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EXPLANATORY NOTE

In order to examine equity on a regional basis, this study has
divided Mexico intu six regions - North, Pacific “orth, Central, Pacific
South, Gulf, and federal Districl. Allocation of Mexico's states and
territories into the various regions is based upon a stundard grouping
commonly utilized within Mexico itself.

These regions and their compenents are shown graphically in the
figure on the next page. For cenvenience, the regions have been numberec

1

| through &. This numbering is used throughout the text and annexes .’
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REGIONS AND STATFS OF MEXICO

NORTH (1)

.Coahuila

.Chihuahua

.Durango

.Nuevo Leon

.San Luis Potosi

.Tamaul ipas

.%Zacatecas CENTRAL (3)
13.Aguascalientes
14.Guanajuato
15.Hidalgo
16.Jalisco

17 .Mexico
18.Michoacan
19.Morelos
20.Puebla

21 .Queretaro
22.Tlaxcala

NV D N -

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

11.Sinaloa
12.Sonora

GULF_(5)

27 .Campeche
28.Quintana Roo
29.Tabasco
30.Veracruz
31l.Yucatan

PACIFIC SOUTH (4)

231.Colima
24.Chiapas FEDERAL DISTRICT_(6)
25.Guerrero 32.Distrito Federal

26.0axaca
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also show that distributional inequality 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 cunsidered developed, or whether
greater distribution of income beglns to occur as the per capita income
reaches and surpasses this level. 5/

Irma Adelman has referred to two extreme strategics, either grow
nov and redistribute {and educate; later, or redistribute !and educate;
now and grow later. 6/ In a study for the World Bank, David Morawetz
suggested "that initial distribution of assets could be an important
determinant of the tread in inequality. 7/

In examining Mexico's growth, we sought to de'ermine its patterns
and how 1t dovetailed with other actual or conceptual patterns, We were
conscious of the recent literature on meet ing basic human needs, and
kept poverty and basic needs 1ssues in mind gg we examined data on
Mexico. 8/

Une major conclusion derived from this study was that the older,
accepted strategies of development were tried and sworked in terms of
generating growth in Mexico. tconomie growtn has been substantial in
recent decades.  The new models stressing distribution were not serious-
ly tried, at least since the 1%3uUs, except perhaps Imprudent 1y auring
the Lcheverria adninistration, when they could not really have worked
given the stagrancy of the Hewican ecanomy .

b.  HMethodology,

Uur purpuse was to describe equity in terms of income distributiaon
and 1r the provision 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 seene in series of tables giviny
precise visual data; and 3. to describe the equity aspects of tesican
development.,

The first was a detailed compilation of data in which more than
1,000 variables were examined, taxing our computer capacity. The
effort was only partly successful. Time series necessary for this
purpose were inadequatc. Data were initermittent, compiled on dif-
ferent bases, and frequently just unavailable. Data collection tech-
niques in Mexico are often chaotic; for example, literacy data may be






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 cince 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 level in some cases,
but not in all. Ihe 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. Unce sets of cor-
related variables were identified, we shifted to partial correlation
analysis and after refinement attempted to generate regression equd-
tions relating economic yrowth to equity. The time series were in-
adequate to support meaningful reqression 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 rinal section summarizes our conclusions and recom-
mendations.

The Annexes contain tabular data, a Mexican quality of life index
by state for 1970, and wr analysis giving the equity aspects of the
Mexican growth experience using a model developed by Gary S. fields
to examine the Brazilian experience. 9/






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 examinations indicates that the
stability of the Mexicain system is the result of successful conflict re-
solution within the party and by the continual absorption of new interest
groups.

Ihe various wings of the party have each shared, in generally alter-
nating fashion, 1in the big prize of Mexican politics, the presidency.
(See lable 2)

Table 2. Recent Mexican Presidents and their Terms of (Office
*

Political Tendency

Lazaru Cardenas 1934-1940 Left

Manuel Avila Camacho  1940-1946 Center-left
Miguel Aleman 1946-1952 Center-right
Adolfo Ruiz Cortines  1952-1958 Center
Adolfo Lopez Matros 1958-1964 Center-left
Gustavo Diaz Orda:z 1964-1970 Right

Luis [cheverria 1570-1976 Left

Juse Lopesz Purtillo 1976~ To be seen

* The characterization is subjective and based on the Mexican
political spectrum.

The stress on overall economic growth was not accompanied by a
comparable stress on income distribution. (See Table 3)
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3.5 percent. Mexican data show an acceleration in the rate ot 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 (fl Centro Latinoamericano de Demografis) 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 45.5 16.2 29.3
1955 45.1 13.3 31.2
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

Jjobs. 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 15975, while that of agriculturec declined over the same
period from 11.7 to 5.6 percent.



Tablee 6,

Gronss bomestic Product

Primary Sector

Agriculture
Livestock raising
Forestry

Fishing

Industry

Mining, petroleum,
and coal
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity

Services

Trade

Transportation and
communication

Banking, government
and other

Adjustment for banking

Source:

Nacional Financiera,

(Milliona of

1950

86,971

10,176
4,032
992
242

3,943
16,064

2,998
462

25,799
2,912

19,917

- 564

S.A. (1977)

_19ns

114,049

12,330
5,624
720
187

4,615
21,423

3,951
.45

35,756
3,760

24,642

-1,076

_19co

156,511

14,790
7,966
8R2
332

7,434
28,892

6,105
1,502

-1,519

Mexico'a Grase Domeatic Product by Activity,
1960 poesos)

1965,

212,320

19,921
9,008
955
138

10,508
44,761

8,534
2,769

67,368
6,443

44,063

-2,208

1950--1675

_1970

296,600

21,140
11,848
1,149
398

15,534
67,680

13,583
5,357

94,491
9,395

59,592

-3'567

Statistics on the Mexicaa FEconomy.

390,900

22,116
13,764
1,332
483

22,115
90,928

20,167
8,083

121,526
15,049

80,651

"4 ’ 684



Table 6.

Gross Domestic Product

Primary Sector

Agricul ture
Livestock raising
Forestry

Pishing

Industr!

Mining, petroleum,
and coal
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity

Services

Trade

Transportation and
conmunication

Banking, government
and other

Adjustment for banking

Totals may not add to 100% due to toundingt

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

(Percentages of GDP by Sector)

1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975
100.0 100.0 100.0 130.0 100.0 100.¢
11.7 11.4 9.8 9.3 7.1 5.6
4.6 5.3 5.2 §.2 3.9 3.5
1.1 .6 .5 -4 .3 .3
.2 .2 .2 .1 .1 .1
4.5 4.0 4.9 4.9 5.2 5.6
18.4 18.7 19.1 21.0 22.8 23.1
3.4 3.4 4.0 4.0 4.5 5.1
.5 .7 .9 1.3 l.8 2.0
29.6 31.3 31.1 31.7 31.8 31.0
3.2 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.1 3.8
22.9 21.6 21.4 20.7 20.0 20.6
-.6 -.9 -1.0 -1.0 -1.2 -1.1

Source: Based on figures from previous table.

