1940 were 626 kilograms per hectare. 'in 1.970 

they had risen to 1200 kilograms per hectare. 'In 1940 wheat yields aver

aged 736 kilograms per hectare and by 1970 they. were slightly 'more than' 
2200 kilograms per hectar. 30/ Thus, in this 30-year period corn yields 

i <'improved by 91 percent and wheat yieldsincreased by 188 percent. 

''' The 1960 Agricultural Census classified farmers by their principal 
crop at which time the' figures showed that. corn predominated on '748,378 
farms (54.8 percent) while wheat predominated on only 28,388 farms (2.1 

Corn is mostly 'grown as a principal or subsidiary crop by,
percent). 
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at least two-thirds of Mexico's farmers. It is estimated that
of corn growers exceeds those who grow wheat by 40 times. 

the number
 
one step further, we can Taking this
see that, on the average, each wheat farmer has
approximately 17 hectares, while the average corn farmer has only about
three hectares. 51/
 

Our intention not to describetail, but. 
is the agricultu.al sectorto examine whether activities in 

in de
or widen economic disparities which 

this sector tend to narrow 
munity. exist throughoutThere is evidence that agricultural programs 

the Mexican com
with government investment, -- those dealingrredit, application ofmarketing skills, and appropriate technology,the likemnent of the country. 

-- support the general disparate develop1hese differences are reflected inAnnex. the tables in JhieThis conclusion is generally recognized within Mexico itself so
that it is possible that this may change. What is more likely, however,is only a gradual progress toward equitable agricultural deveiopment,
resulting in a continued exodus from rural to 
urban areas.
 

D. Health 

We attempted to 
relate health data, particularly such a.pects as
morbidity and infant mortality, by income group and by legion, to
termine precise correlations. de
area Unfortunately,are such that it the data in the healthis not possiLle to doThe Mexican authorities this with any precision.recognize this themselves. For example,Ministry theof Health noted in 1974: 

Morbidity statistics, which are the most efficientcators for indianalyzing health problems, are not reliablein Mexico .... 32' 

The Ministry in 1973 stated the following: 

The absence of reliable statist ics onhas created health personnela basic problem for our planning.available information The onlyis concerned solely with healthpersonnel working in the hospitals orhealth institutions. for the public
Information on private practioners
has been left out. 
 33/


An example of the problem we faced in 
our computer analysis (and in
structing a physical quality of life index) can be seen 
con

in Table A,63 on
infant mortality from 1959-1971. The data show the lowest infant mortal

http:agricultu.al
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<} ity frr Region 4, which is incongruous in the face of, all other available 
data from this poorest of the regions; the explanation may. lie in the 
inefficiency~ of inforn,"htion gathering and recording systems in the region. 
The 	high'rate of infant'mortality in theFederal.District can perhaps
 

*be explained by better''data collection and because of the substantial 
influx of people. The relatively low l'evel of infant' mortality inLtIe 
countrX's richest Region 2 is not surprising. 

Inmost respects, the available data Fr'om the health sector are
 

consistent with findings in other sectors and o.i income distribution.
 
Table A.61 shows the 10~principal causes of morbidity in 1971. It is
 
important to note that 'all'.of. these diseases are preventable. Rich
 

~4Ii"ivand poor' alike may contract any of them, but the poor are more likely
 
~ 	 to suffer from diseases that result From an inadequate diet' or the lack
 

of preventive inoculation. Tahle A. 62 lists the 10 principal Causes
 
of infant mortality.
 

The three. principal health care institutions in Mexico are the 

Ministry of HealLh Assistance (SSA), the Mexican Institute"'of Social 
Security (11155S), and the Institute of' Social Services and Security 
for Employees of the State (.ISSSIE). Different'sources give different 
figures on ~fl-e percent Of the population for which each institution is 
responsible'.According to RaniOS, the SSA is re 3ponsible for 80 percent 
of the population,. ,whereas the ISS, the ISSSTE, and other small health 
service agencies are responsible for "20' percent. 34/ The SSA states in
 
a 1971 document' that is'has responsibility for 50 percent OF the popu
lation, and the private' health' sector for 20' percent.. 35/' According to,
 
the 	 SSA, in 1974 it was responsible' for 71.5'percent of..the..population, 

the' other institutions for'28.5 percent.' 36/ Finally, the President'>and 

ial 	Message of 1977 stated that the smaller public institutions cover
 
''37 percent of, the population, and the SSA covers 59 percent. 37/ Looking 


at these Four sources,' the SSA' supposedly extends coverage For 59 to 80
 
~ "-'inpercent of the population, and t.he; Smaller public institu~tions for' 20 to~
 

'to 37 percent. '')~' 	 ~ ~ 

The system is or ganized'.s that certain workers are insured for 

Shealth care through their jobs. They receive health care from agencies 

healh asth IMSS.and.the ISSSTE. T'e goal of th'e SSA is to provide, 
h Iathervices"to every- Mexican who is not insured through hisI or 'her 

1 

l I~I~Isituation.
Swork 


I 
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Table A. 59 gives medical personnel data by health institutions
 
in 1970. As can be seen, the SSA, which in theory is responsible for
 
at last 60 percent of the population, has control over a much smaller
 
percentage of medical personnel.
 

Compounding the problem of its inadequate health resources, there
 
is a maldistribution of doctors in Mexico and the number of inhabitants
 
per doctor in each region (Table A.58).
 

The Ministry of Health and Assistance has been unable to meet
 
its goal of providing health services to a majority of the Mexican popu
lation mainly for three reasons: (a) it employs too small a segment of
 
the health personnel; (Q)its health resources are unevenly distributed
 
throughout the country; and ic) it has a budget that is proportionately
 
too small to be able to fulfill its goals.
 

The Mexican Institute of Sociai Security (WKSS)was founded in 1942
 
under Avila amacho's presidency to provide health services to employees

in industry and agriculture. It is a decentralized agency that provides
 
coverage for sicknpss, accidents, maternity, invalidity, and old age.

It is primarily concerned with providing medical care and financial aid 
to IISS beneficiaries and tieir dependents. 
 Although the I.SS services 
extend to the agrirultural sector, the majority of IMSS beneficiaries
 
work in industry and in the commerce and service sectors. There are
 
several important groups that are rnot eligible for the I.SS health care 
plan. These include domestic workers, the self-employed, the temporary
workers, and individuals working in Bma11-family run business. 

The statistics vary as to how :many people the lMSS covers. On one
 
page of the President's Message of 1970 it says that 20 million were 
covered by the IMSS hca.lth plans in that yeat, whi.le two pages later 
it states that i6.7 million were co ered. 303.' 

According to TahIe A.59, the IMSS emplo\,ed 25 percent of the 
doctors in Mexico in 1970. It controlled 22 percent of the health 
facilities with-uut beds and 12 percent of those witn beds. IMSS ser
vices are not evenly distrihuLed throughout Mexico. Although there
 
are IMSS beneficiaries in every state, the cL'vered population is con
centrated in the Federal District, Nuevo Lean, Jalisco and the state
 
of Mexico, as well as in a few other hiqhly urbanized areas.
 

the Ii .titutr of Social Services and Security for Employees of 
the State WISSSIt. was founded in 19"1), during the presidency of Lopez 
Mateos to consolidate health services for federal employees. However, 



the employees of certain government agencies were not 
included in the
 

from their own agencies'A
ISSSTE arid continue to receive health care 
 the Ministry of
These include the National Lottery arid
health plans. 
Health and Assistance.
 

The President's Message of 1976 stated the ISSST[ covered 4 mil
of- Hexico's population. 39/,
about 6 percentlion people- in that yero 


Yet, according to:'able A.59 iterployed 11 percent of Mexico's doctors.
 

ISSSTE has 30 percent of the h~ealt~facili,1ies without beds, but 
The 


p~rcent of the facilitie. ; with beds. The ISSST[ is fin
less- thanv one 


employees and the government. It offers the samei
anced by the federal 

health care services as does the DISS.
 

Mexicans depend on indigenous practitioners for health care,

1.13ny 


herbal or natural remedies to
 Such as curanderas, often women who use 
 iridi,

It is also hard to calculate how many people use 
curean illness. 


genous medicine. Roemer estimated that possibly 5 million people regul-

That would
 

arly used, some f~rm of indigenous medicine in 1964. 40/ 


have been. about one eighth of the population. If the tendency is the
 

that 8 million people currently resort to
 
same in 1978, it ViCoUld mean 


care.
their primary source of icalth
indigenous medicine as 


There are a-number of-government agencies that offer health ser

their employees.' The most. important of these are the
 
vices just to 

national petroleum industry (PEHEX), the military, and the national
 

railroads. 

PEMEX offers health care services to its workers and' their families
 
K 

PEMEX has a proportionately higher, number
 
through a subsidized program. 

of doctors; it pays relatively high salaries 

and offers good working con

the early 1960s an, attempt was made to incorporate the PEI1FX

V ~ itios. -In 

families into-the IiMSS health program, but the petroworkers and their 

Military personnel and their fami-

leum workers' union rejected the idea. 

get~~free health services under a federal program..-In 1970 the mili-


.,lKies 
-

-- , 

<I<.tary employed 2.4 percent' of the doctors in
Mexico. The railroad workers 


free health care under a federal program.
and their families also get 

eea
 

p--7The per capita health care budgets ofteetregruso 

budgets oftebghat aepoiig


employees are higher than thie 

agencies, especially compared.,to the SSA.~b er.7goverqflent agencies

national electricityw programs are- the
-Am nite ring thi helt 

-' 

sugar cooperative, the National, Lo ttery', and7 thoe4 
,..,company,.the national 

and Assistance.77777,ii~y fHat 




In 1973 the SSA believed that 26 percent of Mexico's doctors were

in private practice. 41/ Many doctors who work for the public health care
institutions also maintain 
a private practice. However, many special
ists have private practices only, and they cater to Mexico's upper in
come groups. 
Private doctors owned 30 percent of the hospitals with
beds in 1970. Usually these hospitals have fewer than 25 beds, and are

used predominantly for maternit y cases 
and abdominal surgeries.
 

The SSA estimated in 1974 that 20 million Mexicans, mainly in 
rural areas, lacked medical care. 42/ Lopez Portillo, in his 1976 Presi
dential message, said that 18 nillion Mexicans have no access to health
 
care (12 million in rural areas, 6 million in urban zones). 43/ 
In other

words, close to one third of the poplation cannot obtain health ser
vices except from indigenous practioners.
 

E. Nutrition
 

The statistical evidence under this heading is consistent with
 
that of other sectors: nutritional deficiencies are an important asso
ciated cause of infant deaths; peopJe in rural areas have more defi
cient diets than those 
in urban areas; dietary deficiencies track well
 
with regional income dispari ties ; consumption of certain types of high
protein foods, such an 
 eat and eggs, rorrelate closely with income;

and, as oneo would expc t, the lower the income, the higher the propor
tion spent on food.
 

Four differcnt types of statistical measuremont have been used
 
LO study nutr.itional status in Mexico:
 

1. UuanLtification of food energy or nutrient intake, focusing on 
cplories, protein, and Lhe various vitamins and minerals. The quantifi
cation may involve estimates of availability, usually for large aggre
gate studies, or empirical measurements of actual consumption, For 
microstudies done at the [oncaJ .evel...
 

2. Surveys taken in conjunction with the decennial 
census as to
 
whether the individual has consumed certain food products-- meat, eggs,

milk, fish, wheat-based flour products.--within a specific period prior 
to the census interview. 
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dividinig inalnour- ~ 3. Small-scale studies of child nutrition, 
ished children by weight into three classes. Class I malnutrition 

refers to a body weight of 10-24 percent below normal; Class 11 malnu-
Ili malnutrition (severe),trition, 25-39 percent below normal; Class 


'more than 40 percent below normal.
 

4. Nutrit1.ionally -related disease or mortality statistics, 

especially infant mortality. A Pan American Health Organization sur

vey of the city of Monterrey, conducted as part of a hemispheric nuitri
tion Study, found that malnutrition was a primary cause in 4 percent 

of infant deaths and an associated cause in another 48 percent, for a 

total of 5.2 percent'.44/' Specific nutritional-deficiency diseases such
 

as marasmus and kwasiorkor thus contribute-d only marginally to the 

mortality rates; however, for.:those.major diseases which were the 

direct cause of a largqe number of deaths -- gastroenteritis, pneumonia,
 

influenza -- malnutrition was an: associ'ated cause in more than half the 

cases.; Itcan be ascertained, then, that malnutritioni plays a signi

ficant role in;the overall Mexican infant mortality rate (60+'per 1000 
rate of the United States). ResulIt sbirths, or about three times the 

of these measurements are shown in the Annex tables.
 

of Mexico has for aThe Instituto Nacional de Nutrici6n (INN) 
number 'of years compiled annual food balance sheets, which describe
 

Total domestic
the availability of nutrients on a per capita basis. 

computed; exports are subtracted; imports
agricultural;>production is. 


are added; adjustments are made for changes in stocks;'.waste is sub
and industry is subtracted; a nutritracted; use for seed,' fodder, 


tional value is. ascribed to the remainder;. and. this value is,divi-
These figures indicate that per capitaded by population estimates. 

shown a slight increase sinice,,1958. It,hascalorie availability has 
hovered for several~ years close to FAO's recommended figure of 2600
 

calories per day. 'Protein availability arnd animal protein avaiiability
 
respect to the recommended
have followed very, similar patterns with 


figures of 75 and 25, grams per day, respectively.45/
 ~, 

calories' and, protein.~ It-remainsHowever, 1976 saw a drop for both 
to ,be seen whether this only a temporary 'aberration or a sign of incre-,,is 


in the face of rapid population~ growth., The latter
a,>'~sing'diff'iCUltie's 

a definite possibility, siniceI Mexico's agricultuiral growth ~~ scenario> is 

a status of'domestic deficit. .,Sucf'"has recently peaked arid reverted 'to 
'~a trend ;would portend even greater hardship than now exists fo~r that
 ~ 

stratumiiof the pouainwhose nutritional status is already low.
 

http:respectively.45
http:percent'.44


I 

4444 

40
 

Studies have shown rural areas to, be worse off4 nutritionally
1~. 	 than urban areas. A combination of 26 studies prior to' 1963 demon
strated this fact. 46/ A combined set of 100 surveys conducted over a ten-year period by4 INN showed a similar rural-urban dichotomy in
1970. INN's study,further broke the rural component into five geogra
phic regions (not corresponding with those of the Policy Research Pro
ject). The results showed that the South and Southeastern regions had'
the' lowest nutritional status with respect to rural areas, while 'the' 

North had the highest. 47/ 'Table A.66 describes this more' fully. 

The B~anco de Me1xico compiled survey data in 1968 on disposition of 

income within seven family income brackets (Table A.21). Families in the 

' 

j 	 lowest bracket (less than 300 pesos per month) devoted 60 percent of the
expenditures to the purchase of food. The figure decreased for higher'
 

4pecnofalexpenditures were devoted to food. 	 

Thelowst-ncoe fmiles lsoshowed heavy reliance on the tradi
tional diet of corn and beans. The two foods accounted for aboub'79 per
cent of total solid' food consumption according to weight. 'These 
same
 
families showed a low consumptiufi of animal' products; meat consumption,
for instance, was only about three-fourths of a pound per capita per'
month. Protein derived from corn and beans made up fo'r animal protein
deficit to some 
extent; however, the indicated combined consumption of 
these two 'items was 'less' than 500 grams per capita per day. Such an 
amount leads to great difficulty in achieving recommended protein re
quirements, especially since a large .portion :) these two foods goes
toward meeting huaienergy' (calorie) requirements. 

With increasing income, there has' been a shift in diet'composition
from corn to other cereals (primarily wheat), followed by a shift from
 
cereals as -awhole 'to an'imal products. Consumption of' fruits, vegetables,4"
and, other' foods has also increased. Shifts, among higher income groups 
are primarily with respect to relative consumption, not absolute consump

-' tion. Consumption of cereals and legumes, for example, decreased by only 
.13 percent from the lowest to the,'highest. income group. 'Yet consumption

of fruits, vegetables', and starche'dnc reased by 12 times; of meat and 
eggs, by '14 t'imes'. " 

"44Mie study also brokefamilies down according to number of members. 
Families with less"than 300"pesos and 4 8'at- or memb'ers had consumption''"4

patternso yven 4more meager than "those for' the 'income group as, a4 whole,'., 
It seems l'ikely Hit, in the ahsenceo goveriirnmntd programs4 to avert it, 4.~ 

44444 
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to athe growth of interest in export'L-oriented agro-business will lead 
~ worsening of the nutritional Status Of the poorer segments of the popu

food productiun for local consumptionlation by diverting resources from 
to other products. State intervention would be required to ensure that 

used to finance a counterthe foreign exchange earnings of' the exports be 

flow of basic Food imports.
 

F. Other
 

A'Few additional points on participation in Mexico's economy might 

be made to bring out some of the difficulties Mpxico faces in the future. 
large rate Of' populationl growth mustAs discussed in section 11, Mexico's 

dominate any analysis of future development prospects. Table 10 shows the 

growth of Mexico's economically active population from 1950 *to 1970. The 
this 20-year period has been appoximately 2.3.annual. growth rate over 

percent. W-hen calculated *by. decades, the figures show a total Population 
growth rate of about 3 percent a year -in the :1950s, and a 3.4 percent growth 

in the 1960s "Table A.3). More people are enteringJ the work.annually 
force than can be absorbed. The economically active population has 'de
clined from more than 30 percent o total population in 1950 to less~ than 
26 percent in 1970. The Mexican definition of economically active includes 

one and hence includes a large eleanyone- who has worked more than month, 
wasment of underemp'loyment. Hore than 45percent. of Hexic's. Population 

which means that future employment prob-'
under, age 15 in 1970 (Table :A.2), 
lems are likely to be more sever~e than the current ones. Even now unemploy

ment and underemployment is substantial, although precisely how substant
ial tisa matter of conjecture. Urquidi has estimated that in)1970, per
haps 80 percent of the economically active population could be classified 

as fully employed.- 48/ Given the slowdown in the Mexican economy since 

1970, the percentage presuimably is lower today. 