0l



11

There has been a heavy dosage of government intervention in promot-
ing Mexico's manufacturing sector. Some of this intervention has been
direct. Tne State owns mare than BOU enterprises and agencies, enters in-
to joint ventures with dJomestic and foreign private interests, and invests
directiv in areas which it deems appropriate. 157 while cumparvd with
cther countries, tnhe participation of the central government in GDP" ap-
pears relatively owalls when the rapid growth of the parastatal sector
is 1ncluced, tne share of the public sector in GDP increases substanti-
aliv. Public imvestment, voth directly by the central government and
oy tne state-owned enterprises, has represented a yrowing shate of aqg-
gregate capital foreation., Seme state intervention 1s indirect.  The
government 1s active, particularly through the Nacional Financlera, in
helping to ralse {unes abroad feor andustrial activities., Government-owned
banks themselves oravice a significant sbare of all credit supplied to
the Mexican ecancny. Mevico nas protectes its domestic industries {(and
agriculture: through ¢ variety of aevices, such as tariffs, aquantita-
tive restrictions, ang prescriptions for domestic content for indastrial
procfucts mangrachurac in Hexino,

bata on Mexico's oof by Lepe of expenditure vary depending on the
source, Dutotne treng seens to te for a decline in arivate consumption,

ari &N 1nCrease 1n capital formation vable 70,

Tapie 7. Mevico's Gross Demestilc Preduct
Dy Tvpe aof txpenditure, 195%0-1979%

‘Percentages, based on current market prices,

B/

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
Irncrease in stocks .8 3.1 2.9 5.2
Cross domestic capital formation 12.7 16.9 19.6 23.1
Exports of goods and services Less 1.0 -2.0 -2.0 3.1
imports of goods and services
Gross Domestic Product 140.0  100.0 1006.0  100.0

p/ preliminary fiqures

Totals may not add to 100k due to rounding.

Sources: 1950-1960 Banco de Mexico, S.A. Cuentas Consolidadas Y Acerves
de Cepital 1950-1967.
1970-1975 Secretaria de la Presidencia. Informe a Jose lopez
Portille. Based on figures from Bancu de Mexico, S.A.
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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 [ncome
by Nature of Income, 1950-1975

(Percentages, based on current market prices)

p/
1950 1960  .1970 1975
Employee Remuneration 25.5 31.1 34.8 37.5
Operating Surplus 67.4 59.7 53.5 47.4
Capital Depreciation 3.9 5.9 6.8 7.9
Indirect Taxes Less Subsidies 3.2 4.2 4.8 7.0
Gross Domestic Income 100.0 10u.0 100.0  1c0.0

p/ preliminary figures

Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Sources: 1950--1960 Banco de Hexico, $.4.Cuentas Consolidadas Y Acerves
de Capital 1950-1967.
1570-1975 Secretaria de la Presidencia. Informe a Jose Ldpez
Portilla. Based on figures from Banco de Mexico, S.A.

As a result of the relative ygrowth of manufacturing coipared with
aqriculture, combined with the concentration in government policy on in-
vestment in agricultural infrastructure that tended to encourage large
as opposed to simall landowners, more and more of Mexico's population
has becn moving to urban areas (Table 3). 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. [n 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 persons. 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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Mexico's balance-of-payments pattern in recent decades has been main-
tenance of a deficit in merchandise trade. Table 1l shaws this in sum-~
mary form. The trade deficit and the deficit on gonds and services
took a quantum leap in the mid-1970s (see data for 1975 and 1976) for
a varietv of reasons. The IMF has noted that the public sector deficit
rose from 4 percent of GDP in 1976. This was financed through absorp-
tion by the government of much damestic private financial savings and
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 diminished as the higher Mexican rate of infla-
tion encouraged, prior to the 1976 devaluation, a rising volume of
Mexican consurer buying on the U.S. side of the border.

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

Cost of Consumer 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 *55.6 193.8 222.1 446.5

Note: Annual averages

Sourcc: 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 admin-
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



Table 11. Mexico's Balance of rayments, 1940-1977
(Millions of dollars)

1940 1950 1960 1970 1975 1976 1977
Exports of goods 94 493 738 1281 2851 3316 L]
Imports of goods 132 _596 1186 2327 6580 60139 5488
Trade Balance -18 -1o01 =448 -Yode 3719 -2714 -1393%
Invisible receipts 119 313 613 1652 3444 3915 3917
Invisible payments 59 172 485 1552 3418 4264 4301
Net invisibles 60 61 “Taws 100 26 =331 ~384
Balance on goods & services 22 58 -300 =946 -36913 -3044 -1780
Errors and omissions -3 62 182 499 ~-406 -1983

Long-term capital (net} 2 51 109 504 4318 4655

Change 1n 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.

Gl
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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 1nto the future, the balance-of-payments pattern is likely
to be different in view of Mexico's apparent oil reserves. Given the
recent discoveries of substantial petroleum reserves, Mexico's future
merchandise trade valance is likely to be in surplus and Mexico should
be able to finance its development program from cil export revenues
rather than from a further buildup in debt. There is nothing in this
process, however, that assures that these increascd revenues will be
used to promote greater distribution in Mexico. If the government defers
action which secks to break the endemic patterns of maldistribution,
problems resulting from disparities are likely to intensify and require
more drastic measures later on. If the oll revenues are mainly used
to promote industrial growth, the gap between the rural and urban centers
may even become wider. As it 1s, much of the o1l revenue during the
inttial phases of oll development will be re-ubsorbed by the highly auto-
mated and capital-intensive otl industry. This study examines some of
these issues and points out the areas in which progress must be made if
the Mexican society is ever to approximate ecquity of income distribu-
tion.
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Source for (1950) Ifigenia de Navarrete, "La Distribucion del
Ingreso en Mexico; Tendencias vy Perspectivas",
in David Ibarra et. al., El Perfil de Mexico en
1980, Vol. 1 (Mexico: Sigle Veintiuno Editores,

S.A.) 1970, p. 37.

(1968) Banco de Mexica, La Distribucion del Ingreso en
Mexica. (Mexico: Fands de Culturs Lconomia),

1974, p. 8.

What emerges from Table 13 ig that the lowest income groups, whether
defined as the lowest 10 percent or lowest 20 percent or lowest 40 per-
cent of Mexican Families, were relatively worse off in 1968 than they
were in 1950,

Similarly, the highest income families, whether defined ag the
highest 5 percent, or 10 percent, or 20 percent, received relatively
less of total income in 1968 than they had in 1950, although the top
20 percent still received a major share of all income. 1t should be
noted thalt we are suspicious of the substantial change in the highest
Five percent group between the two years shown, but do not know whether
percent of family income is too high 1n 1950, too low in 1968, or some
combination of the two. [he middle groups, particularly the group of
families 30 percent abuve the median, appear to have improved their
relative posiltion at the expense of the lowest income and the highest
income groups.  If this group, those in the sixth, seventh, and eighth
deciles, can be considered middle class, then it jig this class that seems
Lo be improving its relative position.

some cautionary points should be made. The relative shares over
roughly these two decades have chanyed by one or two percentage points
for cach decile, except for the two highest decile groups (the ninth
decile improved its relative position substantially and the position of
the highest income decile showed a relative deterioration). Changes
of this magnitude would scem Lo fall in the normal range of error. And,
for the lowest income groups, when other indicators are examined, such
as life expeclancy, their positions have improved absolutely.