In recent decades, employment~has been declining in agriculture and
 

rising in industry and the government/services area ([able A.1l) . As
 

implied above, industry is not creating enough jobs to meet the need.
 
more diversified range of op-
Although the urban labor market affords a 

tions for partial employment,, underemployment is probably as widespread 
centers as it is in the rural areas of IHexico..in the urban 

be noted where there is a pattern of' substant-One final sector might 
groups and regions, namely housing. Lu'lb Manueldisparity among income-ialI 
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frejo has calculated that Mexico's housing shortage has progressed from
1.2 million units in 1950, 
to 2.9 million in 1966, and to 
3.2 million by

1971. 49/ Given this past progression, coupled with overall economic
 
development in Mexico since 
1971, the overall deficit is 
now probably

about 4 million units. Two-thirds of the deficit estimated by Trejo was

urban, and this too is an aggravating feature in light of the continuing

urban in-migration. In order to supply housing for the current shortage,the annual rate of construction of 210,000 units per year in the 1960
1970 decade would probably have to be increased by more than 50 percent.
A massive housing program does bring certain benefits to a development

effort. It represents an area of investment-consumption in which the
import :oefficient is relatively low, so that an expansion of housing

output places little direct strain on 
the balance of payments. It is

also an area of 
production in which the coefficients of production are

variable, so that if labor-intensive priduction methods are chosen a
 
relatively high employment effect can bt 
 realized. iloreover, employmentexpansion in consotruction 
tends to improle somrewhat the distribution of
 
income. 
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IV. Conclusion 

The study attemptedi to assess whether ab)soIlute improvements in in
comes of poorer Mexicans, coupled with greater access to schooling, health 
facilities, and other basic services, are reflected in relative improve
ments as well. The preceding sectora I analysis leads us to 'a mixed con
clusion. The 'poorest.40 percent of Mexican families are' just as disad
vantaged today as they were *tw-o decades ago - perhaps mor- so -while 
the middle 60 percent, particularly the upper half *of this group, are 
'comparatively better, off than they were two decades ago. 

We also sogtto determine whether government atosworrnened, 

improved, 'or are neutral with regard to distributional equity. Our conl 
clusion in this respect-'must also be mixed. In education,' wealthy
 
states often receive as much federal help as poorer states, whereas
 
governmental redistribution policies would imply' some pr'eference to
 
poorer states. The benefits from> agricultural' investments in recent
 
decades accrued mostly to the large commc-rcial farmers and ejidos lo
cated 'in*the agriculturally more progressive parts of the country.
 
Health *services in poor'and particularly rural: areas rem'in ge'nerally
 
"deficient, as compared with wealthier and urban areas. In these respects,
 
the government seems to assist in the .maintenanc~e of inequality within 
'the Mexican society . However', the percentage of ihildren entering, primary 
school has increased, death rates have decreased, an'dthese changes reflect 
government policy as a promoter of equity. Relatively more roads exist, 
even if'unpaved,' in poor areas. than was the~case a few decades ago, and 
relatively more poor people have access to' radios and other means of com
munication. To somne extent, therefore, the governiment has facilitated' 
dispersion of benefits of Mexican growth and development to all segments 
of 	the society. However, this does not change our primar,, conclusion
 
about' the essential inequality' of the Mexican' development process.
 

' 

If'development requires the growth of: a "middle~class", namnely, 
a group with requisite tcnalskills an ntrepreneurial capacity 
to stimulate growth," then Mexico is indeed developing. Data on the 
beneficiaries of' I-exico's income distribution pattern and on entry into 
secondary~ andhigher'educatin reflect this';development. This may be the 

motimportan't harbinger of continuedgrwhitefur.
 

If, however, one measures development by the con~dition of the poorest ' 

~ 	people 1''a society -- say~, the lowest 10', 20 or 40 percent -- then one ~
 
must ca)me to a negative conclusion on the Mexican g~rowth model. indeed,"K
 

http:poorest.40


44
 

the growth of the middle class able to enforce its growing consump
tion claims on the system may well make iL all the more difficult to
 
develop and carry out programs that would re-direct income from this 
growth to less favored segments of the population. 

lexico and Brazil are often cited as example of a particular de
velopment model. Both have experienced substantial levels of overall
growth over a sustalned period. Both have seen the emergence of a 
modern iridustrial sector managed by technically proficient entrepre
neurs. In each case the state has played a major role as a stimulator
and manager of inidustrial enterprises. Both countries have great regi
onal disparities and the primary government emphasis is on present growth
rather than on current distributional equity. For these the proreasons

ject tried tn conpare the di:stributional consequences of growth in
 
the two countries, using the model described by Gary Fields. 50/ The
 
results are cortained in Annex C. Our calculations show that the equity

aspects of Nlexicjan growth [have 
 been similar to those of Brazil. The Fields' 
model is highl y sensitive to how one defines absolute poverty. If the
cutoff is low, the pour in Mexico were relatively worse off in 1968 than
in 1953. If the cutoff is higher, they are relatively. better off. This 
finding is consisLent with less complicated income aistribution calcula
tions showirig a rondestI y growing middle class. 

Other specific findings on income dist.ribution and on distribution 
of particular sectural services are contained in the preceding section.
Coupled with the tabular material in the Annex, they tell a reasonably
consistent story. 

Thus, in education, rural areas remair relat ively disadvantaged -
they have fewer schools, fewer teachers, and less money spent per capita
than urban areas. Drop-out rates are hi gher, increasing the number of
rural to urban migrants who tend to enter urban labor markets at the most 
competitive ard least remunerative levels. Government expenditures per
capita are higher for secondary and particularly for higher education
than they are for primary education. This again favors urban areas 
since more 
persons living there go beyond primary school. It also im
plies some subsidization of the rich whose children can attend free uni
versities whereas the children of poor families will more likel> not 
enter institutions of hiqher education. 
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File same patr mre narcltr.Irgtd"rvtl 

attlbl agricltu
rhesamres oernmemenesaies rito ue nprivate4 

credit for, small farmers are inadequate.. This pattern of disparities
44 

repeats itself in other sectors -- such as he~ilth, diet, and housing I 

and at every level: family, urban, regional etc. 

444 'In a sense, none of this is startling. One would expect a sub

stantial degree of inequality in a developing coun1try, particularly
 

one with as high a population growth rate as Mexico. However, given
 

Mexico's sustained growth, and its status as a middle-income country,
 

one might have hoped for a greater diminution of inequalities. Th
 

relevant policy issues, therefore, relate to the kinds of measures
 

to reduce future inequality while maintaining high
A Me>xico might take 
'4,44growth rates.
 

reluctant to give this kind of advice, particularly
, Although we are 

admiration for Mexico's accomplishments
as non-Mexicans, because of our 

4in recent decades, we hope the following observations of the Mexican 


scene merit the considerations of policy makers.4'4
 

''1. A national system requires some effort at redistribution through 

taxing those best able to pay and spending prothe budgetary process --

portionately more where the needs are, greatest and the means most in
be done in Mexico where the portion of
adequate. H~uch more of this can 4~- 4 

for a developing country.
GDP collected in taxes is low even 


42. To be more precise, expenditures in rural areas must be augmented 

Some redirection of expenditures must be
 -at the expense of urban areas. 


pinpointed at helping the poor farmer rather than benefitting primarily 

' the large landholder. To some extent,' some redirection of this nature---4 

is taking place, viz., the PiDER project. 4 

and: channelled to 'agriculture3. The expenditure. must be redirected 

i"""'and to other critical sectors such as education, health services, and
 

'4
housing. Help at local levels is most needed in rural areas and in the 
'' 4' poor regions. 4"4' 

4. Surplus revenues, 4accr'ued from export of M'exican oil, should be
 

directed to the urban and rural' poor through,.increased public sector
 
social service programs, and job creaton projects. '4' 
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5. Greater incentives should be provided to private industry in
order to encourage the selection of labor intensive over capital inten
sive investment choices.
 

More broadly, it is trite 
to say that Mexico is severely handicapped

not only in promoting per capita growth, but also equity, by its burgeonin-j population. Greater distributional equity will help to lower birthrates and lower birth rates will facilitate the promotion of equity. 
The
problem must be 
attacked from the equity-promotion vantage, which is the
theme of this study. This is not 
purely an internal Mexican issue since
the excess population that 
finds inadequate opportunity at home streams
 
across the border into the United States. The safety valve would not

be as big if distributional equity in Mexico were greater.
 

Mexico may have an 
opportunity in the 
near future to promote both
growth and equity without the stereotypical financial constraints facing
most countries. Given the 
new findings of oil and gas which 
are expected
to earn substantial 
revenues which could be used for accelerating the process of expanding and upgrading educational opportunities, better agricultural opporLunities for Mexico's rural majority, improved sociai services
and job-creating industrial 
programs should permit the government to achieve
 
its desired duWelopmeit objectives.
 

In conclusion, 
Mexico's growth policy has been phenomenally successful
whereas its equity policy has been surely wanting, and it is 
the latter
that now deserves the full attention of the Mexican 
government.
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4 oa
RegionIC m~o IA FLqo wi { Rgin5 rgo 

N Lurc r ( 0 0 
19505,11,251 ,403 3,3 11 3.07 3,0 1 2 ,79 

2 , 568 1 3 , 2

'B , 

1970~~~~~~~~~A 9,05 12 '61 14,2 

196C 4,6 1"2, 


3,0 72 60 
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T-bic 	 A.2 
*aWUAL sADzS Or PtL&TIzo zxcR.Asr 

150-1960 	 1960-170
 

Region 1 2.172t 	 2.912t 

hgion 2 4.266 	 4.263 

Rgion 3 2.676 	 1.664 

h8ion 4 2.483 	 2.462 

egion 5 2.144 	 3.562
 

kRgion 6 4.919 	 3.632 

SUonal 3.057 	 3.407
 

lots: Computation of rates takes into accunt the varying
 
manuS dates for the three years.
 

Scurce: 	 Nacional TLnanciera. S.A. Statistics on the mex.can
 
1977.
 

TASU 	 A 

FEDERAL CGOVE.PXENT RECEIPTS BY SOURCES 

(Millions of Pesos) 

--- ,-150-	 1975 -

Total I Total I 

Total Receipts 	 3614 100.00 203,050 100.00 

Taxes 2688 74.38 123,706 60.92
 
On Incemme 742 20.53 49,203 24.23
 
On Manufacture and Sale 
of Industrial Products 511 14.14 30,566 15.05 

On Sales 351 9.71 24,042 11.84 
On Imports 453 12.53 10,537 5.19 
On Exports 529 14.64 2,849 1.40 
On Exploitation of 172 4.76 2,661 1.31 
Natural Resources 
10% Surcharge 37 1.02 1,593 .79 
Stamp Tax 42 1.16 1,409 .69 
On Insurance Premiums 1 .25 377 .19 
On Lotteries and Games 24 .66 366 .18 
Others 19 .50 113 .06 

Other Ordinary Revenue 
Charges for Public 726 20.09 8,658 4.26
 
Services
 
Other Charges 260 7.19 2,317 1.14
 
Income from Public 316 8.74 2,217 1.09
 
Property 
Capital Income - - 1,253 6.17 

lorrowing 	 - - 70,548 34.74 

Source: Nacional Financiera. Statistics on the Mexican Economy,
 
1977.
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TAXLE A 5
 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
 MXPENDITURES 

of GDP
PER CAPITA (1960 Pesos) 

.41283.47

1950 


10.4B
398.40 

1955 


13.40
593.95

1960 


14.96
773.35
1965 

12 .58
762.92


1970 

20.30
1325.23
1975 


on the Mexican ECnor.Y',
 
Source: Nacional rinancier-. S.A. StatiatiCr 

1977.
 

1OREG frl'tSMS" ET CO~N'-PY. 0 0RZG'. 

(Thousands of Dilsrs 

19tc 19"5 1970 

3984
6341
-2064
C.a&!& 

1736 1653 956e 
rTaCe 


97564711 4976Grtatl 

244 9C29 3099 
Italy 


6127
2641
-1223
NhtherL ds 


-44 1899 3047
bmdan 

3535 11961
1617 

72193 178286 

wit er ar.d 

256465


O1tad States 
598366 393yenezuela 

371 1048 1123(
3A5t Germany 

479 1571 2C20
Others 

322775
21387C
73428
Total 


from Arcumulattd-ew Investents Rainvested rarnlngs Dividends 

Zaorings * Intercompany Transfers.
 

y Antonio Chumacro. La nversionr 
ourcea Bernardio .pulvedas 


xtra~nera nMtxico, 1973.
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TABLE A 7 

CREDIT, BY IOURCL 

(millione of pesos) 

--- Prlvate ------ -Fanco do Mexico- ---Other Public--

P.aount Pmr Cent Amount Per Cont Amount Per -Cent ftLa 1 
1951 3,927.3 53.3* 
 497.0 6.71 2,95,1.4 40.0 7,375.7
 

1960 14,76.9 44.7 3,46c .1 I.0.S 
 14,003.0 
 44.8 33,045.0 

1970 84,83.8 56.7 2,425.2 1.7 37,29.6 29.E 144,528.6
 

1975 161,565.3 48.1 5,SP5.9 
 1.7 16,635.C 
 Su.2 335,786.8
 

Hotel Percentlges Bm to 
100% going acrols.
 

Source: 8nco d Xoxivo.
 

TA6RLE A 0 

PRIVATE SOURCE- CED7IT, , BY 5E P 

(por cent) 

a__2n-1 !VLo....2 c_.33 ± i ,,4 or, Aj __6 6 
Induntry:

1960 22.59% 5.074 5.524
9.61 2.48% 50.72t
1970 16.42 4.08 V.9 .58 2.23 66.741972 17.29 
 3.39 11.19 
 .53 2.44 65.16
 

Agriculture:

1960 22.86 20.01 14.00 
 5.26 3.39 
 33.67
1970 18.21 37.39 19.94 
 5.27 .33 
 18.86
1972 23.96 36.40 22.20 
 5.45 .29 
 11.63
 

Livestock:
 
1960 47.26 15.21 
 10.61 2.08 
 14.03 10.00
1970 41.33 12.43 
 17.34 5.25 
 13.40 10.25
1972 41.26 10.49 
 16.68 (.53 
 16.62 8.42
 

Mining:

1960 42.04 2.02 
 5.13 .07 
 1.01 48.22
1970 1.15 1.67 
 2.03 .22 
 .il 93.t1
1972 13.43 1.53 3.76 
 .03 .30 
 80.95
 

Commerces
 
1960 23.92 9.96 
 0.06 1.63 
 4.34 52.10
1970 17.03 6.87 
 11.23 1.59 
 3.38 59.91
1972 16.93 6.54 6.62 
 1.53 3.35 
 65.04
 

Note: ?ederal District (Region 6) may reflect location of corporate headquarters.
Percentages sum to 100i (except where there are rounding errors) going across.
 

Source: Conision Naclonal Uanceria.
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TAXLZ A 0 

JL?4xIG 9YSTEM CREDIT, NY SEM'IO 

(willions Of peso0) 

Fdovernant 
AgrIcultur x I n ng& Co rce 

i Livvotock 


Amount 
_ m utnt t Amount I 

Arou nt)A O.__t 
23.55 1,248.2 30.63
959.8
9.3 0.23
584.0 14.33 


1945 1,274.4 31.27 

21.41 2,179.0 24.45
1,108.023.7 0.27
1,062. ! 1.1A 

1150 3,731.9 41.96 

5,643.3 14.19
1,471.3 21.30
6.1.0 0.16
5 s31.4 14.58 


1960 19,800.4 19.77 18.88 47,147.2 24.2436,733.9
3,099.3 1.59
66.19 17,694.6 9.10

1970 39,247.3 

6,500.7 25.40
1.5? 47,856.7 18.70

9.2b 4,046.84.4 45.01 23,66'.71i2 115,2 

to loot going ocroas.H4te: Percentagl sM 

/ 

Source: :incm d# 4,xiz. 

T.ZL A 10 

(O00cs,
 

1970
19-0
195C 


2039legion 1 1609 2112 

isgio- 2 544 605 988 

M qion 3 2963 3757 4283 

Xagio 4 1067 1415 1346 

Rgion 5 968 1278 1470 

Region 6 1085 1705 2080 

8240 11071 12424Rational 


Note: 12 years old and above. 

Source: Direcci' General de Ftadfatica. VII Censo General de 
Canso General-de Poblacdn, 1960;"Poblacin, 19501 VI 

!X Canso General doPobacign. 1970. 



AgJriculturet
 

1950 

1960 

1970 


Extractivet
 
1950 

1960 

1970 


Manufacturingi

1950 


1960 

1970 


Constructiont
 
1950 

1960 

1970 


glectricitys

1950 


1960 

1970 


Commerce:
 
1950 

1960 

1970 


Communiction/Trnsprtationt
 
1950 

1960 

1970 


8ervicem/Governments

1950 


1960 


1970 


VAMLE A X1 

lEPLoYKENr BY SECTOR 

(ooos) 

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Reqion 5 Region 6 National I
 

952 330 2012 836 643 
 51 4823 58.3
 
1160 471 2451 1159 
 832 46 6144 54.2
 
986 436 1993 
 963 804 49 5132 39.5
 

40 9 22 4 12 6 97 1.2
 
53 8 8
31 30 12 142 1.2
 
67 9 36 6 
 44 1 190 1.4
 

162 45 312 82 as 287 973 11.3
 

272 78 474 78 122 532 1556 13.7
 
366 114 781 108 139 665 2173 16.7
 

48 17 64 
 14 22 63 225 2.7
 
91 31 121 21 36 11 408 
 3.6
 

120 46 204 30 20 122 571 4.4
 
4 1 U 1 2 S 25 0.3 

7 3 11 2 3 15 41 
 0.4
 
S 4 19 3 
 5 13 53 0.4
 

132 44 208 43 70 167 684 8.3
 
203 92 
 313 63 108 306 1075 9.5
 
228 109 372 65 114 311 1198 9.2
 

47 17 52 11 24 60 211 2.5

76 33 a9 
 18 39 102 357 3.2
 
78 32 98 19 35 96 369 2.8
 

145 59 175 60 78 333 
 879 10.6
 

267 
 111 339 92 126 590 1526 13.5
 
460 218 648 139 214 863 2567 19.7
 

Sourcet Direccion General de Estadfatica. V11 Censo General de Poblaclo'n, 1950: VIII Censo General 
de Poblacthn, 19601 IX Censo General de Poblaci6n, 1970. 
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TAflZ A 12 

LAEB UNION MEM3ISEIP, 

(00s) 

1950-1974 

Aricallure Industry Services Tota' 

*91. 
..q-" 

19E 
195 
15s;
,9. 
19E: 
196: 
196. 
19E2 
1964 
19E5-, 
196. 
19" 
196E 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

144 
147 
148 
144 
145 
147 
14E 
149 
11 
125 
124 
126 
127 
129 
133 
136 
132 
133 
13. 
137 
149 
156 
158 
155 
160 

36' 
397 
4C5 
414 
476 
49: 
5C5 
49p 
66E 
746 
76: 
775 
793 
797 
9 2 

1006 
i02: 
1046 
106C 
1062 
1114S 
1221 
1303 
1314 
1349 

286 
292 
29 
3C7 
347 
342 
347 
366 
46 
4C7 
4!4 
422 
434 
439 
5C-
555 
56: 
5" 
5e; 
595 
677 
746 
68e 
704 
723 

817 
836 

965 
967 
981 

100 
1013 
12C3 
1277 
129E 
1325 
1354 
1365 
155 1 
1697 
1713 
1746 
1776 
1794 
1974 
2123 
2146 
2176 
2232 

Source: Macional Financier&. Statistics or the Mex-c&-. Econoo.' 1972. 