However, une overwhelming fact is clear: Mexico is a most unequal
society, even when contrasted with other Latin American countries. The
upper 5 percent of families in 1968 received more income than the lowest
60 percent; Lhe upper 1U percent received about as much income as the
lowest 80 percent. Thege disparities are similarly reflected in other
areas, such as nutrition, cducation, and morbitity.



A cautionarv note should be added.
be unequal in developed as well as
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this point.
country, €.d..
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Income distribution tends to

developed countries. Table

comparing 1ncaome distribution in Mexico and the U.5. illustrates
tawever, the difference between Mexico and a developed
in the tails -- the higher shares gqoing to

goinyg to the people

at the bhotton,
Table 14, The Distribution of Household Tneome
‘Percent of Total:
nited states Mex1co

1776 NIV ERE 1968
peorest fifth 4,0 4.2 7.6
Second tifth UL 11.1 7.5
inird fifth 17.C 17.6 13.2
Fourth fifth 24,7 24.6 14.9
ichest rifth 43,6 42.9 56.9
fop 5 wercent 16.5 15,2 29.0
Source: 4.5t Bureau of the Lensus, Tousehioid Money Income in 1976

Selected Social and Feonpmic

holds" 17870,

Juaniears

Mexico: Banco de Mesico.

Characteristics of House-

5
1568, 1374,

08 e o wm - o

Annex [ examines the beneticlaries of
and 1968 by actual peso income Jroups rather
[t shows that the very poorest He.ican
to 14 percent, did rnot share relatively 1n

of income.

roughly at the bottom 5
Mexican growth, However, if the poor are
cent, their relative share increased more
their absclute increase was less than Lhe
income families.

Mexico's inequalities are also spatially distributed.
almost all fields-- literacy, transportatiun and

ditferences recur in
communications facilities per inhabitant,
As can be seen in Table A.19, showing pet

L Distrivucion del Ingreso en Hexico,
Mps 1o, OGP, fondy de Cultura, 1974,

Mewican growth between 1958
than percentage of shares
families, Lhose

defined as the lowest 40 per-

than proportinately, though
increase in shares of upper-

legional

availability of doctors, etc.
capita income for 19649, the
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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 incaome 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 will be noted in the following
sections, the disparity in incomes cuts across other indicators -- edy-
cation, health, agriculture, namely, the real as well as the monetary
indicators.

4. Cducation

In the promotion of equity. availability of education merits a
place alongside redistribution, or perhaps abicad of it. 18/ The con-
clusion derived from studying the educational aspect of Mexican develop-
ment is comparable to that reached for income -- some, perhaps even much
progress has been nade, 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 schoal for the prescribed six vears than those from poorer
regions. 1t 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.

More specifically:

-~ the data vary by source, but somewhere hetween 54 and 60 percent of
those entering primary school graduate six years later (1970-71
data) if they live in an urbun area, whereas the percentaye 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 sccondary schools in rural areas
than in urban areas to provide a stronger incentive for complet ing
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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dified the dominant role of the federal government in meeting these
needs. The federal government 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 Lducation) 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.

Lducation expenditures in real terms have increased by about 95
times since 192%. The number of students enrolled in primary schools
has increaced from 3 million in 1950 to 10.8 million in 1975. Despite
this progress, education in Mexicu can be characterized by its distri-
butional inequities within dif ferent levels of the school system and
geographically within the nation. The cducational 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 -- namelv, the continuing high functional illiteracy and drop-
out rates at the primary level.

Clark Gi1ll has commented:

Although great progress has been made, much more 1s necessary.
In assessing Hexico's education accomplishments, one must re-
member that the nation is building rather than merely sustain-
ing an econemy and an educational system; and that after the
Revolution of 1910 it faced tremendous sacial and economic
obstacles in its struggle against poverty and ignorance. 19/

Some years later, Gill commented on the 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 ciccumstances, providing
the educational proqrams required by an industrializing nation is
a constant challenge." 20/

The federal government provides the bulk of financial support for edu-
cation (Table A.36). Until recently, the share of the federal budget
directed to education increased steadily. Between 1970 and 1975, how-
ever, the share directed to education declined by about 10 percentage
points while at the same time total student enrollment increased by 30

nercent.
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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 Ldpez Mateos in 1959. rroposed 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 2.4 years. However, population growth and the number of drop-outs
resulted in an increase of functional illiterates of 3 million.

Drop-out rates in primary education, particularly in rural areas,
are high (Tahles A.5% 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 fiqure increased to 54 percent in 1970.
In rural areas the percentages were 6 percent in 1961 and 10 percent
in 1971. The familiar litany of regional 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
was twice that of Region 4 in 1971, The reasons for this have been
discussed above: namely differential allocations to education, the
large rural population of the poor regions, and the like,

lable 18. Students Completing Six Years of Primary Cducation, 1971

(Percent of those vntering)

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 2" 51 10

source: La Alfabetizacion y la Ensenanza Primaria en Mexico en 1971.
Revista del Centro de Estudios Educatives, Vol. III, (1973).
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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. The 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.5.

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

First, a few comments orn: land tenure. There were large-scale land
reform programs during the 1920s and 1930s when nearly one quarter of
Mexico's national territory was redistributed.2>/ 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 1n each rural sector under the
Banco Nacional de Credito Ljidal, founded in 1%34. The name "ejido",
taken from the Indian word for communal land, was given tu the distri-
bution system, the distributed lands, and often to the Tarm communities
forned under the system. Ljido land is either held in common by a vil-
lage or by individual families. The latter parcels are limited to less
than 10 hectares and generally include both arable and non-arable land.
They are held in usufruct by the Family: 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. Cxamples are the Laguna cotton
cooperatives and the Yucatan sisal plantations. In 1941, 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 rice 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 since 1940 in eji-
dal redistribution and factors such as the erosion of arable land or its
loss through overly-intensive cultivatien have produced a growing popu-
lation of landless workers. After the Echevarria administration's abortive
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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 increwase the nation's crops. This sector of the rural popula-
tion has generally received dispropnrtionate amounts 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 sinall-scale farmers obtain 75 to 85 percent
or more of the money they borrow fron individual moneylenders at exces-
sively high rates of interest. Simon Williams believes that only 25
percent of all farmers are served in any way by either public or pri-
vate banks; and for small farmers, 70 to 80 percent of this comes from
government banks. 29/

Anaiysis of the data reveals striking but not surprising regional
disparities in Mexican agriculture. As we expected the Pacific North
(Region 2) outshone the rest on almost all counts including even the
credits granted to ejidal farmers feon official banks, Per capita in-
comes were higher and densities {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-
ences on growth rates among Mexico's regions are the following:

1. There have been significant rejional differences in the amount
and quality of additional land nut under cultivation. Although the
increase 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 exgmple, there
has been a greater response to higher value and higher yieldlng crops
in the Pacific North than elsewhere. We will return to this point.
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at least two-thirds of Mexico's farmers. It ig estimated that the numpber
of corn growers exceeds those who grow wheat by 40 times. Taking thig
one step further, we can see that, on the average, each wheat farmer has
approximately 17 hectares, while the average corn farmer has only about
three hectares. 31/