TABLE A 13
 

MINIMUM WAGE RATES
 

(Current Pesos per Day)
 

Year Region 1 ReqLon 2 
 Region 3 Region 4
Urban Rural Region 5 Region 6
Urban Rural 
Urban Rural Urban 
 Rural Ur an Rural Urban Rural
 

1964-65 15.95 13.20 20.97 18.08 15.41 12.86 13.70 11.77 16.86 14.62 21.50 19.50 
1966-67 18.74 15.51 23.96 20.72 17.96 14.98 16.09 13.89 19.46 16.74 25.00 23.00 
1968-69 21.67 18.12 27.57 24.27 20.76 17.46 18.61 16.07 22.23 1i.23 28.25 26.25 
1970-71 25.02 21.03 31.65 26.93 24.10 20.32 21.60 18.65 26.05 22.38 32.00 30.00 
1972 29.17 24.54 36.53 32.55 28.33 23.95 25.62 22.11 30.19 26.14 38.00 35.40 
1973 34.42 28.96 44.99 38.40 33.44 28.26 30.61 26.38 35.63 30.84 44.85 41.75 
1974 39.26 33.04 50.32 43.00 37.98 32.11 34.48 29.77 39.83 34.44 52.00 48.40 
1975 48.10 40.39 61.37 52.47 46.33 39.16 42.04 36.31 47.58 41.02 63.40 59.00 
1976 58.05 49.28 73.53 62.89 56.51 47.77 51.53 44.65 59.38 51.17 78.60 73.20 
1977 78.10 66.97 99.20 84.84 76.47 64.63 69.72 60.44 80.28 69.21 106.40 99.00 

Note: 
 These figures constitute the legal rates, 
but not necessarily the enforced rates.
 

Source: 
 Comisi'n Nacional de Salarios M(nimos.
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TABlE A 14 

AVE:RAG WACES BY INDUSTRY L.ABOR %?ORCESIZE, 1970
 

(thousands of pason per year)
 

Industries Employing Indumtriet Employing
Overp'n 

Six or More Persons
or Less Persor.s
R4,0o1__ A~'crz Five 


23.18
4.9c
1 	 21.07 

18.73
2 17.03 	 5.26 

23.422.74
3 	 17.03 

13.99
2.32
4 	 9.74 


19.97
2.70
5 	 16.49 


25.386 23.57 	 5.42 

Source: Dirtcclon General de Eatadivtlca. X Censo Industrial, 1971.
 

TAB3 A 15 

1963 19CIF
9%
9SE 


2.0 1.3
2.7 2.2 

2.2 2.33.4 2.6 

3.2 3.13.8 3.3 
q4.5	 4.53.9 3.7 

V 4.8 4.5 4.6 5.9 

;4.4 


7.3
5.2
5.5
5.5 


8.8
6.3 6.6 
.. 7.C
1 


9.9 10.28.6V:1 8.6 

12.7 16.510.8 13.6 

49.9 40.149.0 49.3 


Souce: Salinas Arizpe,,Orel 	Javier. Analisis del Zfecto del 
sobre laDistribuci6n del ngresoDesarrollo EconotrIcc 

'ar~liar en M~xio, Tnesii, unmversidad Autonoma de Nuevo 

(data for 1950, 1958, and. 1963). Banco deLeon, 1974 

Mexico. La Distribuci6n del Inreso 
anMexico, 1974 

(data for 1968). 
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TABLE A 16 

ESTIMATED FAMILY INCOME BY DECILES, CUMULATIVE 

(per- cent) 

DECILE 1950 1958 1962 1968 

I 2.7 2.2 2.0 1.3
 

II 6.1 5.0 3.6
4.2 


III 9.9 8.3 7.4 6.7 

IV 14.3 12.2 11.1 
 11.2
 

V 19.1 16.7 
 15.7 17.1
 

VI 24.6 22.2 20.9 
 24.4
 

VII 31.6 28.5 27.5 33-2 
VIII 40.2 35.1 34.4 43.4 

IX 51.0 48.7 50.1 59.9 

X 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Source: 
 Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier. Anhlisis del Efecto del

Desarrollo Econ6mico sobre la Distribuci3n del Ingreso

Famizliar 
en Mexico, Thesis, Universidad Autonoma de
Nuevo Leon, 1974 
(data for 1950, 1958, and 1963). Banco

de Mexico. La Distribucion del Ingreso en Mexico, 1974 
(data for 1968). 
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TABLE A 17 

GINI COEFFICIENTS, 1969 

eF-uiIa 

Chihuhua 

"uevo Leon 
San Luis Potosi 
Tamaulipas
Zacatecas 
'2.ion 
Sa Cli fo rnia Norte 
Baja California Sur 
Nayari t 
Sinaloa 
Sonora 
Recion 3 v533 
Aguascalientes 
Guar,aj uato 
iidalgc 
Jalisco 
hexico 
ichoaca.n 

Morelos 
Puez. Ia 
Qjeretaro 
Tlaxcala 
Recion 4 
5-rla 
Chiapas 
Guerrero 
O&xaca 
Re;, on 5 
Campeche 
Quintana Roo 
Uabas co 
Veracruz 
Tucatan 
lecion 6 
iaera-District 

Value.510 

.540 

.588 

.501 

.613 

.558 

.649 

.486 
.474 
.460 
.473 
.490 
. 

.582 

.623 

.529 

.550 

.590 
.524 
.628 
.589 
.538 

.495 

.628 
.664 
.668 

.528 

.519 

.570 

.583 

.636 

.501 

Rank
19 

16 
22 
7 
25 
18 
30 

4 
3 
1 
2 
5 

14 

20 
26 
13 
17 
24 
11 
27 
23 
15 

6 
27 
31 
32 

12 
10 
19 
21 
29 

7 

Source: World Bank. 
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TABLE A 18 

PER CAPITA NATIONAL INCOPM 

(Pesos/Year) 

Current Prices Constant (1960) Prices 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

1707 
2039 
2186 
2198 
2540 
2941 
3211
3598 
3775 
3962 
4302 
4512 
4703 
5063 
5779 
6087 
6541 
6917 
7404 
7914 
8546 
8923 
9766 

11415 
14490 
17001 

3372 
3499 
3507 

.3571 
3645 
3800 
3893 
4053 
4097 
4132 
4302 
4364 
4417 
4612 
4981 
5128 
5302 
5448 
5696 
5856 
6054 
6052 
6273 
6524 
6678 
6728 

Source: Nacional Financiera. Statistics on the Mexico Economy, 1977. 
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TABLE A 19
 

PER C.PITA INCOME, 1969 

(Pesos /Mon #tI) 

Rar~k~jo 1value 
833.4Sah1 3408

Ch h U:01,a 	 148 
a Dane334 	 290 

Dhrac 	 30 1l
Nuej v c, Le ,-r-:n 

o - 300
L ZsSan ?ore

28.165
ZacttecaS 

2
516

3P9 

cali cr ia Su'r!B 240 	 2].
N a : t 4404S 37,-7

Sonora 

2826s
165182
ai " '-.., 

daJ.1-	 395 5 
Jal:'. c 264 	 17 

24_h207 
19258

M., c n299 12 

Q eta 233 2722
 
Tuerar:, 


a. 	 284
 

15 
 30
Chiapas 	 30
157

Guerrero 
 32
109
Oaxaca 

Region r22	 23229
unpeche 
 20
251
Quintana Roo 	 13294

Tabasco 	 10
302

Veracruz 
 25
191
Yucatan 

Region 61
 628

Federal District 


Source: World Bank.
 



TA5L3K A 20
 

XNCOME OF ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION,
 
BY R.-ION 

Aqriculture Livestock, Forestry,
 
and Fishing
 

Total Population (000s) 

Distributions
 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 

1000-4999 Pesos/Month 

5000+ Pesos/Month 


Manufacturing, Extractive,
 
Construction, and Electric Power
 

Total Population (000m) 

Distributions
 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 

1000-4999 Pesos/Month 

5000+ Pesos/Month 


Commerce, Transportation,
 
Services, and Government
 

Total Population (000m) 

Distributiona
 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 

1000-4999 Pesos/Month 

5000+ Pesos/Month 


AND MAJOR BECTORAL ACTIVITY, 1970 

Reqion 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6
 

739.1 377.6 1651.5 757.8 701.7 43.2
 

92.41 81.81 95.71 96.8% 95.71 75.31
 
6.5 16.5 3.6 1.6 3.6 19.8
 
1.1 1., .7 .6 .7 4.9
 

546.7 165.9 998.8 129.2 228.5 807.0
 

57.5% 47.11 66.5% 81.61 59.0% 43.1%
 
39.2 48.7 30.8 16.1 38.1 50.7
 
3.3 4.2 2.7 2.3 2.9 5.5
 

737.1 340.3 1057.5 204.8 343.9 1245.1
 

61.5% 46.7% 65.91 68.5% 66.3% 47.61
 
35.5 48.7 31.2 29.2 31.4 47.1
 
3.0 4.6 2.9 2.3 2.3 5.3
 

Source: Calculated from Direcclon General de Poblacion. IX Censo General de Poblacion. 1970.
 



TABLE A 21 

BY FAMILY MOFTILY INCOMIE GROUP, 1968 
FAMILY CONSUMPTION PATTCR1S, 

6001-0000 100004 
0-300 301-600 60i-1000 1001-3000 3001-6000 

5053.47 11424.78

875.83 1671.45 348C.19
306.59 507.52
Average Monthly 


Expenditures (Pasos)
 

Dietributiont
 
20.7%
45.9% 36.5% 30.3% 


59.5% 58.01 53.7%

rood 2.e 1.8


4.6 4.0 3.5
4.5 4.7
Beverages .7
.8 .7
1.2 .9
1.0 1.1
Tobacco 20.5
16.9 19.3
12.4 14.7
11.9 11.8
Housing 14.3 13.8
13.5 14.4
9.6 10.6 11.7
Clothing 0.2 13.3
4.2 6.3
1.0 1.8 2.5
Household Goods 6.3 6.7

.4 3.5 5.2


1.1 1.1
Transportation 3.5

.9 1.2 1.9 2.1 


.4 .6
Education 3.3 3.7

5.3 4.7 4.2
5.4 5.1
Medical Services 7.4
6.5 7.0
4.8 5.3
5.5 4.7
Other Services 7.9
3.8 5.8
1.1 2.0
.3 .6
Other 


families surveyed. Consequently, expenditures
 
Not all income was reported by the


Explanation: 

income are omitted, since such a breakdown 

would have producd totals in
 
as a percentage of the families nominally in the 0-300 peso income
 

of 100 per cent. Note, for example, that 
excess 

than 300 pesos per month.
bracket spent more 


n M4exico, 1974.
 
Banco de Mexico. La Ditribucion del Ingreso
Source: 


http:11424.78


TAALE A 22

PZR CAPITA AVERAGE 
 EXPJiWD-TURES. 1Y rA/ILY INCOMPE GROUP, 1268 

Fa.Mily Incoah Groups (Pesos/Month) 
0-300 
 301-G0o 
 601-1000 
 1001-3000 
 3001--6000 
 6001-ioooo 
 10000+
 

Comparative Per Capita
Expenditure. on:
 

(0-300 Group Average - 1)
 
Food 


1.00 

Ment/Piah/milk/Eggs 1.38 .13 
 .
1.00 5.22 
 7.53
Cereals/Legtues 2.02 4.23 g.j3 10.35


1 9.19
1.00 21.13
1.14 27.96
Fruito/Vegetables 1.34 1.55 
 2.B0
1.00 1.37 2.20
Starchy Roots 2.18 3.90 2.44
 
1.00 6.74
2.57 9.17
Clothing 3.80 14.13
5.73
1.00 6.57
1.57 8.40
Icuaing 2.87 i.00
6.09
1.00 12.53
1.41 22.11
Household 2.t6 42.09
Goods 5.39 
 12.19
1.00 ?1.29
Tranaportation/,Vhlole2 :.52 5.16 .1 51.80 

53.23
1.00 1.54 120.25
Education 3.20 192.69
.5.15
1.00 1.93 137.89
4C( 435.99
Medical services 11.40 
 36.16
1.00 1.35 71.06
2.33 236.28
3.80 
 6.61 
 9.12 
 20.43 

PerCentof 
Population

inEach roup
 

Total Population 
 4.341 
 14.56%1
Agrlcultural Population 9.75i 41.67% 
 14.081
8.28 20.43 3.521
27.04 2.07%
Non-Agrlcultutal 30.19 
 4.O6
"40 .0 
 .60
Population 
 1.93 
 6.05 
 15.27 
 43.72 
 19.96 
 5.18 
 2.98 

ExplanAtioni 
 For each product, the

equal va:er~gi per capita expsnditure for the lowest Income group wan 


to 1. 
Hence, for example, 
the avtrag set
month per capita expenditures
family income category wnre for housing In the
hbo.ut 12 tl"m as 3001-6000 peso/much se 
thone within the loweat 
income group.
Sourcez 
 Banco de Mexico, La 
 irtrlbuclo>del lnqrso en
Mexico, 1974, 
Tables 11-1 
and TV-2.
 

C 



TIBLIC A 2 3 

WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX, CONSUMER ARTICLE3, MEXICO CITY, 1950-1916
 

(1954 - 100)
 

?Ceod Persona) Use Household Use
Tear All Consumer Articles 


1950 73.4 70.3 79.5 80.0
 

1951 91.3 90.1 
 87.3 91.0
 

1952 96.1 97.4 93.4 89.6
 
93.3 69.2
1953 93.5 94.7 


1954 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 

1955 114.2 114.1 114.0 
 114.1
 

1956 120.8 120.5 118.7 
 115.0
 

1957 126.6 127.1 122.6 119.5
 
127.2
1958 133.7 135.9 127.0 


1959 134.7 13L.5 
 128.3 131.2
 

1960 139.9 142.8 
 130.2 135.6
 

1961 141.1 142.9 
 136.3 -44.9
 

1962 145.6 147.3 
 145.5 147.0
 
147.6
1963 145.2 146.4 144.9 

146.5
1964 151.9 155.1 145.6 

151.5
1965 155.4 157.7 151.6 


1966 158.4 160.8 155.5 153.2
 
152.9
1967 164.4 167.8 159.7 

154.4
1968 168.1 171.8 163.7 

155.2
1969 172.9 176.1 167.0 

157.0
197G 185.3 189.1 173.5 


]971 193.9 198.2 177.1 168.2
 

1972 199.9 204.0 
 185.3 171.9
 

1973 229.5 23;.6 
 211.2 184.3
 

1974 283.2 293.6 246.6 231.5
 
258.2
1975 315.3 330.4 280.2 

300.0
1976 385.5 393.8 346.9 


Source: Nacionsl Financiera, 8.A., Statistics on the Mexican Economy, 1977. 
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IILY A 24
 

IWTRZC ERCY PRtODUCTION, 1950-1975
 

TOtal 

1950 	 4423 


1955 	 7002 


196C 	 10813 


195 	 17248 


197C 	 286u8 

1975 	 43289 


Souce: 	 NaciorAl F .nancieza. Statist ics or. the 
st.d ac,
1977., Direcc6n General do s, 


Estadi st.i c 

TAVI. A 25
 

G.OLINht CONSUPT"ON, 1950-1975
 

Total 


CMllon Litera/Yoar) 

2200
19$1 


3426
1155 


196C 
 4739 


5363 


1971 3413 


1975 11060 


1965 


source: 	 Nacional Finenciera. Statistics on the 
1977. Direccion General do Estad.sitca. 
Zotadistico. 

Pr C it 

171.5 

232.5 

309.1 

417.1 

5U4.9 

747.9
 

Mexc= Econ.--. . 
An.arc 

Per capita 

(Liters/Year) 

35.3 

113.6 

135.4 

141.9 

172.C 

191.1
 

exican Economy, 
Anuario 



VAA A 26 

KILOMFTRS OF IROADS, BY REGION 

-1955- -1970-

% I Increase.
Total Paved
Total Pavad I 
(A) (D) (A) of (B) (C) (D) (D) of (C) (C) over (A)
 

Region
 

12,518 69.0% +113.71
72.41 18,153
1 	 8,494 6,149 


71.1 +117.1
9,917 7,051 


+171.6
 

2 4,568 2,755 	 60.3 


21,692 12,124 55.9 


4 3,074 


3 7,987 5,640 	 70.6 


1,912 62.2 10,353 	 4,176 40.3 +236.8
 

6,414 54.8 +283.5
59.6 	 11,716 


51 100.0 - 48.0
 

5 	 3,055 1,820 


98 98 100.0 	 51
6* 


58.9 +163.5
 
National 27,276 18.374 	 67.4 71,882 42,334 


&Region 6 figures should be ignored. They reflect an aberration in the data, mince the figures
 

only include non-urban roads.
 

Anuarlo Estadistico.
Direccion General de Eatadfatica.
Sourcet 




TAKLJ A 27
 

HOUSINGs DEMAND AND INVESTMENT. 1971-76 

Demand 	 Investment Attended Demand
 

Region 	 No. of I of Million 0 of No. of I of of Regional
 
Houses Natonal Pesos Na T-ai 
 WoTuii National Demand
 

1 	 325,552 22.3 5,504.0 
 15.3 60,141 19.3 18.5
 

2 135,389 9.3 2,536.3 7.1 20,128 6.4 
 14.9
 

3 	 374,272 25.7 9,298.9 25.9 
 92,720 29.7 24.8
 

4 73,178 5.0 1,044.5 2.9 5,734 1.8 7.8
 

5 115,438 7.9 1,622.9 
 4.5 	 13,651 4.4 11.8
 

6 433,686 29.8 15,902.6 44.3 119,987 38.4 27.7
 

National 1,457,515 100.0 35,909.2 
 100.0 312,361 100.0 21.4
 

Sources 
 Instituto Nacional par& al Dsarrollo do le Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular. 
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TAELE A 28
 

OCCUPA.'rS PER DWEL.LING 

1.960 1970
 

eciCr. 1: 5.45 5.54
 

LrI .-. 5.61 5.79
 
Rura. 5.28 5.22
 

Rec.0r, 2: 6.11 5.87 

Urban 6.00 5.80 
R=ra1 6.22 5.98 

pc- -: 	 5.48 6.00
 

5.93 6.12
 
R:a.i5.24 5.86
 

, 4: 5.24 5.60
 

5.52 5.65
 
;.ir a 5.15 5.57
 

Recr. 5.4 5.64
 

U 	. . 5.57 5.51
 

5.3e 5.75
 

me:-cr E: 5.4C 5.72 

Urba.. 5.51 5.61 
Rural 3.67 6.23 

wa__o___ 5.47 5.75 

urba. 5.67 5.82
 
Rural. 5.29 5.67
 

Source: 	 Calculated from Direccion General de Eatadi.stica. V1II
 
Censo General de Poblac n, 1960. IX Censo General aF
 
Pohiacidn, 1.70.
 



TABLE A 29
 

PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN HOUSING, 1971-1976
 

Totalt 


Distribution by Organizationt
 

INFONAVIT 

FOVISSSTE 

Departamento del Distrito Federal 

BANOBRAS 

INDECO 

ISSSTE 

Fideicomiso BANOBRAS/Ciudad Lizaro Cardenas 

FOVI (direct programs) 

FOVIMI 

Direoci'n de Pensiones Militares 

FIDEURBE 


Total 

Investment 


(million pesos) 


29,667.1 


56.03% 

20.47 

4.87 

8.29 

4.29 

1.18 

1.25 

.59 


l.8C 

.78 

.45 


Number 

of 


DwellTngs
 

212,236 


49.82% 

15.79 

14.22 

9.21 

6.46 

2.16 

.75 

.60 

.41 

.36 

.32 


Number of
 
Beneficiaries
 

1,298,924
 

52.491
 
14.45
 
13.83
 
8.78
 
6.26
 
1.89
 
.73
 
.55
 
.40
 
.35
 
.27
 

INFONAVIT - Inctituto del Fondo Nacional de la Vivienda para los Trabajadores
 
FOVISSSTE -
Fondo de la Vivienda del Instituto de Seguridad y Servicies Sociales de l0s Trabajadores
 

del Estado
 
BANOBRAS -. Banco Nacional de Obras y Servicios Publlcos, S.A.
 
INDECO - Instituto Nacional para el Desarrollo de la Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular 
FOVIMI - Fondo de la Vivienda Militar
 
FIDEURBE - Fideicomiso del Desarrollo Urbano del Distrito Federal
 

Sources Instituto Nacional par& el Desarrollo de la Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular.
 



1.3 

(pc ce-'."
 

19 S19E: 1963 19LF 

2.7 2.2 2.0 

2.2 2.33.4 2.8 

3.1
3.8 3.3 3.2 

T; 4 43.9 3 . 4.5 

V 4.8 4.5 4.6 5.9
 

5.2 7.3
5.5 5.5 


6.6 8.87.0 6.3 

10.2
8.6 8.6 9.9 


1 13.6 12.7 16.5
10.8 


49.9 40.1
49.0 49.3 


Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier. Analizis del Efecto del
Douxce: 

Desarrollo Econronicc sobre la Distribuci6nr del Ingreso 

FarzL.liar eni4-xexco, Tnesz, Universidad Autonoma de Nuevo 
1963). Banco deLeon, 1974 (data for 1950, 1958, axnd 

Mexico. La Distribuci6r, del Ingr-sfo en Mexico, 1974 

(data for-1968 ). 



TAPI.F A 30 

FINAL SALES PRICES BY TYPF OF ]UtSING FOR MEXICO CITY ARF.A 

(Current: Peeos per 'ciiiere Meter) 

S965 1970 

,.i,- of Housing Land Included 1nnd Exclulded Land Tncluded Land Excluded 

610.0 470.1 887.8 482.1 

WSF 717.7 650.9 891.0 769.5 

IA'MF 900.4 659.8 1260.0 778.9 

CS 1004.3 911.7 13")3.9 1098.8 

(; ;MF 
G;.MF 
1.V; 
t.XMF 

1262.0 
1334.3 
1826.7 
2057.8 

981.4 
1123.0 
1390.0 
1854.7 

1755. 3 
1646.2 
2498.0 
2534.7 

1148.2 
1423.6 
1624.6 
2150.5 

Minimum-cost single family, least expensively built
MCSF 
of one or two stories, or two story house for two families

1.CSF - Low-cost single family housing 
IACMF - Low-coat small multi--family building, generally with five stories 

GSF - Good single-family house, generally with two stories and a small garden 

(;MF - Good small multi-family building, generally with five stories 

GUMF - Good large multi-family building, generally with eight stories garage, and servants 
- Luxury single family house, generally with two stories, large garden,

!.XSF 
LXMF - Luxury large multi-family building, generally with eight 

stories
 

"Direct and Indirect Employment Effects of Eight Representative 
Types


Sources Christian Araud, 
 Housing Industry.

of Housing in Mexico," In Studies on Employment in the Mexican 




VIII 40.2 35.1 34.4 43.4 

IX 51.0 48.7 50.1 59.9 
X 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: 
 Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier. Analisis del Efecto del

Desarrollo Econdmico sobre la Distribuci6n del Ingreso

Famizliar en Mexico, Thesis, Universidad Autonoma de
Nuevo Leon, 1974 
(data for 1950, 1958, and 1963). Banco

de Mexico. La Distribucion del Ingreso en Mexico, 1974
 
(data for 1968).
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2flJ.E A 31
 

TEZ PHONE3S y REGION
 

1060- - 1972. 
no. of 
Telephones 

Xnhabtnts 
Per Telephone 

go. of 
Telepbones 

1nhabitants 
Per Telephone 

legion 1 113,551 60.6 314,017 30.9 
kgion 2 J;e,556 50.4 126,7.3 34.1 
legion 3 70,262 1.6/" 395,234 4" .7 
NegIor. 4 11,145 359.6 72,123 79.7 
egion 5 24,706 164.5 113,450 52.2 
Le;ion 6 214,322 17.2 541,599 1.0 
Nations. 545,34.1 64.1 1,966,146 26.6 

&ources: 
Galindo Caldercn de 
I& Barca. r. Serv-::. T/ce3,&r Iexic. Le.3..11--D e cld d Gene,-&. de, -s~sA~ :t 

TAxx A 32 
Pn CET OF POP.AT.ION L3V::NC 1 

IHES W rj m-n-7r ',YZc.R.r1972 

Tiotal ra Igrba. 

legion 1 
 59.9 
 28.2 

legion 2 
 63.4 
 335i 12.1 

legion 3 
 56.7 
 33.2 
 76.3
 

legion 4 
 33.5 
 19.7 
 63.4
 

legion 5 
 47.7 
 23.0 
 74.1
 

lgqion 6 
 94.8 
 16.4 
 95.1
 

National 59.6 
 28.9 
 51.2
 

' aess 
than 2,499 Xnhabitants
 

NoICe Ca-culate! f.-,= .jgz~rg2 Iscee:I~ LAtasgt.
 



-agJlixco 

KftcboanNorelos 
Pue!.a 

Qeretaro 

Tlaxcala 

Rezion 4
 
U13za 
Chiapas 
Guerrero 
OaxacaRegon 5
 
Mpeche 
Ouintana 
!abas co 
Veracruz 
Yucatan 

lcion 6
 

27ieir a 


Scune: 


Roo 

i strict 

World Bank.
 

.529
.550 

.590
.524 


.628 


.589 


.538 


.495 


.628 

.664 

.668 


.528 


.519 


.570 

.583 

.636 


.501 


13
17 

14
I
 
27
 

23
 
15
 

6
 
27
 
31
 
32
 

12
 
10
 
19
 
21
 
29
 

7
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TABLE A 33 

PER CENT OF POPULATION LIVING 

RADIOS OR TkLEVISIONS, 

IN HOMES 

1960-70 

KITH 

1960 1970 

. 

2 

i 3 

io 4 

Mgon 5 

egion 6 

National 

137.2% 

42.0 

28.0 

12.7 

25.7 

75.4 

35.4 

84.0% 

85.4 

79.4 

59.7 

72.9 

94.6 

80.1 

Source: Direccion General de Estad-Istica. Anuario Estadistico. 



1967 
 6917 
 5448
1968 
 7404 
 5696
1969 
 7914 
 5856
1970 
 8546 
 6054
1971 
 8923 
 6052
1972 
 9766 
 6273
1973 
 11415 
 6524
1974 
 14490 
 6678
1975 
 17001 
 6728
 

Source: Nacional Financiera. Statistics on the Mexico Economy, 1977. 



TABLE A 34 

WATER AND SEWAGE SERVICE, 1960-1970 

etllings Without Water Service,
 

1960 


1970 


Urban 


Rural* 


0 Dwellings Without Sewage Service:
 

1960 


1970 


Urban 


Rural* 


* Rural -up to 2499 inhabitants.
 

R!ljon I Reion 2 Region 3 Region 4 lRegion 5 Region 6 National
 

66.0 66.9 75.5 88.3 76.9 24.5 67.7
 

34.5 40.6 44.6 64.0 
 52.3 4.3 39.6
 

17.1 25.6 23.9 36.6 33.8 
 4.1 19.2
 

57.1 65.5 68.4 76.5 70.3 10.4 67.1
 

72.0 60.2 78.8 8.8 
 78.7 26.5 70.0
 

55.4 66.0 62.5 79.1 66.9 21.5 
 57.9
 

39.5 52.6 42.5 59.0 
 47.5 20.5 39.0
 

76.2 89.4 85.4 
 08.2 85.7 51.6 84.0
 

C) 
Source: Calculated from Direccion General de Poblacion, VITI 
Censo General de Poblacion, 19601
 

IX Censo General de Poblaci'n, 1970.
 



WMex i c o- . xi c 

Mih :"259 

Morelos 


P-eW. 

Queretar


Ti C¢l a 

Re 4 

Co ma 

Chiapas 

Guerrero 

Oaxaca
 
Regin5 
Campeche 

Quintana Rco 

Tabasco 

Veracruz 

Yucatan
 
Re ion 6 

Federal Dis trict 


Source: World Bank.
 

2 6 4 
07 


299 


233 

,1 


284 

35 

157 

109 


229 

251 


294 

191 


628
 

24
ILI
19
 
12
 

22
 
27-,
 

!26 
31
 
30
 
32
 

23
 
20
 
13
 
10
 
25
 

1
 



TARLPr . 35
 

EDUCATIONAL KXPENDITRP.S COKPARLED WIf GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT
 

prices,
(millions of ponov, crurrent 


Gross Total 

National -u(Ational 

PtI uct E) dItu i 

A WBof A 

1'59 
1960 
19bl 
1962 
1963 
1964 
19651966 

136,206 
154.137 
163,757 
177,533 
192,200 
224,600 
242,700
272,100 

2,424 
3,093 
3,505 
4,040 
4.663 
6,133 

6,889 
7,773 

1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.3 
2.4 
2.7 

2.8 
2.8 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

1971 
1972 

301,400 
334,300 
369,735 
418,7C0 
452,200 

513,700 

8,675 
9,908 
10,940 
12,769 
14,134 

17,027 

2.9 
3.0 
3.0 
3.1 
3.1 

3.3 

la pirkmide del
 al despardiclo excolar y 
gasto educativo nacional,
Sources '91 gasto
Vol. 1!: 4 (1972) and "El 

x1stema oducativo en 1970,' Cuadro I-7, 


en
Is pirgmide escolar
deuperdiclo economico y
.ducativo nacional, el 
 Fttult-'s

Vol. 111:4, Revifith del Centrc de 

1970,' Cuadro 111-8, 

Educativos.
 



VAALJ
 

INCOME OF PCOWOMICALLV 
BY Rf=ION AND MAJOR SEC
 

Re ion 1
 

Aqricultureg Livestock, Forestry, 
and Fishing 

Total Population (000m) 
Distributions 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 
1000-4999 Pesos/Month 
5000+ Pesos/Month 

739.1 

92.40 
6.5 
1.1 

ManufacturinV, Extractive 
Construction, and 2lectric Power 

Total Population (000m) 
Distributions 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 
1000-4999 Pesos/Month 
5000+ Pesos/Month 

546.7 

57.50 
39.2 
3.3 

ComerceI Transportation, 
Services, and Government 

Total Population (000.) 
Distributiont 

0-1000 Pesos/Month 
1000-4999 Pesos/Month 
5000+ Pesos/Month 

737.1 

61.51 
35.5 
3.0 

Source: Calculated from Direccion General de Poblac
 



TAB1- A 36 

COMPOSITION OF EDUCATION EXPENDITURES,
BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL AND PRIVATE SECTOR 

1960 - 1972 
(Millions of pemos, Current) 

1960 1965 1970 1972* 

leder.1 Government 2,032.9 65.7% 4,619.9 67.0% 8,840.1 69.21 12,032.5 70.71 

State Government 590.8 19.11 1,195.0 17.4t 2,203.8 17.3% 2,899.1 17.0% 

NHnicipal povernimnt 

and Other 

93.5 3.0% 178.0 2.6% 272.1 2.1t 319._ 1.91 

Private 376.0 12.24 897.0 13.0% 1,453.8 11.4% 1,775.8 10.4% 

3,093.2 
 100% 6,888.9 
 100% 12,769.8 100% 
 17,027.2 100t
 

*xtimatze 

Sourcet 
 'El gasto educativo naolonal, a1 deoperdicto escolar y Ia1970," Vol. II, pirguide del sistem" educativo en4 
(1972); an6 "El gasto educativo en M'xico, 1972' Vol. 
IV: 4.(1974), Revista
del Centro de Etudios Educattv~s.
 



TABLE A 37
 

EDUCATIONAL EXPENDIT EIlES--g;F('IP*I'AP Y OF PUifiC EDUICATTON 

197 1976
 

(mlli onq! of ibn) 

1971 19-t2 1971 1974 1975 1976
 

Priniar'
 
12,111.0 15,163.9
Amou. t 4,172.3 C,731 .5 6,065.9 fl,020. 

IR..7 36..2% .3%

Percen.ige 44.0% 40.2% 39.4 

Secondary (Bla'Ic) 
2,V r - 2 1,293.3 4,n,07.2 6,691.7


Amount 1,498.2 1,818.8 

15 .% 15. q1 15.2% 16.0%
 

Percentage 15.9% 


Secondary (Upper)
 
:371.2 1,052.1 1,476.0 2,309.2 3,)18.6 4,360.3


Amount 

9.2% 8-95% 9.6% 1I.1% 11.1% 10.4%


Percentage 


!Iigher Education
 
2,982.0 3,732.1
912.4 1,454.3 1,702.9 1,512.9
Amount 
 14.9%
12.4% 11.11% 10.7% 10.6%


Percentage 9.'0 


Education expenditures iiot listed are for education
Note: Percentages do not add to 100. 

and other tinsperi fit=i programs.
investment subsidies, meeting education dehts 


Inforfif 1- Labores, 1970-1976.

Source: Secretarfa de Eduicacin Piblica, 




-- 
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TABLE A 38
 

FEDERAL AND STATE EXPENDITURES ON EDUCATION. 1974
 

(milliona of pesos)
 

I Federal 
 % state
 
Federal Suppolt 
 State lupport Total
 

Aguascalientes 	 143.7 94% 9.8 61 
 157.1
 
1aja California Norte 415.6 56 328.6 44 744 2
 
Iaja California our 141.1 --
 -
 -

Campecha 	 138.9 87 20.8 13 
 159.7
 
Coahuila 
 433.7 44 
 12.8 16 516.5 
Chiapas 350.5 -- - -
Chihuahua 
 452.7 
 66 209.4 32 662.1
 
Guerrero 
 489.9 
 34 93.6 16 583.5
 
Hidalgo 	 364.0 93 26.2 7 
 390.2
 
Jalisco 
 546.0 61 353 .9 
 39 899.9
 
Hlchoaca, 
 603.2 35 1122.0 65 1725.0
 
Morelos 	 230.0 86 37.0 14 
 267.0
 
Nayartt 	 288.5 83 57.1 
 17 345.6
 
Oaexaca 
 728.4 
 97 20.6 3 749.0
 
Pueblr. 
 435.5 68 209. 2 32 644.7
 
Queretaro 152.6 
 94 10.1 6 162.7
 
Quintana Ao0 l1l.1 -- -
San Luis Potomi 283.1 79 73.5 21 356,6

Sinaloa 312.3 -- . 
Sonora 334.8 5P. 236.0 41 570.8
 
TAbasco 
 18. 9 
 75 61.3 25 250.2 
Tamaulipas 	 702.5 82 156.2 18 
 860.7 
Zacate :a 
 239.4 84 
 46.6 16 286.5
 

Note: iqures for the other nine Itates are not availal;e. 

Source: Secretarra de Educacion Publlca. J.forme de 
Labores,1970-7t.
 

TA.r A 39 

FEDERA:. EXPENI;17URES ONt EDUCATION; 3Y i.EVEL AND STAT, 1974 

Total -------------------Dstribution ------------------

(m!;llionb 
 Secondary- Secondary
of r-i-L._?____ 	 ______ 

. _ ,' Pr r n-_ 	 Basic Vpper 

Aquascalientes 143.7 4.21 	 15.61
46.21 13.51
 
Baja California Norte 415.6 2.2 
 47.9 11.2 11.0
 
&aia California Sur 141.1 5.6 --
37.2 l1.1
 
Campeche 138.9 1.8 52.9 1q.4 
 11.4 
Coahuila 
 433.1 1.6 41.2 22.6 10.8
 
Chlapas 350.5 1.0 58. --..
 

Chihuahua 
 4 .1.7 0.8 ,16.9 17.0 7.0
 
Guerrerr, 489.9 1.7 51.0 17.0 
 6.4
 
Hidalgc, 361.0 57.6 A 0
15.0 	 12.8 
Jallecn 
 546.V 1.8 49.8 8.6 10 1
 
Michouacar 60).2 1.6 57.8 16.8 
 6.7
 
Morelos 	 210.0 2.7 49.0 
 23.0 0.5
 
Naysrit - 288.5 
 1.5 56.2 15.3 7.2
 
Oaxa'a-A 72B.4 0,8 52.7 14.6 
 9.2
 
Puebla 
 41.5 1.3 57.4 11.0 5.6
 
Queretaro 152.6 1.6 52.7 14.6 9.2
 
Quintana Ro 113.1 2.5 
 35.5 20.7 15.0
 
Ban Lul Potoal 283.1 1.4 60.7 14.3 5.7
 
Sinaloa 
 312.3 0.6, 4 .8 jq.7 6.3
 
Sonora 334.8 0.1 40.3 23.0 --

Tabasco lB.9 0.5 40, * 1.2 3.2
 
Tamaulipas 702.5 1.9 51.4 
 23.5 6.4
 
Zacatecas 239.3 1.5 61.6 -- 6.8
 

Notes 	 Data are not available for the other nine states. Percentages do not mum to'
 
l0o because of other educational expenditures auch as an highet education and
 
various types of rural and adult education.
 

Source, fecretarla de lducacion Public&. 
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TABLE A 40
 

STATE EXPEND:TURFES ON EDUCATION*
 

1974
 

Percentagge Rankinc
Xn .r'tstat.e 

( 11hons of Budqet 	 by Percent 

of Budgetof 

pesos)
 

19
13.8
A aaen te_ 9.8 

1
 

Ba Cal -' crnia N. 3 2E6 	 52.6 
1522 .9
2C0.C a82 £ 	 37.5 5
 
13
24.1
2C9.4aha

Guererr'- 93E 	 23.2 14 

26.2 	 34.0 9 
IC31.2
359. 9 
11
30.7
112.2
a a:-. 1620. 337.0-re 	 636.1
57.1 


0axa:a 20.6 	 15.2 18 
Pueha 	 209.2 39.5 	 4 

1716.710.1
Q;ere tarz 2
45.4
San Lis ot-cs- 73. 5 

343.0236. 0Sc-cra 1227.061.3
Tabas:c 735.1158.2Tam - pas 835.0
46.6
Zacatecas 


*:Data not available for Baja Califorria Sur, Colima, Chiaas, 
Nuevo Leon, Quintana R;oc, Sinaloa,

Dura-.nq, Guanajuat:, MI.ex.co, 

and Yucatan.TlxcaLa, Veracruz 

Source: Secretaria de Educacion Publica
 

http:MI.ex.co
http:Dura-.nq
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TABLE A 41 

STATE EXPENDITURES ON PUBLIC EDUCATION 

I OF STATE INCOME 

1972 

Region I
 

Coahuila 
 41.6
 
Chihuahua 
 39.8
 
Durango 36.7
 
Nuevo Leon 
 69.0
 
San Luis Potosi 51.2
 
Tamaul ipas 35.4
 
Zacatecas 
 32.4
 

Region II
 

Baja California Norte 56.3
 
Nayarit 32.3
 
Sinaloa 
 39.1
 
Sonora 
 38.8
 

Region III
 

Aguascalientes 27.8
 
Guanajuato 37.3
 
Hidalgo 31.4
 
Jalisco 
 42.5
 
Mexico 
 32.0
 
Michoacan 34.4 
Morelos 15.0
 
Puebla 
 43.1
 
Quertaro 14.3
 
Tlaxcala 35.8
 

Region IV 
Colima 
 28.7 

Chiapas 31.6 
Guerrero 37.3
 
Oaxaca 15.3
 

Region V 
Campeche 24.7Tabasco 38.6 
Veracruz 49.4 
Yucatan 37.5
 

Source: OEl gasto educativo en Mexico, 1972,0 Revista del Centro de
 
Estudios Educativos, IV:4 (1974).
 



tp-o zI - -'! 