Our intention is not to describe the agricultucal sector in de-
tail, but to examine whether activities in this sector tend to narrow
or widen economic disparities which exist throughout the Mexican com-
munity. There jig evidence that agricultural programs -- those dealing
with government investment, rredit, application of appropriate technology,
marketing skills, and the like -- Support the general disparate develop-
ment of the country. These differences are reflected in the tables in che
Annex. Thig conclusion is generally recognized within Mexico itself so
that it is pogssible that this may change. What is more likely, however,
is only a gradugl progress toward equitable agricultural development,
resulting in g continued exodus from rural to urban aress,

D. Health

We attempted to relate health data, particularly such aspects as
morbidity and infant mortality, by income group and by reqgion, to de-
termine precise correlations, Unfortunately, the data in the health
area are such that it ig not possitle to do this with any precision.
The Mexican authorities recognize this themselves. For example, the
Ministry of Health noted in 1974;

Morbidity statistics, which are the most efficient indj-
cators for analyzing health problems, are not reliable
in Hexico....ég/

The Ministry in 1973 stated the Following:

The absence of reliable statistics on health personnel
has created a basic problem for our planning. The only
available information is concerned solely with health
personnel working in the hospitals or for the public
health institutions. Information an private practioners
has been left out. 33/

An example of the problem we faced in our computer analygis (and in con-
structing a physical quality of life index) can be seen 1n.Table A.63 on
infant mbrtality from 1959-1971. The data show the lowest infant mortal-
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Table A. 59 yives medical personnel data by health institutions
in 1970. As can be seen, the S$5A, 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 1nadequate 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 neet
1ts qoal of providing health services to a majority of the Mexican popu-
lation mainly for three reasons: (a) it employs too small & segment of
the health personnel; (b) its health resources are unevenly distributed
throughout the country; and (¢, it has g budget that is proportionately
too small to be able to fulfill its goals.

The Mexican Institute of Sociai Security (IMSS) was founded in 1942
under Avila Camacho's presidency to provide health services to employees
in industry and aqriculture. It is a decentralized agency that provides
coverage for sickness, accidents, maternity, invalidity, and old age.

It is primarily concerned with proviaing medical care and financial aid
to IMSS beneficiaries and their dependents. Although the IM5S5 services
extend to the agricultural sector, the majority of IMSS beneficiaries
work in industry and in the commerce and service sectors. There are
several lmportant groups that are not eligible for the [MSS health care
plan. These 1nclude domestic workers, the self-employed, the temperary
workers, and individuals working in small-family run business.

The statistics vary as to how nany people the IMSS cavers. On one
page of the President's Message of 1976 1t says that 20 million were
covered by the M55 health plans in that year, while twe pages later
it states that 1o.7 million were covered. 38

According to Table ALY, the IMSS employed 29 percent of the
doctors in Mexico in 1970. It controlled 22 percent of the health
facilities with-out beds and 12 percent of those witn beds. IMSS ser-
vices are not evenly distributed throughout texico. Although there
are IMSS beneficiaries in every state, the cuvered population is con-
centrated in the Federal District, Nuevo Ledn, Jalisco and the state
of Mexico, as well as in a few other highly urbanized areas.

The lnstitute of Sacial Services and Security for @mployees of
the State (159510) was founded in 1960, during the presidency of Lopez

. ’ e :I 1 ) odder: 3 s | .
Mateos to consol idate health services for tederal empleoyees. However,
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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 pereent of the hospitals with
beds in 1970. Usually these hospitals have fewer than 25 beds, and are

used predominantly for maternily cases and abdominal surgeries.

The 5SA estimated in 1974 thal 20 million Mexicans, mainly in
rural areas, lacked medical care. 42/ Lopez Portillo, in his 1976 Presi-
dential message, suid that 18 million Mexlcans have no access to health
care (12 million 1n rural areas, 6 million in urban zones). 43/ 1ln other
words, cluse Lo one third of the population cannot obtain health ser-
vices except from indiygenous practioners.

L. Nutrition

The statistical evidence under this heading is consistent with
that of other sectors: nutritional deficiencies are an important asso-
clated cause of infant deaths; people in rural areas have more defi-
clent diets than those in urban areas; dietary deficiencies track well
with regivnal income disparities; consumption of certain types of high-
protein foods, such as meat and tggs, correlate closely with income;
and, as oune would expect, the lower the income, the higher the propor-
tion spent on food.

Four ditferent types of statistical measurement have been used
Lte study nutritional status in Mexico:

L. Guantification of food cnergy or nutrient intake, focusing on
celories, protern, and the various vitamine and minerals. The quantifi-
cation may involve estimates of availability, usually for large agyre-
gate studies, or empirical measurements of actual consumption, for
microstudies done at the local .Jevel. ..

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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rejo 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 prabably
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 incressed by more than 50 percent.
A massive housing program roes bring certain benefits to a development
effort. It represenrts an area of investment-consumption in which the
import coefficient 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 production methods are chosen a
relatively high employment effect can be realized. iHoreover, employment
expansion in construction tends to improve somewhat the distribution of
income.
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the growth of the middle class able to enforce its growing consump-
tion claims on the system may well make it 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.

Hexico and drazil are often cited as example of a particular de-
velopment model.  Uoth have experienced substantial levels of overall
growth over a sustailned period. Both have seen the emeryence of a
modern 1ndustrial sector managed by technically proficient entrepre-
neurs.  In each case the state has played a major role as a stimulator
and manager of industrial enterprises. 0Both countries have great regi-
onal disparities and the primary government emphasis 1s on present growth
rather than on curcernt distributional equity. For these reasons the pro-
Ject tried to compare the distributional consequences of growth in
the two countries, using the model described by Gary Fields. 50/ The
results are contained in Annex (. Uur calculations show that the equity
aspects of Mexican growth have been similar to those of Brazil. The Fields!'
model is highly scnsitive to how one defines absolute poverty. If the
cutoff 1is low, the pour in Mexicu were relatively worse of f in 1968 than
in 1955, If the cutoff is higher, they are relatively better off., This
finding 1s consistent with less complicated income uistribution calcula-
tions showing a modestly growing middle class.

Uther specific findings on income distribution and on distribution
of particular sectoral scrvices are eontained in the preceding section.
Coupled with the tabular material in the Annex, they tell a reasonably
consistent story.

Thus, in education, rural areas remain relatively disadvantaged --
they have fewer schools, fewer teachers, and less maney spent per capita
than urban arcas. Drop-out rates are higher, increasing the number of
rural to urban migrants who tend to enter urban labor markets at the most
competitive and 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 likely not
enter institutions of higher education.
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5. Greater incentives should be provided to private industry in
order to encourage the sclection of labor intensive over capital inten-
sive investmen! choices.

More broadly, it is trite to say that Mexico is severely handicapped
not only in promating per capita growth, but also equity, by its burgeon-
ing population. Greater distributional equity will help to lower birth
rates 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 iInadequate 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 yreater.