Amo~unt 

1-61, .. 

t ~ t 

66 

Amou n t 

1971 

I Tota) 

Poouaion, 
1970 

Region 1 

Region 2 

Region 3 

Region 4 

Region 5 

125.1 

134.6 

160.7 

2-.3 

95.7 

2_.9 

25h 

304 

46.k 

1 % 

326.9 

2 5, 

294.4 

1 .0 

36% 

21t 

27% 

61 

16% 

6 t.? 

349.0 

332.7 

42.6 

27.7 

39% 

21t 

"01 

4 

Y; 

19 

f 

-6 

12 

Total 

*Does not 

536.4 1002 

include Fede-l&I District 

1,097.3 ZOO% 1,63C.9 100% 06 

Sourcet A~uario Estadfstico. 



TAJUL A 43 

Primary Education
 
Regional Expnditures C: ipLrison, 1972
 

0 Primary Education I of Students Itotal
Expnditurea out of in Primary Population

Tot.-I State Education Schools
 
Expendi tures
 

legion 1 33.9 
 20. 2 10.8
 

legion II 17.4 
 3.9 8.1
 

legion ill 32.4 
 49.1 S0.1
 

Region IV 4.1 
 10.4 11.2
 

Region V 12.2 
 11.4 11.9
 

*Includesnederal Disarict
 

CO 

Source: "Gas gasto educativo en N.ixico, 1972. IV:4 (1974)
 

trvista del Centro do Entudlom Educativos and
 

A- I Population by Reglon. 1950-1976.
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TABLZ A 44 

Primary Education
 

S:iite ppencliturex per Student
 

1972
 

Primary Lnro4men- lxpenditures Per Student 
(001) (0OC
 

Rg-or. 1 2,C29.9 516,605.6 254.4
 

S9>.7 264,7E.E 296.3 

Reg- " 4,92~.3. 49.42.7 10C.1 

Re o,046.4 62,752.7 60.C 

c1,IA. 185,78Z.9 162.9 

(State i1 ,039.4 1.-23,2Ei.2 151.7 

:.'ncludes tlhe Federa I Distzict. 

' National federal expend:tures are 6,209,548.4; per student 

expenditure is 618.5. 

Source: 'El gasto educativo en Mexi-s, 197. * and LF-naena.za 

Proescolar y prizaria on 1972-1973,' IV:4 (1974) and
 

IV.1 (1974), Re.ists de. Centrz de Estu .u.)s Edu.at~vcs. 

http:LF-naena.za
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Primary Education
 

State Expenditurea- 1972 

b.wunt Percentage 

(000)
 

A&gion I
 

Primary 
 516,506.6 
 57.51
 

Total Education 898,566.2 
Expendi tures 

Region :I
 

Primazy 264,786.3 52.1 

Tatal Education 50F,598.3 
1-cpende. tur e s 

Region II9
Pr=m-v\ 493,43:.7 46.3
Total Educai.cr, 1,021,337.3
 
Expend. turt.s
 

Region Xv
 
Primary 
 62,753.7 
 49.4

Total Educat.or 17,138.:
 

cpqndi ture s
 

anion V 
Primary 
 185,782.9

Total Education 343,427.3 

54.1 

Expandi tures 

*Includes Federal District
 

Source: fl. gast, educativo en Mexico 1972,1 IV:4 (1974)Revista del Centro deEstudics Educativos. 

http:Educat.or
http:Educai.cr


TAILI A 45 

1PrVary Wt4acatior 

tAte tXpen, tre& 1972 

ount Percentage
 

(000)
 

Primry" 516,506.6 57.5%
 

Total M.ucatior. 191,566-1
 
Z rpe4i ture s
 

Raglor I1 

Prima.-y 264,75E. 52.1 

Total Educatio. S0f,5983
] pen4; tt. es 

:aion ZU'"
 

Priza.y 453,432.7 48.3
 
Total EMucmtsrc 1,021.337.3
 

opendtures
 

62,753.7 49.4
 
Total Educatz= 127,136.1

Z~per i tures 

3agior V 
Priaay 115,782.9 54.1
 
Total Educatln. 343,427.Z
 

*Includes Federal District 

Source; *= cjat aducativo en Mexico 1972, YIV4 (1974)
 

Revista del Centre de Estudios Fducativos.
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TAL.E A 46 

MERL OVIT SZA7 ZA7,0;.A:O. ~-:U .94 

)L--O.-.t St" et s Per 
of peslb -t'a.-e 

q'zascallrnes 
Pr=~-ar 66.4 73,165 90C 
Seondaz'j, bal-: 2'.4 10.63: 2,1C7I 
Sco: ,a.., upper 19.4 ,2C3 3,729 

P.- 199.. 2C4,9! 97" 
-Se::zzdar*.: 75.! 9. " 5 ,'7 

r--.: 
Se: : -
se .-.: , 

t. -.-
p e: 

52.6 

15.2 

3", 4:4 
5,2;; 

1, 63. 

S,.:I , 3 3 

P:--- 73. s 57,3 ' 1,2E 
Se:2 as. 5 . 3, 31 

15.6 ie:3,6. 4 ,C:4 

Pr";. -- 178. 6 1 Is,:":I,77 
&C== .. -.. as; 9S.. 4" .3-. 2, 43.i 
St zx -.da :- ;: 46.9 1C,4" 4,485 

Se: cnd 7 • .tas.: 
2.^"23.9 295 CCU4 

17, 6E 
63; 

212.2 345,2:: 614 
£' . a bas-: 76.! 34,754 2,256 
ge..dary , upper 31.7 6,919 4,56: 

Pr =&r- 249.9 393,5.; 635 
Sc ,a,--.r,bas:c 
Se-odar, upper 

84.6 
31.4 

33,177 
10,464 

2,55C 
3,0OC 

prima.--y 240.2 281,856* 152 
ge=nd&-'y 

ecandary, 
bas :: 
upe: 

46.9 
29.6 

21,697* 
7,095 

2.16; 
4,172 

272.2 736.913 369 
Sb:cnds-, ba-: 48.2 57,07C 841 
go €=m a-ryupper 54.9 35,30C 1,555 



iLE AA46 
PriRAL GOVERMMI4D EDUCATIONAL WME8ID1URE-S rlr%: rwt."T r/xiCATIC ,ALAxp4r6DI'I"Ur, 
pFp STI'IT, BY STATE ANqD r.fUCATIOAL LEVEL, 1974 111'Y!.T kTt. A14t, IrtJAJ L'.r, 1974 

Amount St udents Per 

t 7ljons5t~n t Anw'unt !;ttj.Ion! a Per 

primary 
Secondary, 
Secondary, 

basic 
upper 

346.1 
101.6 
40.7 

:,772 
39,519 
1.3,116 

361 
2.%71 
3.101 aduI Ipas 

.x... JIture 

Mreos01 rAy 360.8 312.993o 1,121 
Pri=a'y 
Seconda ry, b asic 

112.7 
2 . 8 

1)8.744 
2 2 ,003 

912 
2 .4 :)1 

%e r'dary, 
y ' 

tk* I r 
upe r 

16".1 
44 . 4 

4. , 
1 , 

- If, 
1 i 

3,j33 
1 , t11 

se(ondary. 
sayar It 

primary 
SecondAry. 
secondairy, 

upper 

basic 
upper 

1621 
44.2 
2C.8 

69391, 

, 

12,174J
9.791 

1.7 ,_ 

,. 

&In 
r9 

,-

*.. 

. 

. 

331! 

~.iI.F 
.7 

01.2 

,4 
10.4 !1 

7 
2.7 0 

4,332 

0415cePtim ryll 314.{0 4",,q 0140 "'' -: ~ l ;47.5 %~3.216,, 9 

5condlary, basic 
S.co ,.dary,upper 

106.1 
61 •9 

30.734 
11,191 

1.44? .. A.........16.2 .22,0 416 
4, , 72 

Primary 
Secondary, 
Secondary, 

' .. 
upper 

2S0.0 
45.0 
24,3 

41.1374 
17.704 
1,36. 

',17 
J.:71 

17.041 

QwretaroPlti,,ry 50610. 6 015010O1,5 0" 7 7') ttA?~ 'Is40 djcatlinn Publlc1a 

Secondary, basic 15.2 ".37,,' 2.1.0 

Secondary, upper 10.0 3.523,.811 
nJ"ntanaRoo..t rr11v tsIera~ uppo.rted student data available. 

Primary 
fScondary, 
Second& ry , 

basic 
upper 

40.2 
23.4 
17.0 

77.157 
4.2'.6 
1,U43 

1.443 
,,.44 

14,. J"" 

Su Luis Potosi 
Primary 
Secondary. baoic 

1719 
40.5 

260.661, 
19,233 2, 00 

Secondary, upper 1S.2 6,!63 2. ',J 
4ias) os 

Pri ary 152.4 302,315 504 
Secordary, 
Secondary 

basic 
upper

tors 

61.4 
19.6 

21,106 2.916 
s.76.2,,25 

Primary 
Secondary, 
Secondary, 

basic 
upper 

135.0 
77.5 

226.68. 
33,353 
9,777 

96' 
2.32. 

abasco 
Primary 96.7 118.000 514 
Secondary, basic 40.0 14.436 ,761 
Secondary, upper 6.0 3.O" 1. 57, 



TAALI A 47 

R1rLE LI't.rACY 

1966 1967 196 1169 1970 1971 1973 

Population 6 34.550.639 35,711,404 17,094,000 31,2f0,720 19,69 ,000 41,120,912 42,116.039
 
year. Old
 
and Older
 

simple 35,294.V96 26,663.II 29,312.)46 31.911.0%5 34,661,565 37.506.300 40,507,594 
Literates 

o of Simple 73.1 74.5 79.0 6).4 87.1 91.2 96.1
 
Literates to
 
the Population
 
6 Years and
 
Older
 

Simple Literacy --	 .4 15.9 26.2 37.1 46.3 60.2 

Increase starting
 

Sourceat 	 Recreter(m do Induatria y Ccmnerclos iocrtetari do Yr5uacl6n P.,bliea and enitex Brentefo 
y Paul Cabrera, Tatble. strevidane do mortalltdme tin I bl.htarif,_dP4 1 cL 130. 1940, 
1 Thse0 L) t it(Mx c1(1(1" hr r"r h1 ehl 

Those completling Mte first yner of primary ochrwil or thorn. who have complete~d the aniuvolosnt. 

http:26,663.II


IJNC('1 NAI. I.ITrII AtY 

q196Y ig67 1ftf 19f,+ 1970 ;971 1972 

Population9 30.49%,816 1 .'6 1,49" 1J.17n1.0(.(. f..0. ,P.6 . llO 36,1'),9 J7.280.359 
Years Old
 
and Older 

functional 1O,56. 679 10,194 .66i li.Il7.(,, ]1,740l.fl, I1.C74,991 14.f,',2,123 l%,$61,423 
Li ti'atel
 

I of 34.6 14 0 i..s 37.7 9-a.' 42.0
 
Funct lonal
 
Literates of
 
the Po'pulat ion 
9 Y.n & Older 

4.1 12. "0.6 ;9.4 )H .7 41.4
Functional t.toracy"
Incereame star ti l-,I
 
with 1466 (Iwntc nt) 

Scurcest Vcrevarie do Industris y Comarclos Rlaciatarfa da Murarlon Prh||lil aftd Bonite %*"tltOn 

y NSaICil ..org. Tnlmn atagrvinulne do, pwsrtmAmd~dde l j tDbaritn_ d" _ _.&14A 'qxc 

. .... .i . . .
 
anx
.L9i0at960u l .in ni•n Qttio Ir W' 

•Indicate@ a wintimu level of a,-1.,cwltnc thint aslurtil ratmntion of r ~uirod skills. 

http:1,740l.fl
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YrAJ8iV A 4, 

LITZACT VATZS, SY hG. GROUP. 1970 

TO-IK. uP3A.. RLIVAL 

10-39 years of ege 
40 years or older 

92.61 
75.4 

96.0% 
31.1 

39.6% 
65.6 

Pool )r 2: 

10-1; yeats of age 
4G years C: older 

90.2 
70.5 

95.1 
75.1 

31.7 
53.3 

10-39 years of agf" 
40 years 0: cide: 

79.9 
55.4 

91.4 
65.9 

66.6 
43.1 

Reaio" 4: 

10-39 years of age 

40 years cr older 

63.3 
42.3 

83.2 
57.2 

53.9 
34.8 

Region ti 

10-33 years 
40 years or 

of age 
older 

74.5 
5".8 

84.3 
69.4 

69.6 
44.6 

10-39 years 
40 years or 

of age 
cider 

2.7 
82.9 

93.2 
t3.2 

98.6 
71.8 

Nationa: 

10-30 years of eqs 

40 years or older 

81.1 
(2.7 

38.8 
74.7 

69.5 
44.3 

Note: Based on official definition of simple literacy. 

I 
Sourcea Dlreccion General do ZetAdiwtiC&. 11 Cnbo General do iPobionli 1970. 



Yae~t.m &i 'k 

-3 rAUII WeJ4aY tM+PU1IAYTo.E ?l? AW!) A*OVKl/ 

VItO - ler 

- 19)0- - 11140--- - 1 .n .---- -196- -1970 

.Lit IlI It Lit I lIIIt. 1,1t t I IIt , 1.1t fillSt. Lit . 1111t.. 


Region I 
Pop. (1,000) 1,061 1,437 1,791 1.542 2.8el 1,37) 3."4 1,517 6.037 1.557 
Percentage 42 SO3 a4 4C Is 1 72 230 0 20 

Region II 
lop. (1,000) 357 4%9 I510 437 921 410 1.S03 571 2.113 533 

I'ercent age '0,6 '1 49 67 13 72 ]1 79 21 
Region III 

Pop. (1,0001 1.541 4,011 2.172 4.10f 361 1,315 5.375 4,406 9,090 4,'5 

lrercentaqa 21 72 14 66 49 51 55 45 67 33 
Region IV 

f'op. (1,000) 3)6 10%08 467 1,726 $60 1,706 1. 39 2.05) 2.323 1.990 
1'r tcent age 1 I J 1 •f. 1 64 40 0 %4 46 

Region V 
'op. (1.000) 50 1.IS2 791 1,200 I .26,7 1.312 1.391 1,373 3,039 1.490 
I'ercentage 11 69 40 £0 1 49 I'm 42 67 31 

Region VI (I).r.) 

flop. (1,000) 702 344 1.11) 11 ., 462 3.28.% 1 4.907 707 

Pe-rcente~l 67 1) 74 s. a251 117 87 13 

Total 
Pup. (1,000) 4,525 9,010 S,145 9,%12 11.777 @,,07 17.415 10,573 24,514 10.57 

Percentage 33 e, 42 48 53 42 fi2 33 72 23 

Sourc o V, VI, V;I, VIII, IX Censo General do Pob larIon.
 

Note. Temoe are data baaed on 4extican defilition of literacy, starting at ago 6. 
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SLZU A 51 

L1TERAcy 

DATE or CRANII 

1930-1171 

pDAio V
3.eglcr 

N:.. L"te.-a~e 9 C e U . Literate Ch".oe
Ov,e: 

D ce: De :--- e 

S2S
193. 1.06. 1930 
791 5091940
194C 1,79" 69% 

- 6C%
195C 1,2V'

i 61
2le
1951 3,64 196C ".89. 49%
 

19E 
 197 3,C3 

PR iedereDistrlt 

N: "-'e:me % C.!% 
"" e: 

e ?i:. Lterate 9 .. e--
"-C ( 

e :>:_. D.:.a : 

15)3: 3T-lS :."-43% 193:194: 7C2Ill's 59% 

19i9 
1.5- ,19c 

a2% 19SC 2.0(E6 
3.2E! 

15 
si 

4i%".

•4 t ' 9c 

Re:. "" . :T 
".4 t4a4
19% 

Ov5: Ove:* 

_______"- ________e."S 
193 193: 4.52!5 
194 46 4 19 ~ 4.44 

47
3 


I3,6*6C491 19S^.7
471
53?5
19, 
 j 4154196149
1 6 1,3: 275i4 sIC1970 

193r. 531
 

atee1. .
 

336 
194C WE ongi x dfnt/n fr~eacstjt 
193C 

5oe:Ths Lare ta 9>1o961 05195. 
451
1.396 

1970 2,323 i6t 

V-11 Canso Gen~eral do ?Ioblacion. 

1960 

SouIrce: 

are data based on~ftexlzin definition of literacy, starting
Mote: These 


at age I.
 



?AL2 A $2 

3'W-rT md% -zVqru 7 V3.Iic g)Crnc 

1171 - lilt 

isAMC 

lsset2;' J2% 4% 34 1:.SZ4% it 

Ar: it ,) 49 s.~ 
63)1I 1 1 61 Ic 3% 

Pe~r~a; LI it, 3 4% 

A2' t I 42) 3S3 413 417.4 
toe::3?'6e ;.it it9 3.3% .5 

bets ~~ ~ ~-~~t. ~ ~ tos Z~ as:.;t . t! aa I:: -aI:~r f pC! s ' £r! 

prvt 2 3.3:_ 

______. I 2. 2. 

State on!4~ 
. MOZW. 

Mrvae a:3 

.11 

2 31 

25%:: 

541 

5.ea.4c; ;H 

islaborsft--' 5"MU~irra 40 ad~c16t PublIcs. dotc 1970-19. 
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34?~ ~ 3z±i ~ Studer:-

Ma%.- to& 

Stall 

4~'a.: !.3.C 316 

A.;xcu Satzaf daw.Uuc6pLc. L eua~f p~ia 

7dio91,6. Cax 3 



Dropout 

kMLR A S& 

PRIIAARe ZDUCATION 

Rate by lRegicn. Urbah 

106S - 1971 

and Rural, 

P da11Egdlde 1 

Urb r. 