Mexico may have an opportunity in the pear future to promote both
growth and equity without the stereotypical financial constraints facing
most countries. Liven the new findings of oil and gas which ure expected
Lo earn substantial revenues which could be used for accelerating the pro-
cess of expanding and upyrading educational opportunities, better agricul-
tural opportunities for lexica's rural majority, improved sociaj services
and job-creating industrial proyrams should permit the government to achieve
Its desired development objectives.,

In conclusion, Mexico's growth policy has been phenomenally successful
whereas its equity policy has been sarely wanting, and it is the latter
that now deserves the full attention of the Mexican government,
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Tabic A3
AXNUAL BATES OF PQPULATION INCREAST
1950-1960 1960-1970
Region 1 2.8720 2.912¢
Ragion 2 4.266 €.26)
Megion 3 2.678 J.664
Bejion 4 2.483 2.462
Megion § 2.044 3.562
Megion 6 4.819 3.632
Bational 3.037 3.407

Sots: Computation of rates takes into account th
cansus dates for the three ysars. = ¢ varying

Source: MNacional Financiers, §.A. BStatisti .
oo, 1977. €s _on_the Mexican

TABLY A &
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT RECEIPTS BY SOURCES
(Millions of Pesos)

1950 1975
Total s Total s

Total Receipts 361¢ 100.00 2023,05¢C 100.00
Taxes 2688 74.38 123,706 60.92

On lnccae 742 20.53 49,203 24.23

On Manufacture and Sale

of Industrial Products 511 14.14 30,566 15.05

On Bales 351 $.71 24,042 11.84

on Imports 453 12.53 10,537 5.19

On Exports 529 14.64 2,845 1.40

On Exploitation of 172 4.76 2,661 1.3

Ratural Resources

108 Surcharge 3?7 1.02 1,583 .78

Stamp Tax 42 1.16 1,409 .69

On Insurance Premiums 9 .25 77 .19

On Lotteries and Games 24 .66 366 .18

Others 18 .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
Jorrowing - - 70,548 34.74

Source: MNacional Pinanciera. Btatistics on the Mexican Economy,
1977.
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TABLE A 5
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

PER CAPITA (1960 Pesos) % of GDP
1950 283.47 8.41
1955 398.40 10.48
1960 593.95 13.40
1965 773.35 14.96
1570 762,92 12.58
1975 1325.23 20.30

Bource: Nacional rinanclera. 6.A. Statisticr on the Mexican Economy,
1977.

TARLE A €

FOREIGN INVESTHINT BY COUNTEY OF ORIGIN'

{Thousands of Dollass’

canads: -2064 6341 J9sd
rrance 1736 1653 9568
Grsat Britairn 471} 4576 9756
Italy 244 9C29 3099
setherlands -1223 2641 6127
pwedar -44 1895 3047
srivserland 1617 353¢ 11961
Uriteld States 728512 17828¢€ 256485
Venezusla 966 393 598
west Garmany 7 103456 1123¢
Others -£€79 1578 2020
total 78428 21387¢ 32277%

‘sev Investmants + Reinvested Zarnings - pividends from Accumulatad
tarnings ¢ Intercompany Transfers.

Source: DBernardec lop\ﬁvodl y Antonio Chumacero. La Inversidn
Extraniera en Wfxico, 1971.
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TABLE A 7
CAEDIT, BY BOURCL

(millione of posos)

=~===Private--~ca- =Banco Jde Mexico- ~==Othar Public---
rxount Par Cent  Amount Par Cont Amount Par Cent Total
195} 2,927.3 53.3¢ 497.0 §.7% 2,951.4 0.0t 7.375.7
lyer 14,7%.8 44.7 3,465.1 10.% 14,603.0 44,0 33,045.0
1970 84,8738 56.7 2,425.2 1.7 37,2659.¢ 29.¢ 144,526.6
1975 161,565.3 &8.1 5,5P5.9 1.7 168,635, ¢ $0.2 335,786.8
Hote: Percentages gum to 100§ going scross.
Bource: Banco de Moxico.
TABLE A ©
PRIVATE SOURCZ CREDIT, BY SRUIUR
{(par cent)
Rmgion 1 reqion 2 Axgion 3 Faqion ¢ Reglon 5 Ragicr 6
Industry:
1950 23,59y 5.07¢ .61t 5.524% 2,460 50.72¢
197¢ 16.42 4,08 €. 9¢ .58 .2) 66.74
1972 17.2% 3.38 11.19 B 2.44 65.16
Agriculture:
1960 22. 8¢ 20.8! 14,00 5.26 3.39 33.67
1970 18.21 37.39 19.94 5.27 % k] 16.8¢
1972 23.96 36.40 22.26 5.45 .29 11.63
Livestock:
1960 47.26 15,21 10.51 2.08 14.0) 10.00
1970 41.33 12.43 17.3¢ 5.25 13.40 10.25
1972 41.26 10. 49 16.68 €.5%3 16.62 8.42
Mining:
1960 2.0 2.02 5.8) .07 i1.01 48.22
1970 1.5 1.87 2.0) .22 .1 93.81
1972 13.4) 1.5) 3.76 .03 .30 80.95
Coomerce:
1960 23.92 $.96 8.0 1.63 4.4 52.10
1970 17.03 6.87 11.23 1.59 3,38 59.91
1972 16.93 6.54 6.62 1.5) 3.35 65.04

Note: Federal District (Region 6) may reflecx location of corporate headquarters.
Percentages sum to 1008 (except where there are rounding errors) going scross.

Source: Co-lllén Nacional Banc;rln.
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BANXING SYSTEDM CREDIT, %Y SECTOR

(=illtons of pesoa)

Agricul ture &

Amount 1)

Industry
Mmount 3
1945 1,278.4 3.7
19%0 3,739 341.96

1960 19,800.4 15.77

197¢ 95,947.3 46.19 M

1572 115,284 .4 §{5.08 23

Hote: FPercontagan sur to 1008 going bcroas.

/
source: Janco de mexice.

EMPLOYMENT !

Region 1

Region 2

yagion 3

Ragion 4

pagion 5

pegion 6

Rational

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULA

1609

544

2963

1067

968

1085

8240

Livestock

$84.0 14.33

1,062.1 1.9l
$,821.¢ 14.58
6946 3.10

6877 §.26

TABLE A 10

(00Cs®

Note: 12 years old and above.

Source: Dirocci' General de Estad{stica.
Poblacidn, 1950 VIII Censo General de Poblacidn, 1960;

®ining
aAmount L
9.3 0.23
3.7 0.27
8.0 0.16
3,089.13 1.39
¢, 046.8 1.5%

3757

1415

1278

1705

11071

LA dal N
&bt

1,908.0
B,471.3
36,733.9

37,856.7

20135

988

4283

1346

1470

2080

12424

V1I Censo General de

¥X Censo General de Poblacadn, 1970.

Pederal
Government

Amount 1]
1,248.2  30.63
2,179.0  24.45
5,643.3 14.17
47,147.2 24,24

6,%00.7 25.40



TABLE A 11

EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR

(000s)

Ragion 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Reqion § Region 6 National .