Grs.atde rada6. gterod rads 

RurlI 

Grodit gralf 6, 

3.qlo I 

legic II 

Rag tor. I! 

Na1- X 

Ra.::. V7.2 

E: 1C: 

9Wl:: 

3,40. 

66,4Or 

13:: 

l?:.tl 

195,23; 

41.396 

63% 

64.3% 

sit 

62.1 

f. 

213.3:: 

00.00: 

466.1:0 

221,9:: 

,14,9,: 

3;.4. 

16.9 2 

62.9)) 

12,S66 

15 4% 

1i.91 

1 13. 

1.21 

9.7% 

Sc. .r: %.A 

st. 

s,:a t 

;A 

, ,9tx 

A:.r 

I Ia 

Va.. 

ano 

I.:'-

.W.a naa 

1 

a prIa&r!a or. MxIco or. 1I1. 
C.. . 11- . p. 16) . 

Mov:i'. do: S-o-a 

C:i {;( 4 I+ * (2 

4-1trc Wtt)a ! rl 

A grlculturef.iveato:t 
Patr~b.e'.r;tr; 

101.1% 
1.¢ 

43.1% 
14.2 

34.1% 
24.C 

15.2% 
33.6 

2.1% 
23.2 

i 
33.2 

rnd.Brr14..2 r Y a43.4 137 3a s 
COntructIor. 
cer:e 
Ser:eem
?ransporoa1cr 
Goverrt.ru.t 
UnsPw.e:1fad o.t:: 

1C t 
C 

1:" 0, 
-:" :-
1:;.C. 
lc:.: 
I1 

235 
15 * 

,
i. 

15) 4 
23. -421 

4 .:
24.' 
1E...i 
2 6 

35 ' 

34
41 3 
4: 

.1.29.9 

I.A 
] "3? 
2';
1.' 
3)4 4 
1 . 

5 4 
31.4 
36.335..] 
2U 
59.9 

1d1 sectora O:.C 2 .4 3. 2 3 13.4tC3. 

Contl Pgrcin (01 C,;12,395 J3,17 3.391 ].?T 1,14 .415 

Slourte. Victor L. "blI y Lrquidl.Z-7looid mtgr.,lc." aD__m__rata 3.on .1a 02 (1143. 

p. 143 (based upon original cer.sus date from 191C). 
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bUJ= A 5 1 

UwOF oJ. DIWJAUIMIFTL. m DOCOR, 197CcuCT 

pcIor. 	 No of 2DhnA'1tazts S of &I.' I of Sal 

Doctors Per Do:tor Doctors Pop" st ;cr. 

10.1
52131 17'5 6$.0 

3 1221 234 31.C 3S.t 

2.2
4 1373 3651 4.0 

S 2124 21 I.: . 

& 	 1449: 48* 43.0 14.3 

10C.C
ma.x-c: 	 )4.Cl 1434 100.0 

S-re.a o : y As:seta.C .A At.;s de Sa.;! 
de I Kes.:a!.a Ntx;Cc:a SSA.. 

TAB1x A 59 

_ _, 	 _ in__..PI,_NN__ 


9,93t 14.78i 1.45: 

-,.0)6 31.57% 7.910 
Nemita Z.e .. , 37.26 19.62 )4.34 

S.:re a r y o f Iealt r 15 . 2 11. 4 21 .3) 

end A sistance 

InstItute of Social 11.93 8.09 16.23 

Services and Socurit)
 
to: Lrwloyees of the 
Gcva r rise r,t 

Department of tne 2.14 3.92 2.41 
.


Federal Distric-
Secfetar) of 1atioral 3.9 1.SC 5 63 

E-e fenote 

PEMLz 2.9S 1.94 2.s5 

MesIcar National Rla!Irtade 2.01 1.21. 1.41 

&ecretar3 of the Met.nr 0.94 0.37 1.54 

NotiCn.-. Indian institute 0.27 .... 


Othes 3.54 10.31. 6.04 


RIzplentioni Perce:.tagos gug to 100% golrnq don.. 

Source, Secretarfi de Salubridad y Aslitenria. Atlas de Salud 
P~xicO, Ua. 1;73. 

ITTc 

4,14) 


17.7)6 

11.22 


45 . 4 

5.36 

1.55 

0.99 


2-75 
0.91 

1.16 
.... 


12.55 


c7,
 

3C,22C
 

2S.94%
 
24.52
 

1 .3 D
 

11.21
 

2.91
 

2.41
 

2.4C
 
1.46
 
0.72 
0.C9 
1.49
 

di In**_putlic& IeaIcarr.
 



-st. vzt.: cf rd..rra: vj itt ul.*t, 

:KSf 

MSTE ll.C 

3.3 

IP4!*.-&- Aqe----:ct 3. c 

:Zat;,t t: 

&0-;.L:Oi e* ICS 

n,-At: 

pe-rt.ens, 
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TX=.Z A 41 

TEN PRINCIPAL CAJSZS OF 9O6IDITY, 1971 

No. Cau e no. of Cases Rate*
 

1 Gasto-nt ritis 121,946 373.9
 

2 lztloenza and Pneumonia 65,068 3,23.3
 

3 ParasIts.ois 52,004 103.0
 

4 Dysaentery 51,77 102.5
 

5 Malala 4,559 34.1
 

6 Measles 35,4C: 70.1
 

7 Whoopin; Coi;. 29,772 59.0
 

* 3q,±ine r-ncephle.1tis of Venezuela 23,39e 46.3
 

9 Tuberculzsis (Lk or--s. 1,876 37.3
 

10 	 Chcr.Xkn Pox 16,57C 32.8
 

Other Illnesses 94,723 117.5
 

* hr 	10C,0O5, Inhabitants
 

Source: 	 Secretarle de Salubridad y Asisu:ncij. Estadisticas Vitales 
Dezogrificas y de Recursos an l Revublca Mexica.a. 19ES
1973. 	 Nexico: SSA, 1973, p. 11.
 



TART- A 62 

TEN PRINCIPAL CAUSES or IHr?:T MOR TA'My, 1972 

"o. Cause of Death wo. of Deaths Rate* 

1 Influeuza and Pneuonia 


7 Eznteritis and other Diseases 


3 Perinatal Mortality 


4 Acute Respiratory Infections 


5 Septicemia 

6 measles 


7 Avitamnosis and other 


Wutritional Deficiencies
 

I weart Disease 

9 Whoojxinq Cough 


.. C Bronchitis, Emphysoma. and Aathma 

A.:! Causm 


a Per 1000 Registered Live Births 

35,130 15.5 

35,154 15.2 

25,147 10.9 

6,008 2.6 

2,625 1.1 

2,527 1.1 

2,321 1.0 

1,773 0.1 

1,609 0.7 

1,557 0.? 

142,964 62.0 

Becrstarfa de Solubzidad y ksmistencia. Plan Narional deSource; 

Salud, 1974-76 1977-03 _Volumn 7T:
 

SSA, 194, p. h.
 



TAJU.8 A 6 3
 

NI,Ar W)WrALLIrr IAThl. 1959-1971 

(Deaths of Ch!l'ren Lmder One Toor Per 1000 MIrthe 

!. L 2 I Mlon 2 Region I Ro~1onj eg o.1n$ ~~r atf 

195t 66.02 64.51 16.112 4.31 52.49 15.27 74.40 

9s0 0.02 60.90 1.99 66.55 54.73 is.15 74.19 

1961 57.53 59.42 81.38 58.67 51.2S 83.13 70.23 

1912 53.96 58.76 81.61 S13.22 S0.77 80.66 69.95 

1963 53.95 56.91 79.02 59.26 5.4 79.93 68.52 

1964 59.7) 54.94 75.55 51.6) SO.61 66 1) 64.47 

1965 53.61 50.34 71.92 52.77 43.01 st.P1 60.74 

1966 5o.64 56.02 72.51 51.79 47.29 61.29 62.17 

1967 57.00 $3.14 74.1 49.51 46.61 7).06 63.28 

1968 54.811 4.32 76 94 57.59 51.76 69.85 64.23 

1969 58.87 5).61 77.82 51.01 55.61 76.76 66 72 

1970 62.4 51.19 6J.21 5).27 54.22 74.72 68.46
 

1971 S7.5) q,.99 7).S. 40.44 51.98 73.21 63.31 

Mote Figures for Nqimon 4 end possibly fr egioion S are oueupot. liven their emaposetive pirfOrl
onre with real-not to other Indolitilre sorh se teoy•e eyatsm Ovallahilit. tcnd consump'tin pottorne, 
end Ince. Those Icy-or ftigure* ws I.* duo merely to a failure to, report all Seethe, especllly 
where medical forilitl en dic,,tore are o tci. 

Souroe Diraccldn General do Rat drottcr. Auarlo atsd(OtICO. 
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'I ID6 

iSa CAPITAI CMUMMlOO. PP iMM. 19,3 

ral lloom Groups esos *oMAl

601-10O0 1401-3000 3001-6000 6301-10000 300000.
30O0 )01-0o 


£allogrel)
 
10.94 11.67
12.33 11.0912.57 14.51 1353
Cessels 4.40
5.41 4.40 

Corn 11.34 1.64 10.14 7.75 
S.S5 6.20 

.52 1.44 2.21 3.71 4.77
wheet .16 .32 

.10 .39 .$1 .72 .74 

Itce 1.51 1.41
2.09 1.57
2.43 2.21
Laqtues 2.43 1.31
1.00 1.15


.1 .50 .66 .95

Starchr Roots 5.15 7.41
4.17
.19 1.54 2.04 3.t1
Vegetables 3.55 11.S)

.52 .73 1.65 3.46 6.49
Fruits 2.051.11 1.6t 1.79


.79 1.22 1.52
Sugar 2.04
1.11 1.40 1.64
.57 .94
Vegetable ?at* .19 .23 .19
.29
.37 .3
.25 .34
Rlutter 2.39
.96 1.44 1.8


.3 .3t .61
1;95 5.64 6.27
1.32 3.42 3.77
.35 .61
Neat 3.29
2.00 2.7s 

ef/Itatton .21 .33 .75 1.37 

.72 1.12 1.13.23 .44
Pork .04 .12 1.481.36
.26 .SD .16

Poultry .03 .12 .1S
.33 .51 .72


.03 .11 .23 

coffee .10
 
rish .0 .11 .11 .13 .14


.05 .43 

.05 .0t- .01 .DCacao 

(Liters) $
 

.77 1.S 3.03 3.31 4.42 
vegetable 011 .14 .23 

9.9E 24.04
16.07 13.33

1.12 2.93 5.94
MIlk .23
.16
-- .03 .01 


Creas - . . 

Sougz-e: lenco 8. Mixicc. La DiStribu~lon del Ingress an P4ulco. 1974. 

*'W.5La 6 S1 

1F13 COIIJ7IPTOP PATTE NS Of T POPULATIOS, 1370 

LI.Week Prior to CensusPer Cent Saying Not Baton Listed Food 

i Fish Wheat Ilea&llk
leat 


33. 37.7 30.3
3i.1 34.0 

52.t 32.0 47".9
41.0 35.9 

Urban 11.9 15.1 20.5 34.3 13.1 
63.4 23.5

egion2 A3l. 15.6 27.4 
+ 23.5 30.3 41.7 71.1 34 . 

58. 16.4Urban 13.0 12.4 13.6 

73.s 21.023.2 30.5 44.S 
.37.437.9 12.9 35.0vW34.5 

53.6 114.4Urban 13.0 12.4 1. 

.5 612.3 23.1 
112F., 27.1 27.1 
io1 4 22.8 24.5 

13.3 67.S 35.5 
51.0 16.3
Urban 13,4 13.1 37.3 


20.2 44.4 54.4 19.9leionS 17.0 
24.1 .57.1 62.4 26.5 

Urban . 
• a21.t 


1.1 16.0 30.1 45.9 12.9 

R o 4.1 3 .I 5 43.9 4. 
15.1 23.1 S318 3.9
Rrl7.7 4.3.1 12.2 43.7Urban 4.0 

3.2 33.0 70.1 23.4National 20.1 
RUT33.0 31. 3 5.0 78.3 31.3 

Urban 113. 11.0 23.3 64.4 14.0 

p 2.433 Inhabitants.t 


lource. Celculated tzma Olvocci&gi Ce,,%ral do RatedletIca. 11 Cnse General do oblcion. 1970. 
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MIIUrTI0r,% STATUG OF PlI-ICNOL POPULATION
 

is 111kAL AR"A III O3JGSAFIC S0on
 

North Centiol Gulf south thsOvR 

morsl$ 
iody Weight 91-10000 of NormaI3 30.4 31.311 7.1% 19. 9%IO.1 

"alnutritio" Is 
(Iody "eight 10-340 9eJ. mormal) 30.4 43.7 44.1 44.3 19.1 

gialnutrltloe 211 
(o4y Wleght 35-191 below Woual) l.6 20.0 31.1 30.6 34.1 

mlWenutritlon% III 
( ody eight 4014 Slemw Misel) 0.4 4.2 2.9 1.4 4.2 

Is We report.Notes Gographic soneeo not oorrepond to ggtlores usved elsewhere 

Conti& tnheset
 

rbUt Ite 

1ia1o, Adolfo .1ives. y marlI4de Iadriqgal- L1eoallIacl4
6 n oobre Con0hSM de 

Sources AIchivoo Ltifso-Carloe Ieernf 
. to Coneaw) calzrlco-protoelc.* 1

Iestrlentes on tiffero do Mdu1 sg bee, ui.5fl 0 c.Iae 
1910). pp. I67-8l1. Plguese30.4 iDoeabermericanoe do Nutr c 

1iiiT-ln-'f-.ppioTiui-tly 100 studies ,ine4rtakan prior to 1970. 
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Pa.- cn: f Zeat-s of Zt:!ran Une7 7:v 

Years c' Are aa r N 

II.BAja.::a) r-

A Asa:.a;e atZ 

lpe: :e: :f ceat~t ef 're-t-!e: Fve 

years ef ),zvI: W'-:-' Kan.t!~- Was 

74%Pa&S c 

7ca); e a&..! 

ot-le: lnfectiv cr Pa-a:.'-: Cause 64 

Xaa::,atzry Cause 51 

34Other Cazsc 

So..c.e: A.?&U.:;. The X.;trtt.1or. Fart:. 1972. 



St-.flKAL FOD ZXUNIJ 5dr~. 1964-1076 

(Par' Capita) 

AzlLA PrOt6LA~Prota~lr-
Calories 
 Gra' Greas 

11.4 24.42494.9
1964 


2529.2 	 7T.1 45.91965 


34.2 26.3
2634.4
126t 


19V7 250:.b 81-9 25.9 

1961 25'76.9 11.3 25.7 

25.71965 	 2601.3 79.6 

197C 	 2U69.5, 31.4 25.5
 

2606.4 	 ICA. 26.S 

1C." 2C.4 

19-4 


1972 

3S.1 26.2
.S326:".. 


2E.719-4 26:5.3 	 :. 
11.3 26.5
265'-.b
195 


2519-C 	 75.3 26.3
19-f 


So~Ce: '%;&r PAL-.rIZ 3erPade. 
IaLtuo Ns:za: de Njtr;.c~d. 19-E. 

tsed! 

WSJ". A 6 9 

"N'- ttT-.3x MI~CATCVU NU"3J)% 21 UZI~g 

~;LrI~~c RogiI I 4 oglor. S 3ap1ot. 6 

citivotod L&nLI (trvop-
A^Pewlly ez on. a gpLgzt 
hotatloao2 clyclef2&Z, 14.350 W44%4 1.1 194. 

It.Ilgate-S Lar-.! CCc-Vv 
hAr'.61Iy or Ot a Svz:t 

Pop'lastloe RM .ialo 
Active In~ Aquic-It.Zo 

"' ivaotock 710djctior 1.3 73 SS,1.1 iI 4 

Volvo of &4108 of Aqfi-
Cwalusal aftS Li'-watock 

iap~aa~a~ ForetComte 663 	Up to 169% gol-gcq e 

3.o'srew Cale"Slted tzte DltaccioA. Caeea do ZAtears~tica. V C.£eas. r Cb0tca-Gaadro 3101 
1979. Table. I &% 31, ll Csso e aaral de, pbI,,Cjo. Tabje . 

http:Aquic-It.Zo


jB.UA a 10 

01 .. 101b 0f l1.GA~TU LAX'. 91771P 0?OT MVP. 1961-69 

.rPet Cart of All Lan! Per ~ ILe 

49.581
31-16%
private LArt 


Dz.r~ni Larg., ",a 5 bs:tA!4s U4-19 47.1) 

2.4SIac1I.r;s 5 IM:tares or ftailer 3-S7 

$0.42
616
I:ida. LA-

note: Ir-clwdes la.! :ccped a-nr-'ally ar w~thIrt Oicrt iotstiovei cycles 

PD1~0? LA 1"GAM BY rmP 7 rw--Ir 

- Private 1A--. by site c: &.A:dr; 

8&LA S LM Larjer tt~e, S R.rtares 5 be:tsres zr sem:ler R!Ida1l It 

13.V 11.75 

* .6 .16 9: 3.7", 

S3.21, 3..t3 2.35
 

I 7.0911 4.43 1.1S
 

nationial 19.2 
 26-.1 13.11 15.75
 

Its,.ara- 71;::ee.6 ref 1e:.wt... rL mact rejlor ed terure cate9-.)rl. the per eqrt of tr 
trota: :Or WIV was Irr:;ste±. melttt41: CC.m.7 r.:r a -Ws 8-. to I::%. Teti-.re refar 
t.z Isr4 vt1:f is erzppe! a-wt-aly or v1Lhir alcrt. rotatial~. c :es. 

6o.arce. Calcu.4,6! trum C~e: c .ra' do latatistics. V Coo&zs Aqr~l-CeriGnsarc 
3'lds' 19%. Tat,; 2. 

http:Teti-.re


am" A isII 

Ia&NIA72TI Of AG31CLIVUU 

_"I". I fton 2 ?l1orL I Lejlort 4 Oqlom S Oglon 6 iatimal
?jv of e.re 

private. larger Ukar~5
 
41tares
 

04.8% 60.1% 49.21 42.5%

km;".a Power 3C.2% 7.111 51.0% 

3.943.5 7S., 23.3 11.6 13.. 24.3
mochSfaIE124 
WS. 3.1


mie'26.4 16.3 25.3 23.6 23.0 

Private. 5 motrtes 

'1 7.1 8.3 6.1ArLual1 Po-tz. 76.91 55.1% 847 
21.3 6.1 2. 20.3 6.32K7Anl!12.1 


6.1 9.A
.3 

78.9% 75.3% 

64xt 14.6 6.A 10.6 S.A 


L7m
p,.:1.61 20.3 79.71 91.4% 10.1% 
7.1 S.4 12.0 22.3 14.2W:S2: 12-7 52.6 

B~P.-) 16.5 14.; 3.0 9.1 7.6 10.4 

poronftslas &Md up to 103% (a.-p Vher. 

ro eezrts otherwise! T?~p. for m*asanA. 
Lnplaration: slii *a=!% region. &M t.rutype. 

12.1% 0! thwelsida; 1&A4 lr 11.;IOZ 1 mployed 

5Wc!rnIMIC:.. v! 11 716 gm;1lrye! ax.LUmai pCWt Z. a. 4.7% eagpoye gazes ~~.1u 

Soree Vrtoc-1o Car..ra; do tate.&-tica. V Ce.sa, MrcLaC.!"rryIdal, 197C. 7aD1e 27. 

?AALI A 7)3 

AVAILASILI?? OF ?U.-,MpcP..14 

'S.&I*r per 100: nectar** C"jljvat@.! 

3191. &1I jar.! Larger ttha' S Me-trtes Sbertses or $""lotr 35ldal Lap. 

I G.C0 13.15 11.CS 3.73 

2 7.97 12.73 22.5c 4.S4 

2 .63 6.64 4.71 2.06
 

4 1.53 5.30 1.3 .60
 

S 3.12 9.5S 2.90 1.21
 

6 6.71 15.16 11.0 .50
 

metlofta) S.16 3.37 4.64 2.47
 

Sourcom Dlgecclor Came4ra) do Ratodri~t. V C10. £r908-caa~r 
r 211da1. 1370. Tableps 2 m" 2g. 

http:p,.:1.61


mns:-n or ~C~~A POPULAT0N. By Rz:.zo 

1pop'5lltior rcontm~cally Active per 100C C%;'tivate! Ro:tres.

1axo 173.2 

3.1-2 145.6 

3 314.4 

Reg I Z S 424.5 

paq.0Z 1,6:7.1 

pati.,A:272.1 

wztas: C :tvate! :.! is d.!l-e: as =a Cr:;z-e! 

C.xCe. Derive! fr= reera. le Lgta! St.Ca. V :es~s
 

:a-SaL9!er raV 2: ns: Seaer'Td
 

YA3.3 A 7S 

AYKAZ3 $129 OP TA.IM LAIDG.S 

1940-117C 

(boctareal 

IFares 114C 1,SS 1' 

S mactares of less 1.24 1.36 1.43 1.44 

owtr 5 bectareu 14C.2c 291.51 239.40 278.S1 

31i6 197C.20 2212.4'*. 2379.51 3010.46 

ftms Derived rm Figures of the It. ill. MV a V COAmO Agricol. Cansdoro y 211dol. Mexico. 
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TaE & 6 

II1.O O CROPS BY T73 O' TMI. 1913-19 

(Toe per Sareseted nectare 

EM jai Lan! Larger Ioh8-S Coetexas S secttres or eallefr 31l141 L.and 

sa tait. 27.10 21.40 4. 35 .12 

kae .7, .71 .69 .76 

Corr .9) .91 .80 .93 

Cot t2r 2.02 2.c2 1.79 3.02 

Gc. l . Loar g. 2.11 2.2c 1.92 3.00 

Iotaoes 6.91 3.34 1.57 5.44 

PlCT 2.24 2.51 2.96 2.12 

soyesna 1.76 1.79 1.95 1.63 

Tomatoes 17.61 25.17 9.24 8.31 

wheat 3-S( 2.73 1.3C 2.33 

Be t.Ld(GtICA. 1 Censo. agIrccl-Ge+neirt ' 211dl.. 1C, Table 9. 
6SoutrC-e: DtrrCldn Geeral 

TARX2 A 77 

VAL.TS Or AGO'-L-UPA.- IkL.U. Pf' 3.PVZSIZ AkZA. 1963-19 
(Peale/1lactorsl!
 

S .----------Frigate LAnd. thy Silr of ldLng-

_1r thler Setor*@ S e:tores or saler tldal Land 
Nag& All Lan! . S 


1.41
I.w
1.83
I 1.64S 


21260
3.114
3.107 


1,416 1.301
 

2 2.664 

3 1.433 1.314 

1,092 1.309
2.4204 , 

3112 3,391 1.167 
5 2.12' 


tic
1.546

6 1,507 2.051 

1.$30 1,56P
2.230National 1.312 

bactLres ciltivated dusin9 
mote: Doee mot Include aleB oft livestock or animal prodicte. 

are ooanted twice.
 o tJ tIe winter an- spring-suner growing season* 

01raccll General de tetadltldea. I Airjol-Gatero y 31111lnO170. 
Iourcet 


Tlables 10 and 31. 
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MUZ~~ MT75.,tOF 

(ps"~ w~ CapItA 

I.;±.z- 43.* 

boilo S 

So urte Dirarclor CaAnera~ .do lt&:!tics. T Canss rica 
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PFMJDCk - rIVD A=IICVLYSIMAL PO1CO COIAAM tO OBUWSPAL PUCE IMI 2M
 

bans CW% Sugr Cane Wheat Obtf*S otton wholeaftle ladese ofTrie 1.dIrus6 cost 

1950 31.1 75.1 31.1 71.4 57.1 $0.9 72.5 70.9 
1951 79.2 07.1 67.9 96.0 53.6 71.6 39.9 90.0 
1952 
1911 

33.1 
86.7 

17.1 
w6.9 

to 9 
91.9 

93.9 
96.7 

61.) 
94.1 

79.1 
70.% 

43.2 
91.4 

It.$ 
93.2 

1154 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 7,0.0 
1955 115.5 102.1 109.1 101.9 106.3 97.6 113.9 116.0 
1956 125.3 113.5 118.3 !05.6 110.5 96.4 138.9 122.9 
1157 
153 
3959 

140.0 
143.6 
143.2 

135.4 
1)17.7 
133.3 

142.4 
142.4 
145.5 

10). 
110.4 
112.3 

179.4 
137.2 
121.7 

95.4 
91.i 
90.5 

124.0 
129.5 
131.0 

129.1 
42.9 
147.8 

1o. 150.8 141.6 143.5 111.1 116.7 91.4 137.5 151.7 
1961 175.7 145.4 160.6 116.6 121.9 97.1 131.0 157.1 
1912 135.1 149.0 172.7 114.3 117.3 94.7 141.3 157.2 
1963 190.2 132.9 173.3 117.2 123.1 95.) 142.1 156.6 
lb4 
1965 

193.9 
145.3 

11.5 
131.2 

167.9 
190.9 

119.3 
120.9 

123.9 
121.5 

96.1 
96.6 

148.1 
150.9 

16).9 
166.1 

D&6 201.1 173.3 190.9 112.9 122.4 93.7 152.1 172.3 
1967 197.2 182.S 147.0 103.7 116.0 91.3 157.3 177.2 
31t6 197.5 191.4 200.0 109.7 116.9 91.3 160.2 120.0 
1969 202.2 171.6 201.0 103.7 125.7 94.9 164.3 169.5 
1970 207.6 175.7 206.1 107.3 14o.7 99.3 174.1 192.1 
1971 2)0.0 174.0 24.4 110.2 129.9 113.8 130.6 202.4 
1972 229.1 175.1 251.5 109.1 130.5 126.2 165.7 206.7 
1473 336.1 215.5 251.6 114.0 143.6 210.3 214.9 235.4 
1974 629.4 294.1 J00.0 172.1 17D.7 170.1 2163.3 293.6 
1975 645.3 394.2 361.6 211.4 171.1 159.9 290.9 330.4 

*Uetlovial Oonesmmr Price lndex to act available prior to 1043. 

siourom luacianal rinanciere. @.a. 31atlatlcs on the Mexican Xcoor 1977. 
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GICUTUR.E, LTVXS.POCK, FORESTRY, MN FsHI"NG SEC .RS: 

mIAk N w.HEy x*3-.E or co)NmcALLy Ac-..Vz PoP7 Ao 1969 

306.31 
CaL.Lu. a 	 . 

chuavlza 399.5C 10 
Durango 292.29 19 

utOvo Lomor. 391.31 11 
San LuIs Pctos! 	 212.25 27
 

Taa ulipss 	 413.73 9 
5aWatecas 	 212.84 24
 

Re:'on 2 	 632.79 
&a&a Ca.fcrnra Ncrte 	 1 
ggis Calift:-nia Su: 752.96 	 3 
Nayr.t 53C. 9E 6 
S,.a. ca 624.4' 5 
&Ono:a 72.96 2 

Rer-cT 3 	 265.9E 

GuCaa: a: 259.12 22 
Mdalgc 194.12 29 
Jalisco 412.24 3 
fax. cc 253.93 23 
ItichnaCL. 291.67 20 
Nre" s 36:.66 12 
Pueb.a 196.65 29 
Quere ta"c 229.53 25 
Tlaxcaa 263.01 21 

3ecion. 4 	 199.02 
Koiz 	 73.4 


Chiapas 214.25 26 
Guerre 171.39 31 
Oaxaca 159.41 32 

Rogio. 5 	 296.74CW=;ec'he 	 TI.- is 

Ouintana Roo 332.04 16 
Ta!bascc 307.67 17 
Veracruz 292.54 is 
Yuc t 189.63 30 

pgior. 6 	 631.56 

National 	 278.95
 

Source: 	 Direccir. General do Eutaadlstica. IX Censo General de 
Poblaciir.. 1970. 
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SAnnex B Physical Quality of Life Index
 

4/ 

44. - : . .. . 



PHYSICAL QUALII OF LIFE INDEX
 

Developmenit planners have relied primarily on monetary indicators,
 

such as per capita GNP, to measure the economic situation and progress in
 
However, given the recent focus on fulfillment
underdev~eloped countries. 


of basic human needs, attention also is bejng g;ven to supplementary indi

cators -- those which would seek to directly measure progress in elimi
in a real sense. SNP indicators renating the worst aspects of povert) 


flecting a nation's average growth performance fail to provide a comp-ete
 

picture, since the poorest groups of the population might not share in
 

this growth, or the growth in monetary terms might not translate itself
 

into actual physical improvement.
 

A 1976 Club of Rome report p'oposed development of a physical quality
 

of life index. Subsequently, the Overseas Development Council (ODC) of
 

Washington, D.C., devised a ample Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLL),
 
as explained in its publication United States and World Development:
 

Agenda 1977. ne ODC suggested that its index could be useful for intra

country as well as -nter-countrv comparisons. Since this inde has gained
 
currency, the Mexico project undertook to compute the POLl for each of
 

the 32 Mexican states and terr torzes as part of this stucy.
 

The ODC rejected several alternative indicators and settled on an
 

index which was a composite of three items: 1) infant mortality rate
 

(per 1000 births); 2) life expectancy (at age 1); and 3) literacy rate
 
(15 years of age and older). The rationale for this selection is de;ne

ated in the ODC p blication and will not be repeated fully here. In sum
mary, however, ODC felt that other more specific indicators might bias
 
the index improperly in favor of: 1) models of progress drawn from the
 

developed countries; 2) excessively ethnocentric standards; or 3) indi
cators tied too closely to per capita GNP. Also, alternative indicators
 
tended to measure inputs (e.g., sewage service) rather than outputs (e.g.,
 

deaths from certain diseases).
 

According to the ODC, the POLI has the advantage of reflecting distri

butional (as opposed to average) characteristics within countries. Nations
 

cannot achieve high national averages of the three indicators unless
 
majorities of their populations are receiving the benefitsof progress
 
in each area.
 

Unfortunately, application of ther POLl to the numerous states of
 
Mexico is hampered by two constraints. First, figures for life expectancy
 
are not readily available prior, to 1968. Second, infant mortality rates
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and life expectancy figures for certain individual states are highly
 
suspect. Thus, the index can only be computed for one census year (1970),
 
and, even then, its accuracy is in doubt.
 

The most striking example of the accuracy problem is the state of
 
Quintana Roo, for which the claimed life expectancy figure is 73.1 years.
 
If placed alongside the fifty American states, Quintana Roo would rail
 
behind only Hawaii and Minnesota. Similarly, its 26.6 infant mortality
 
rate is surprisingly low.
 

Quintana Roo 	is characteristic of seviral states in Regions 3-5, which
 
are toward the top of the list with respecL to tnese two POLI indicators,
 
despite being toward the bottom of the list with respect to numerous other
 
.indicators -- availability of sewage service, consumption of animal protein
 
products, median income, and even literacy. Guerrero, for example, had
 
the lowest literacy rate in 1970 and the lowest infant mortality rate.
 

It is conceivable that these states combine unfavorable scores on
 

the other indicators with favorable scores on the two POLI indicators.
 
More likely, 	however, the infant mortality and life expectancy statistics
 
reflect a failure to report a significant percentage of deaths. In order,
 
to be included in the :nfant mortality 1tatistics, for example, an infant's
 
death has to 	be registered within the institutionalized medical system.
 
MIany portions of Region 3-5 are predominantly rural,isolated and suffer
 
from a dearth of medical facilities and personnel.
 

Based upon this speculative judgment, comparison of a Mexican state's
 
POLl with the indexes of other countries or populations, or internal compa
rison with other Mexican states, must be made with caution. However, with
 
some aberrations, the ranking of states seems to conform reasonably well
 
with other data contained in the Annex tables.
 

Given these caveats, the calculated POLI scores are as follows:
 

Calculation of POLL
 

Life Expectancy:
 

75 years =100
 
28 years = .1
 

If i =index 	and x =years
 

then i (-9 (99)J + 1, 
I- 47~. 

or i 99x 	-2725
 
47
 



Infant Mortali'-sae 

9;)e:. E73t . 'r I 

nat orort. 1itv rate,ini f~If 

T the same as the rate.Llterac,- Fa ,-: ne 1re' Is 

z t~t nrree inwexes~a,.eza::e
t.r.XvstCo~~:s:!e 




1950 

- LIra SPSCETANCY INFANT W)TAI.ITY T-- I.ITKACY PATES-- PQLl 

Years Index H e rdox Rate lnd.a 

QJuintana Pxlo 49.9 10.9 

Guerr.ro 51.4 77.6 
,peche 56.) 77.2 
Ginaloa ',9.2 76.6 
TIabasco 
Veracruu 

9.2 
S9.5 

76.6 
76.6 

Nuevo Leon b.5 75.3 

Tamiaulipas 63.0 75.1 
Nayarit 69.6 71.7 
Durango 
Morelos 

71.0 
71.7 

71.5 
70.9 

Beja Calitorni& 1our 7).2 70.4 
Michoacan 7).) 70.4 
noiora 74.4 69.9 
fan Lute Potosi 75.4 69.5 
Baja Californbia Horto 
Chiapas 

76.0 
78.7 

64.3 
61.0 

Queretaro 60.6 61.1 
Yucstan 61.0 66.1 
Coahuila 64.5 65.4 
loedtocea 90.7 62.6 
Ilai J jo 91.7 61.2 

Oamaca 94.3 61.0 
Collis 96.2 60.1 
Aguascallentes 102.5 57.3 
Jaisaco I0i.6 56.7 
Chihuahua 101.0 56.7 
Distrito Federal 107.7 54.9 
Guanajuato 109.0 54.5 
Puebla 113.4 52.2 
TIfixuala 1)4.7 47.3 
Mexico 1)6.6 46.4 

Not avalable for 15 years and abovo only available for 6 and above. 
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Annex C Growth Without Equity:
 

A Mexican Case Study of Income Distribution
 

1958 -1968
 

.4-

Prepared by: C.L. Kreps
4: 


C.C. Kuykeridall
 
1.1. FTlippin
4 
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in a recent article, Gary Fields (1977) has challenged the conventi. 

onal wisdom that Brazilian economic growth has benefited only the richer
 
elements of the society. To the contrary, he finds that the poor have
 

partcipated in Brazil's economic gains in the 1960's.
 

Mexico, like Brazil, is a populous Latin American country which has
 

experienced rapid economic growth, I/ and which also has a reputation for
 

a high degree of income inequality. We have therefore exained changes
 

in income relations inMexico to see if they conform with the pattern noted
 

by Fields in Brazil.
 

Fields emphasizes that his methodology begins with an absolute poverty
 

He adopts a poverty line, after Fishlow (1972),_ based upon the
approach. 

1960 rural minimum wage inthe poorest region of Brazil. He then draws
 
conclusions regarding changes between 1960 and 1970, via manipulation of
 

two sets of income bracket data for those respective years. Incomes for
 

1970 are converted into constant 1960 new cruseiros, and simple linear
 

interpolation is performed upon the data in order to render the 1970
 

brackets identical to those of 1960.
 

Rather than quarrel with Fields' procedures, 2/ this study of Mexican 
There are, however,income distribution utilizes the same methodology. 


three exceptions to this statement:
 

1. Data on income distribution in Mexico for 1960 and 1970, the
 

years used for Brazil, could not be found. Inntead, the closest 10-year
 

interval for which figures were available was 1958-1968.
 

The Mexico study is based upon per family income, while the2. 

Brazilian study is based upon income per member of the economically
 
active population.
 

was not chosen ac3. Unlike the Brazilian study, the poverty line 
cording to any external standard. Fields' figure, for ex-Tople, corres-


Brazilian standards on the lower limit of acceptable income
ponds to given 

for a family of 4.3 persons. In the pr3ent case, the authors felt ill

subjective determinat ion of a Mexican poverty line,
equipped to make a 
Mexican sources. This 

- and therefore chose a cutoff point according to 
was the lowest used
value -- 300 pesos per month in constant 1968 pesos 


by Banco de Mexico (1974) in its 1968 income survey.
 

++?+ i ++++ A++++++++++++,++++++ +;?+ ++++++++- +++++i+ 


.......... ........ -+. 
' ... .....++++ ++NN 

N, NN+++N:AN ++++ + + + +++?+ 't++ ":++ : +a++ ++ ++:+ ++++ +++ :++ ++[+ 
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It may be of interest to compare this figure with that for Brazil.
 
This can be done as follows:
 

Fields' average income per economically active person is 5,520 new
 
cruseiros (1960) per month, or $U.S. 513 (1960) per year. His cutoff
 

of 2,100 new cruseiros (1960) thus represent (2,100/5,520) (513) =$U.S. 195
 
(1960) per year.
 

The Mexican figure of 300 pesos (19681 per meriber month first has to 
beconverted to pesos (1968) per member of the economically active popu
lation. It can be shown that the latter figure is equal to 300 pesos/month 
multiplied by the ratio (F/PEA), where F = the tctal number of families 
and PEA =the economically active population. 

The ratio is unavailable for 1968, but it probably varies only slightly 
from the 1970 ratio. The Latter, as codputed from the 1970 census, is 
approximately .701. 

f. Therefore, we have: 

300 pesos (1968)/family X .701 pesos (1968/PEA X 
month I peso (1968)/family 

100 pesos (1960) X I U.S. Dollar (1960) X 12 months
 
130 pesos (1968) 12.5 pesos (1960) year
 

$U.S. 155 (1960) per economically active person per year.
 

The arbitrarily chosen figure is thus roughly comparable to that of 
Brazil. It is difficult to fully evaluate our choice in relation to Fields, 
however, without knowing the relative costs of living in the two countries. 