Mriculture:
950 952 330 2012 836 643 51 4823

$8.3

1960 1160 471 2451 1159 832 46 6144 54.2

1970 886 436 1993 963 B804 49 5132 39.5
Extractive:

1950 49 ] 22 4 12 6 97 1.2

1960 53 ] 31 8 30 12 142 1.2

1970 67 9 36 6 44 18 180 1.4
Manufacturing:

1950 162 45 312 82 85 287 973 11.3

1960 272 78 474 78 122 532 1556 13.7

1970 366 114 781 108 139 665 2173 16.7
Construction:

950 49 17 64 14 22 63 225 2.7
1960 81 31 121 21 36 110 408 3.6
1970 120 46 204 30 20 122 571 4.4

Blectricity: .
1950 ] 4 1 e 1 2 s 25 0.3
1960 7 k| 11 2 k| 15 41 0.4
1970 [} 4 19 k| 5 13 53 0.4
Commerce:

9 132 44 208 43 70 197 684 8.3
1960 203 82 k) ] 63 108 306 1075 9.5
1970 228 109 372 65 114 311 1198 9.2

Communication/Transportation: -
1950 47 17 52 11 24 60 211 2.5
1960 76 33 -}:] 18 39 102 357 3.2
1970 78 32 98 18 35 96 369 2.8
Services/Government:
50 145 59 175 60 78 3 079 10.6
1960 267 111 J39 92 126 590 1526 13.5
1970 460 218 648 139 214 863 2567 19.7

Source: Direccicn General de Pstadf{stica. VII Censo General de Poblacio’n, 1950; VI1l Censo General
de_Poblacion, 1960; IX Censo General de Poblaclon, 1970.

09
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TABLE A )2

LABOR UNION MEMBERSEIP, 1550-1874

{ob0s)
Year Mriculture Industry Bervices Total
158c 144 387 286 817
1930 147 57 292 83¢€
158 148 4cs 258 £2
1302 144 42 k1o BES
1834 148 47¢ 347 9€7
1528 147 452 342 98¢
138¢ 14¢ 5C% 347 100¢
1957 145 49¢ J6¢€ 1013
13c¢ 11¢€ €6E 416 1203
9%x 125 74¢€ 407 1277
19¢° 124 €2 414 129¢
19€2 126 775 423 132:
1362 127 783 434 1354
19€2 125 797 42¢ 1362
15€4 133 S.E ¢l 1522
1562 13€ 100¢ 553 1€9°
15€€ 132 1027 S€. 1713
15¢7 132 104¢ Se” 174¢
15¢€E 132 10€¢ S5€4 1776
19€5 137 1062 €95 1794
197¢ 149 1148 677 1974
1§71 156 1222 74€ 2.22
1972 158 1362 6EE 214E
197 155 1314 704 2176
1974 166 1349 723 2232

-

gource: Macional Pinanciera. Statistics or the Mex:can Econor., 1972.




Year

1964-65
1966~67
1968-69
1970-71
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

1977

Note: These figqures constitute the legal rates, but not ne

Source:

TABLE A 13

MINIMUM WAGE RATES

(Current Pesos per Day)

g%%égﬂ_%ural gggégq—%hral g%%%%E_%ural gggégﬂ_%ural %%gégﬂ—%ural gg%%gﬂ—%hral
15.95 13.20 20.97 18.08 15.4) 12.86 13.70 11.77 16.86 14.62 21.50 19.50
18.74 15.51 23.96 20.72 17.96 14.98 16.09 13.89 19.46 16.74 25.00 23.00
21.67 18.12 27.57 24.27 20.76 17.46 18.61 16.07 22.23 13.23 28.25 26.25
25.02 21.03 31.65 26.93 24.10 20.32 21.60 18.65 26.05 22.38 32.00 30.00
29.17 24.54 36.53 32.5% 28.33 23.95 25.62 22.11 30.19 26.14 38.00 35.40
34.42 28.96 44.99 38.40 33.44 28.26 30.61 26.38 35.63 30.84 44.85 41.75
39.26 33.04 50.32 43.00 37.98 32.11 34.48 29.77 39.83 34.44 52.00 48.40
48.10 40.39 61.37 52.47 46.33 39.16 42.04 36.31 47.58 41.02 ¢€3.40 59.00
58.05 49.28 73.53 62.89 56.51 47.77 51.53 44.65 59.38 51.17 78.60 73.20
78.10 66.97 99.20 84.84 76.47 64.63 69.72 60.44 80.28 69.21 106.40 99.00

Comieiéh Nacional de Salarios M(nimos.

cessarlly the enforced rates.

Z9



TABLY A 14

AVERAG: WAGES BY INDUSTRY LABOR YORCE SILE, 1870

{thougands of posos per year)

TNCOMZ BY D

industries Pmploying
rFive or Lessn Persong

§.9¢

X Censo Industrial,

Induatries Employing
Six or More Persons

23.18
18.73
23.42
13.99
19.97

25.38

1971.

L
-

Overnsl!
Region Averasge
1 21.07
2 17.02
3 17.03
4 8.74
5 16.46
& 231.97
Source: Direccton General de Eatadigrtice.
*TABLY A
PSTIMNTES PAMILY
(pezr cenc)
Pz ILE 18E% 19:¢
1 2.7 2.2
11 3.4 2.8
i 3.8 3.3
~ 4.4 3.9
v 4.8 4.5
71 5.5 5.5
il 7.C 6.3
wil 8.6 8.6
bo § 10.8 13.6
b 43.0 49.3
fource: Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier.

Desarrcllo Econoricc sobre la Distribucibn del Ingreso

5.9
7.3
8.8
10.2
16.5
40.1

Analisis del Efecto del

Fariiiar en Hexico, Tnesis, Universidad Autonoma de Nuevo

Ooh, 4 ata

Maxico.

or 1950, ,
Lz Distribucién del Ingruso en Mexico, 1974

1958,

and 1963).

(data for 1968).

Banco de



DECILE

II
III

Iv

VI
VII
VIiiz

IX

Source:

TABLE A 16

64

ESTIMATED FAMILY INCOME BY DECILES, CUMULATIVE

(per- cent)

1950 1958
2.7 2.2
6.1 5.0
5.9 8.3
14.3 12.2
15.1 16.7
24.6 22.2
31.6 28.5
40.2 35.1
51.0 48.7
100.0 100.0

Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier.

2.0
4.2
7.4
11.1
15.7
20.9
27.5
3.4
50.1
1100.0

1
3
6
1l
17
24

33.

43
59
100

.3
«6
.7
.2
.1
.4
2
-4
.9

.0

Andlisis del Efecto del

Desarrollo Econdmico sobre la Distribucidn del Ingreso
Familiar en Mexico, Thesis, Universidad Autonoma de
Nuevo Leon, 1974 (data for 1950, 1958, and 1963).

el Ingreso en Mexico, 1974

de Mexico. La Distribucion d

(data for 1968).

Banco



TABLE A 17

GINI COEFFICIENTS, 1969

Region 1
foahuila
chihuahua
purango

pueve Leon

gan Luis Potosi
tamaulipas
tacatecas

pegion 2

Baja California Norte
Baja Califormia Sur
Navarit

Sinaloa

Sonora

Regizn 3
Aguascaliientes
guanajuato
Bidalge

Jalisco

Mexico

Mchoacan
Morelos

Puetla

- Queretaro

Tlaxcala
Rezion 4

Jma
Chiapas
Querreroc
Oaxaca
Rezion S
Ezépeche
Quirntana Roo
Zabasco
Veracruz
Yucatan
Recion 6
Federal District

Source: World Bank.

value
.515
. 540
.588
.501
.613
.558
.649

.486
474
.460
473
.450

.533
.582
.623
.528
.550
«590
. 524
.628
.5889
.538

«495
.628
.664
.668

.528
«519
.570
.583
636

.501

65



1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1857
1958
1959
1960
19€1
19¢€2
1963
1564
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

TABLE A 18

PER CAPITA NATIONAL INCOME

(Pesos/Year)

Current Prices

1707
2039
2186
2198
2540
2541
3211
3598
3775
3962
4302
4512
4703
5063
5779
6087
6541
6917
7404
7914
8546
B8S23
9766
11415
14490
17001

66

Constant (1960) Prices

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 CAPITA INCOME, 1969

Roo

istrict

World Bank.

(Pesos/Month)

Value

334
408
230
334
301
282
165

516
389
240
404
371
165
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14z
395
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TARLE A 20

INCOME OF ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION,
BY REGION AND MAJOR BECTORAL ACTIVITY, 1970

Agriculture, Livestock, Porestry,
and Fishing

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pesos/Month
1000-499%9% Pesos/Month
5000+ Pesos/Month

Manufacturing, Extractive,
Construction, and Electric Power

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pesos/Month
1000-4999 Pesos/Month
5000+ Pesos/Month

Commerce, Transportation,
Services, and Government

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pesos/Month
1000-4599 Pesos/Month
50004 Pesos/Month

Bource: Calculated from Dlrocclén General

Reqion 1 Reqion 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Regqion 6
739.1 377.6 1651.5 7517.8 701.7 43.2
92.40 81.8% 95.7% 96.8% 95.7% 75.3%
6.5 16.5 3.6 2.6 3.6 19.8
1.1 1.7 .7 .6 .7 4.9
546.7 165.9 998.8 129.2 228.5% 807.0
57.5% 47.1% 66.5% 81.6% 59.0% 43.8%
39.2 48.7 30.8 16.1 3.1 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% 65.9% 68.5% 66.3% 47.6%
35.5 48.7 31.2 29.2 31.4 47.1
3.0 4.6 2.9 2.3 2.3 5.3

de Poblacion.

IX Censo General de PoblnciénL,197O.

89



TABLE A 21

PAMILY CONSUMPTION PATTERNS, BY PAMILY MONTHLY INCOME GROUP, 1968

0-1300 301-600 6031-1000 1001-3000 3001-6000 §001-10000 10000+
Avarage Monthly 306.59 507.52 875.82 1671.45 348L.19 5851.47 11424.78
Expendltures (Pasos)
piatribution:
rood 59.5% 58.0\ 53.7% 45.9% 36.5% 3.3 20.7%
Beverages 4.5 ¢.7 4.6 4.0 3.% 2.¢ 1.8
Tobacco 1.0 1.1 1.2 .9 .8 .1 .7
Housing 11.9 1.8 12.4 14.7 16.9 19.3 20.5
Clothing 9.6 10.6 11.7 13.5 1¢.4 14.3 1.8
Household Goods 1.0 1.8 2.5 4.2 6.3 0.2 13.3
Transportation 1.1 1.1 1.4 3.5 5.2 6.3 6.7
Fducation -4 .6 .9 1.2 1.9 2.1 1.5
Medical Services 5.4 5.1 5.) 4.7 4.2 3.3 3.7
Other Services 5.5 4.7 4.8 5.3 6.5 7.0 7.4
Other .3 .6 1.% 2.0 .8 5.8 7.9

Explanation: Not all incoms was reported by the families surveyed. Consequently, expenditures
as a percentage of income are omitted, since such a breakdown would have produced totals in
excess of 100 per cent. Note, for exampla, that the families nominally in the 0-300 peso income
bracket spent more than 300 pesos per month.

Source: Banco de Mexico. La pistribucion del Ingreso en Mexico, 1974.
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TRBLY A 22
PER CAPITA AVZRAGE EXPeXDITURES, BY FAHILY INCOME GROUP, 1768

Family Incoms Groups (Pesos/Month)

9-300 30i-600 §91-1000 1601-3000 3001--6000 €001-310900 10000+

Comparstive Per Capita
Expenditures on:

{(0-300 Group Average = 1)

Food 1.40 1.38 z.11 3.23 %,.22 7.53 10.35
Meat/Pish/Milk/Eggs 1.00 2.62 4,23 8.13 14.19 21.1) 27.96
Ceareals/Lequmes 1.00 1.14 1.5¢ i.5% 1.80 2.20 2.44
Fruits/Vegetablaes 1.006 2.37 2.18 3.90 €.73 9.17 14.13
Btarchy Roots 1.00 2.57 3.80 5.73 6.57 .40 il.o0

Clothing 1.00 1.57 2.87 6.09 12.83 22.13 §2.0%

Hcusing .00 1.¢1 2.145 5.29 12.19 24.28 51.80

Household Goods .00 .51 5.86 i3.113 53.23 120.25% 392.69

Transportation/vahicles 1.00 1.5¢4 3.20 14.78 51.15 127.8% §35.%9

Bducation 1.90 i.%3 5.4¢ 11.40 36.16 71.08 236,28

Medical Services i.00 1.3% 2.33 3.80 6.61 .12 20.43

Pur Cent of Populaticn

in Each Group

Total Population 4,340 14.56% 19.753% qi.67% 14.08% 3.32% 2.07%

Agricultural Population 8.20 20.42 27.04 30,19 4.66 -80 «60

Hon-Agricultural

Population 1.93 5.05 15,27 €3.72 15.88 5.18 2.98

Explanstion: por each product, the 4verags par capita expenditure for the lowest income group was set
®qual to 1. Hence, for exampleo, the avaraga per caplta expsnditurea for housing in the 3001-600¢ peaso/
zmonth family i{income category wava sbout 12 timas as Buch se thome within the iowest income group.