The raw data, prior to conversion to constant pesos and prior to re
alignment of the 1958 income brackets, are shown in Table 1. After these 
adjustments are made, the data appear as shown in Table 11. The aggregation 
of the 1958 data for the four income brackets above 1,000 pesos, (Table III) 
does not prevent us from duplicating Fields' formulas.J
 

Fields begins with four equations which,, after correction for inflation
 
of' the peso, 3 are adapted to Mexico as follows: V/
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56 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 
1) f F y + f F y F y 

fp p p fn n 

58 58 58 
58 58 58 f F y 

2) f F yp 
fp p 68 68 

68b8 68 F y 
68 68 68 + . F y 

3) f F y fn n 
fp P p 

68 68 68 
68 68 68 f F y 

4) f f y YP 
fp p
 

where:
 

Ab
 
F = total number of families in 1955
 

5b
 
= mean income of all famlies in 1958
 

58 
= mean income of poor families itbelow 300 constant pesos in 1958)
 

P 

58 
y = mean income of nonpoor families (abcve S(.O constant pesos in 1958) 
n 

58
 
f = fraction of families who were poor in 1958
 
fp
 

58 
f = faction of families who were nonpocr in 1958
 

fn 

58 = fraction of income that went to poor families in 1958 

fYP
 

etc. for 1968
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The two values of F are unnecessary to the solving of the equation 

from both sides of all four equations. 5/ the sixsince they cancel out 

The values ofy 5b and y 68,

values of f, meanwhile, are shown in Table 11. 


which come from the original sources, are 1,086 and 2,075, respectively, 
in 

, y58,
constant 1968 pesos. The unknowns to be solved for, then are y68 


p n

and y68. 


n
 

Fields, for Brazil, first calculates these values, and then notes the
 
the mean


relative growth within the ten-year interval. He observes that 


*income of the poor has grown by 63 percent, versus only 28 
percent for the
 

benefit during
nonpoor. This finding suggests that Brazil's rich did not 


the 1960s at the expense of the poor (Fields, 1972, p. 575).
 

believed,
In stark contrast if the survey data for Mexico are to be 
The values shown below
*= the poor in that country have fared much worse. 

percent real decline indicate that Mexico's poor seem to have suffered a 5 

in median income, while the nonpoor have improved by 86 percent.
 

68
58 

y 220.25
5) yp 232.36 

p
 

68 58 
y - Y 

- -.052P p 
58 
y 
n
 

68
58 

y 2180.256) y = 1169.19 
n
n 


68 58 
y - y 
n n - .865 

68 
y 
n
 



TABLE I. HONTIHLY INCOME PER FAMILY, 1958 AND 1968
 

Monthly Income Percentage Percentage Monthly Income Percentage Percentage 
per Family of of per Family of of 
(1958 pesos) Families Income (1968 pesos) Families Income 

0-200 7.10 1.41 0-300 5.37 .57
 
200-300 15.66 4.38 300-600 15.42 3.15
 
300-400 12.13 4.22 600-1000 19.97 7.67
 
400-500 12.67 5.34 1000-3000 40.79 33.48
 
500-750 19.81 10.94 3000-6000 13.02 25.24
 
750-1000 12.36 13.60 6000-10000 3.37 12.78
 
1000-2000 14.03 23.48 10000+ 2.06 17.11
 
2000+
 

Source: (1958) Novarrate, Ifigopia M. de. "La distribucion del ingreso en Mexico:
 
tendencias y perepectivas," in Ibarra, David et. al. El erfil de Mexico
 
en 1980, Vol. 1 (Mexico: Siglo Veintiuno Editores, S.A.) 1970, p. 64.
 
This material comes from Secretaria do Industria y Comerclo, Departamento
 
de Muestreo.
 
(1968) Banco de Mexico. La distribucion del ingreso en Mexico (Mexico: 
Fondo de Cultura EconomicaY7 1974, Cuadro i--T. 



TABLE 11. MONTHLY 

Monthly Income 


in 1968 Pesos 


0-300 


300-600 


600-1000 


1000-3000 


3000-6000 


6000-10000 


10000+ 


INCOME PER FAMILY, 195 AN) 1968, CMPAPAl I INCOME .RACKETS 

S of 
1950 

fnmiliLs 
1q6 " 

Ctmulattivo 
1958 

of Families 
1968 

8.88 

28.99 

26.00 

5.37 

15.42 

1q.97 

40.79 

".RR 

37.77 

E3.77 

5.37 

20.79 

40.76 

81.55 

36.23 

3.37 

100.00 

97.94 

2.06 100.00 

Source: Derived from Table I.
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The qualification "seem" is ajr.d because of the superficial nature
 
of this conclusion. Upon closer analysis, one finds that the real income
 
decline among the poor may be bogus. This requires some comnent.
 

In actuality, 3.51 percent of the families formerly below 300 pesos 
moved into the higher brackets by 1968. These fhmilies, in all likelihood, 
were positioned along the upper tier of the 0 - 300 peso bracket in 1958, 

and hence had a median income above the 232.26 peso median cited for the 
enitire bracket. Their movement into the 300 -600 peso or higher brackets
 
represents a clear gain, On the other hand, the 5.37 percent Families
 
who stayed behind were probably among he "poorest of the poor" to begin with
 

that is, they were positioned farther from the 300 peso level, and
 

therefore had a median income below the 222.36 peso median cited for the
 
entire bracket. In fact, they may have even been below the 220.25 peso
 
median which the bracket exhibited ten years later. Consequently, it is
 

at least possible that these "poorest may have experienced some positive
 
growth, despite firstglance appearances to the contrary.
 

Nevertheless, the overwhelming impression remains that Mexico's poorest
 
have shared only slightly in the country's economic growth. The nonpoor
 
have reaped a much greater portion of the benefits, and the disparity be
tween the two groups is far more significant than in Brazil.
 

Next, Fields computes the absolute gap between the nonpoor and poor
 

median incomes. He finds that the absolute gap widened by about 25 percent
 
from 1960 to 1970, but that it was a smaller percentage of per capita
 
(economically active population) income in the latter year. Furthermore,
 

the ratio between rich and poor median incomes was reduced from 10.4 to
 
8.2.
 

As before, Mexico appears much worse than Brazil in terms of equity. 

The absolute gap more than doubles over the decade; furthermore, in 1968, 
it is a higher percentage of per family income. Finally the ratio between 
nonpoor and poor median incomes almost doubles. 

'58 58' 68 68 68B
 
C 7) y 936.83 Y -Y 1960.00
-y
-y 


n p n n p 

1960.00 - 936.83 +109.2206 
936.83
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68 68
 

8)\ 936.83 ~.86 y -y ~1960 :.94
 
n p 1086 n p 2075
 

58 58 


58 68
 

n 5.03 n 9.90
 
58 68
 

p p
 

In addition, Fields separates the 1958-68 income growth into four compo

nent effects: 1) enlargement.of the non-poor income sector by persons moving
 
into it from the poor sector (a); 2) enrichment of the original nonpoor sec

tor (b); 3) interaction between the enlargement and enrichment of the non

poor sector c); and 4)enrichm~ent of the original low income sector (d). 
These forrnul3s and figures are as follows:
 

68 58 58 58
 
a = (f - f )(y ~-y )
 

fn fn n p
 

(.9463 - .9112) (1169.19 - 232.36) 

32.88
 

68 58 68
 
b (y -y ) (f)
 

n n n
 

(2180.25 1169.19) (.9112)
 

921.28
 

--c ~ ( 6 58 ~ 68 58 

n n fn fn 

-.
-1169.19)
(2180.25 (.9463 9112)
 

35.49,>
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68 58 68 

p p p 

*(22.25 (.0537)-232.36) 

*- .65 

Expressed in percentages, 3.3 percent of this growth is attributable 
to effect c, and a negative .1 percent to effect d. The sum a + d, or 
3.2 percent, reflects the share of MHeican income growth that went to those
 
families who were originally in the poor sector in 1958. This amount, being
 
quite small, reinforces the earlier calculations which seem to show that
 
Mexico's poor have sha -ed only minimally in the nation's economic growth.
 

Finally, Fields calculates the extent to which the poverty gap has been 
closed. This gap is equal to the difference between the poverty line cut
of f and the mean income of the poor families, multiplied by the percentage 
of families who are poor. Applying this formula 6/ to Mexico, we find that
 
the reduction from 1958 to 1968 is 29 percent. This compares with 41 per
cent for Brazil.
 

10) -12 Poverty Gap Reduction .
 

58 68 58 68 56 68 
(30J0 - y )(f* f ) + (y - y )( ) 

p fp fp p fp 
58 58 

(300-y )(f )
 
p p 

(300-232.26) (.0888 - .0537) + (220.25-232.36) (.0537) 
(50-23•.36) (..0888. 

2919
 

* At,, this point, a question arises as to why Mexico seems to have per
formed so poorly in terms of equity. This performance is especially embar
rassing for Mexico when it is compared 'to that of Brazil., 

4 

http:50-23�.36
http:220.25-232.36
http:300-232.26


i:
" ,.i , .,
 ..'4 4 4 4:i " 
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The answer proposed.here is that the explanation is mainly statist
a


ical. A more thorough review of the Mexican income data reveals 
that 

nation's performance with respect to Fields' various indicators ma) be 
When this sensihighly sensitive to where the poverty line is drawn. 


tivity is taken into account," optimistic statements about income 
growth 

among the Brazilian poor may require modification. 

For example, the portion of families below the arbitrarily-drawn
 
a much smaller percentage of the total than
Mexican poverty line is 


the portion below Brazil's poverty line. In Fields' study, fully 37.0
 
-


percent of the economically active population falls below the 2,100 
new 


cruzeiros (1960) cutoff in 1960; in 1970, the figure is still 
35.5 per

cent. The corresponding 1958 and 1968 percentages for Mexican families
 

below the 300-peso mark are 8.9 percent and 5.4 percent, respectively.
' i " 

Thus, the conclusions of this study apply to a more narrowly drfined
 

group of people.
 

Suppose, to illustrate this point, that 600 pesos -- or even 1000 

pesos -- represented an amount below which a Mexican family was said to 4 


chosen
be in poverty. While these figures are higher than the amount 


4 for Brazil, they are slightly less than 60 percent.
 

If we then draw three different poverty lines -- 300, 600, 1000 
r 
pesos -- and calculate the various quantities which compare poor and 

nonpoor performance, we find striking differences. With the line drawn 

600, income growth among Mexico's gpo is cast in a more favorableat 

a povV t y line of 1000 pesos, practically
light than ai 300. Moreover, at 


everything that Fields says about comparative income growth among 
Brazil's
 

poor and nonpoor can be said about Mexico as well (See Table II and
 

Figure A.).
 

Relevant to this finding, it is particularly interesting that the' 

.proportion of poor Mexican families in 1968 (1000-pesos definition) 
is 

, about 40percent -- not much different from Brazil's 35 percent in 1970. 

defined as poor and the results ob-
The relationship between the percent 
be entirely coincidental. It may be argued:
 tained, therefore6y not 


that this analysis unfairly cast doubt on Fils iiajor conclusions.
:9 , 

Choosing two extra poverty lines 7/ and obtaining.ifTerent results,
 

y imply that Fields' figures may have come out differently with some
 

other poverty line. After all, he stresses that he is talking about.
 
/
 

4 

44
 

4 '4.4LI 
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was poor as defined according to a fixed absolute
the population that 

income level, not about a population grouped with the lower-income 

strata and defined as a percentage of the total. However, our point 

a different one. What is happening to the poor, expansively defined,
is 

same as what is happening t. the poor, narrowmay riot necessarily be the 


Put another way, what is happeninq to the poor as a whole
ly defined. 

may not be the same as what is happeninq to the poorest 

of the poor.
 

Specifically, 35 percent isa large population about which to make
 
Such an aggregation
definitive statements based on average results. 


may mask internal differences in performance among those who are poor. 

In lexico, for instance, the data seem to indicate roughly 
that the 

second, third, and fourth deciles (counting from the bottom) 
have lim

proved their income considerably, even compared to the rich, but that 

the lowest decile has been left behind. If a like situation has occur-~ 

red in Brazil among 35 percent of the population which is poor (defined 

have to be modified. The benefits
absolutely,), Fields' conclusion would 

of economic growth would not be reaching all the way 
down to the bottom
 

income groups, although the poor as a whole appeared 
to be improving.
 

Fields' methodology might be im~proved, therefore, if the model were
 

tuned more finely -- that is,if the population were broken down into 

more categories, rather than just the poor and nonpoor.
 

Economist Ifigenia 14. de -Navarrete has done studies along these
 

lines for Mexico'. Going beyond identification of a Lorenz curve, she
 
and calcu

makes certain upward adjustments for nonreported income 

income for each decile in constant pesos.
lates the median family 


These figures, aI=own in Table IV, are useful because they say some

as something relative. It would be worthwhile
 
thing absolute as well 


to convert more recent income surveys into a similar 
form.
 

Conclusions 

We can summarize our findings about Mexico. Choosing a poverty 
five to ten percent of the popula

level that encompasses the poorest 
the position of these poorest apparently had deteriorated both

tion, ,1958 and 1968., We may be tais-
relatively and even absolutely between 
sing some inputed income in reaching thisconclusion. However, if the
 

the botttou 40 percent (a percentage
poverty line is drawn to include 
frequently used by Robert McNamara, President of the 

World Bank, irt
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FIGUE A. GROWTH IN INCOME BY EFFECT, MEXICO AND BRAZIL
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nomic Development?--A Reexamination of Brazilian 
Growth in the 1960s.* Amierican Economic Review 
67:4 (September 1977), p. 574. 
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ne find L:;at the mean incomediscussing equity aspects of q]rovth;, 
of the poor increased b* rnore than that of the nonpoor, and that there 

was a subftantial reduction j, ohat Fiel:is calls Che poverty gap over 
not krio- ihich is the more important conclusion;the 10 -ears. he do 

this depend!: on a value judgrnent of the tarrjet population. 



TABLE 
MEXICO, 

I II. 
WITll 

PERFORMANCE 
VA"; 1:I'i PO

OF 
Vi:iRTY 

POOP AND 
1,IN.+, , 

NONPOOR INCt)ME: 
('(OM'PIA ED TO BRHAZ ,IL 

Dfin'd Poverty Lines 

100 Pre'on 6()0 Penon 
M':x i co 

I000 Penon Draz.1l 2100 NCr 

I. ~ incrtonae 
I 'nr"o 

in 
,. 

roan 
mean 

1ncono 
incomo 

of 
of 

poor 
nonpoor 

-5.2 
#06.5% 

++15.0% 
#02.n% 

40.11 
#36.8% 

+62.51 
+27.7% 

I . n vr,-'f, 
hb't -.w ,,r' 

ntl poor 

in mbnolute 
'.;o-an I n(omwi 

ojp (difforncn 
()f nw:lpoor 

4109.2% 475.1% 436.11 +24.01 

IlI. RAI-o of abnolut jap to mean income of .R6 1.13 1.71 1.36 
total populatiion," beq inning of decade 

Ratio of hlflJlutQ qap to merin income of .94 ±.Z. 1.22 1.27 
total popullation,* end of decade 

IV. 	 Ratio of mo.an income of nonpoor to mean 5.03 4.80 5.48 10.38 
income of poor, beginning of dcnde 

Ratio of meAn Incomn of nonpoor to menn 9.90 6.79 5.35 8.15 
ittcomo of poor, end of dectnde 

V. 	 I reduction in poverty gap (differoncm -2R.6% -54.6% -54.21 -41.4 
betwron poverty line and mean incomne 
of poor timeun % of Lttal populnttmu* 
which in poor) 

*Total 	population for Brazil refern to economically active population, total population for 
Mexico 	refer" to families.
 

Sources (Mexico) nerived from lata in Tablen I and II. 
(Brazil) Field", Gary .S. "Who Heneflt-i from Economic Development?--A Reexamination 
of Brazilian Growth in thn 1960s, AmerIr-n Economic Review 67:4 ( eptember 1977), 
pp. 570-582.
 



TABLE IV. DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE, MEXICOi 1950, 1958 AND 1963
 

Adjusted Median
 
Monthly Income per Per Cent of Income,
 
Family (1958 Penos) Per Cent of Incomo Accumulated
 

Docile 1950 1958 1963 1950 1958 1963 1950 1958 1963
 

I 258 297 315 2.7% 2.221 1.961 2.71 2.221 1.961
 
II 325 375 356 3.4 2.80 2.21 6.1 5.02 4.17
 
II 363 441 518 3.8 3.29 3.22 9.9 8.31 7.39
 
IV 421 516 598 4.4 3.85 3.72 14.3 12.16 11.11
 
V 460 608 738 4.8 4.54 4.59 19.1 16.70 15.70
 

Vi 526 789 834 5.5 5.52 5.19 24.6 22.22 20.89
 
VII 669 842 1056 7.0 6.29 6.57 31.6 28.51 27.46
 
VIII 023 1141 1592 8.6 8.57 9.90 40.2 37.08 37.36
 

IX 1033 1821 2049 10.0 13.59 12.74 51.0 50.67 50.10
 
X 4687 6605 8025 49.0 49.33 49.90 100.0 100.00 100.00
 

Source: 	 Nuvarrete, Ifigenia M. de. "La dintribucion del inqreso en Maxico: tendencias y
 
pernpectivan," in Ibarra, David et al. El .erfildo Mexico en 1980,Vol. 1 (Mexico$

Siglo Veintiuno rditores, S.A., 1970}, p.-



Notes 

1. Mexico's per capita product grew at a 2.8 percent 
annual rate from 1960 to 1975. This rate compared favorably 
with the 2.5 percent target of the 1961 Charter of the Punta 
del Este and the Second Development Decade of the United 
Nations. 

2. Fields (1972, p. 573) hi-self raises a question
 
about his si=piified linear interpolation. Yet, he states,
 
that even without the biases it irt-roduces, his conclusions
 
would not be reversed.
 

3. The Mexican peso has inf.eted as follows: 91.6
 
pesos (19581 - 100.0 pesos (1960i - 13C.0 pesos (1968). 
(MacionalFinanciera, 1977, p. 223-224.) Over whe entire 
195a-68 period, tie exchan.e rate was 12.5 pesos to the 
dollar.
 

4. Fields does not state his equaticns )-4) expli
citly in algebraic notation. However, we have done so for
 
Mexico, taking into account that the correction for infla
tion has already been made.
 

5. Inclusion cf F within the original formulas is 
useful mainly for understanding their derivaticn. For in

5 8 stance, it can be seen that 2) {f§F5R) (y 8; - (f 5 j.(F , 58 :. 
-r :Zr -

The nu -ber of fam-ilies who are poor muitiplied by their mean 
incoe equals the total income which went to the poor. Th-5, 
in tur.., is equal to the fraction of incs=e that went to the 
poor ti=es the total income that went to all families. 

6. The calculations are a su:.ary for Fields' equa
ticns 10)-12). 

7. it is ad-.tted that the 600- and 1000-peso poverty 
lines are relatively high, and that in Mexico's case it takes 
a rather high poverty line definition tc show the poor to be 
benefiting. In particular, the 1000-peso mark even exceeds 
the mean income for all fa..ilies in 1958. However, these 
extra poverty lines were chosen only to make the point in the 
next paragraph of the text. 
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