Bource: Banco de Hé;ico, La Dlntr{bucié% del ingreso en Hgéico, 1974, Tables II-1 and Iv-2.
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TABLE A 22}
WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX, CONSUMER ARTICLE3, KEXICO CITY, 19%0-1976

(1954 = 100)

Year All Consumer Articles rood Psrsona) Use Household Use
1950 73.4 70.3 79.5 80.0
1951 91.3 90.7 B7.1 31.0
1952 $6.1 97.4 31.4 89.6
1953 93.5 9¢.7 93.3 9.2
1954 100.0 106.0 100.0 100.0
1955 114.2 114.1 11¢4.0 114.1
1956 120.8 120.5 118.7 115.0
1957 126.6 127.1 122.6 119.5
1958 133.7 135.9 127.0 127.2
1959 134.7 13¢.5 128.3 131.2
1960 139.8 142.8 130.2 135.6
1961 141.1 142.9 136.3 -44.9
1962 145.6 147.) 145.5 147.0
1963 145.2 146.4 144.9 147.6
1964 151.9 155.1 145.6 146.5
1965 155.4 157.7 151.6 151.5%
1966 158.4 160.8 155.9 153.2
1967 164.4 167.8 159.7 152.9
1968 168.1 171.8 162.7 154.4
15869 172.9 176.1 167.0 155.2
1376 185.3 189.1 173.5 157.0
1971 193.9 198.2 1727.1 168.2
1972 199.9 204.0 185.3 171.9
1973 229.5 237.6 211.2 184.3
1974 283.2 293.6 246.6 231.5
1975 J15.3 330.4 280.2 258.2
1976 385.5 393.8 346.9 300.0

Source: Nacional Pinanclera, B.A., Statistics on the Moxican Fconomy, 1977.
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1950

1955

1964

19€5

197¢C

1975

Source:

195°

1988

196¢

19¢5

197C

source:

TARLY A 24
KLECTRIC ENERGY PRODUCTION, 1950-1975

Ulilliggsiéﬂlrclx) ;;535%%%%%
42 171.5%
7002 232.%
10813 309.1
17248 417.1
20608 504.9
43288 747.8

Nacional! Pinanciers Statistics or th

¢ . tistic d ¢ Mexico Econom.,
1977._ Direccion Ganeral de Estadistica. Ansecic =
Estacdistic.. ==

TABLE A 25

GASOLINE CONSUMPTION, 1950-197%

Tota.l Par Capica
Oullion Liters/Year) (Liters/Year)

2200 $5.2
s 113.8
4738 135.4
5863 141.8
8413 172.¢C
11060 181.1

Nacional Financiera. G6tatistics on the Mexican Economy,
1877, Direccion Gensral de Estadsistica. Anuario

Estadistico.



Total
(A)

Region
1 8,454
2 4,568
3 7,987
4 3,074
5 3,055
6* 98
National 27,276

.Ragion € figures should be ignored.

TABRLK A 26

KILOCHMETXRS OF ROADS, BY REGICH

~1955—

Pavad
© (B)

6,149
2,755
5,640
1,912
1,820

98

18,374

only include non-urban roads.

1 3
{A) of

72.4
6€0.1
70.6
62.2
59.6
100.0

67.4

Total
{(B) {C)

] 18,153
9,917

21,692

10,3512

11,716

51

71,882

~1970-

Paved

(D)

12,518
7,051
12,124
4,176
6,414
51

42,334

]
(D) of (C)

69.0%

54.8
100.0

58.9

% Increasse,
{C) over (A)

+113.7%
+117.1
+171.6
+236.8
+283.5
- 48.0

+163.5

They reflect an absrration in the data, since the figures

Sourcer Direccidn General de Estad{stica.

Anuario Estad{stico.




TABRLE A 27

BOUSIKG: DEMAND AND INVESTMENT, 1971-76

Demand Investment Attended Demand

Region No. of % of Million S of No. of Y of V of Regional
Houres National “Pesos NatTonal Houses 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

k) 37¢,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

S 115,438 7.9 1,622.9 4.5 13,651 4.4 11.8
433,686 29.8 15,902.6 44.3 119,9%87 Je.4 27.7

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

Bource: Instituto Nacional para el Desarrollo da la Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular.

he



75

TABLE A 28

OCCUPANTS PER DWELLING

1960 1970

Recicn I: $.45 5.54
chan 5.61 5.79
Rural 5.28 5.22
Rec:on 2 6.11 5.87
Urban 6.00 5.80
Rural 6.22 5.98
Rezicn 2 5.48 6.00
OUrbar 5.83 6.12
Razal 5.24 5.86
gion 4 5.24 5.60
Urhar 5.52 5.65
ral 5.1%8 5.57
Rezicrn & 5.4°% 5.64
Urban 5.57 5.51
Riral 5.38 .75
Recion £ 5.4C 5.72
Urba~ 5.51 5.61
Rural 3.67 6.23
National 5.47 5.75
Orbar 5.67 $.82
Rural 5.29 5.67

Source: Calculated from Dircccién General de z-tadf;tica. vIII
Censo General de Poblacidn, 1960; IX Censo Gereral de
Portiacidn, 1%570.




PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN HOUSING, 1971-1976

Total:

Distribution by Organization:

INFONAVIT

FOVISSSTE

Departamento del Distrito Pederal
BANOBRAS

INDECO

ISSSTE

Fideicomiso BANOBRAS/Ciudad L&zaro Cardenas
FOVI (direct programs)

FOVIMI ,

Direccion de Pensiones Militares
FIDEURBE

INFONAVIT
FOVISSSTE

del Estado
BANOBRAS .Banco Nacional de Obras y Servi
INDECO
FOVIMI

FIDEURBE

Fondo de la Vivienda Militar

TABLE A 29

Number of
Benefliclarles

Total Number
Investment T of
(miYITon pesos) Dwelllngs
29,667.1 212,236
56.03% 49.82%
20.47 15.79
4.87 14.22
8.29 9,21
4.29 6.46
1.18 2.16
1.25 «715
.59 .60
1.80 .41
.78 .36
.45 «32

clos Pﬁblicoa, S.A.

Fideicomiso del Desarrollo Urbano del Distrito Federal

Inctituto del Fondo Nacional de la Vivienda para los Trabajadores
Fondo de la Vivienda del Instituto de Sequridad y Servicias Soclales de los Trabajadores

1,298,924

52.49%
14.45
13.83
8.78
6.26
1.89
«73
«55
.40
.35
.21

Inatituto Nacional para el Desarrollo de la Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular 3

Source: Instituto Nacional para el Desarrollo de la Comunidad Rural y la Vivienda Popular.



PSTIMALTIT PAMILY INTOMI BY IDREIILES

o av o o p—

{per cenz)
ook 19t2 1928 1363 19LE
: 2.7 2.2 2.0 1.3
b4 3.4 2.8 2.2 2.3
123 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1
™ 4.4 3.9 3.7 4.5
v 4.8 4.5 4.6 5.9
n 5.5 5.5 5.2 7.3
kpot 7.C 6.3 6.6 8.8
i 8.6 8.6 9.9 10.2
bo 10.8 13.¢ 12.7 16.5
i 49.0 49.3 45.9 40.1

fource: Salinas Arizpe, Orel Jsvier. Analisis del Efecto del
Desarrollo Econoricc sobre la Distribucibn del lngreso
Fariiiar en Mexico, Theslis, Universidad Autonoma de Nuevo
Leor, 1574 (date for 1950, 1958, and 1%63). Banco de
Kaxico. La Distribucién del Ingrusc en Mexico, 1974

(data for 1968).




TARLE A 30
FINAL SALES PRICES RY TYPE Or HOUSING FOR MEXICO CITY ARFA

(Current Peaos per Sauare Meter)

1965 - i97¢
Type of Housing Land Included Land Excluded Land Tncluded Land Excluded
MLy 6106.90 §70.1 887.8 482.1
id°SF 717.7 650.9 891.0 769.5
14A™MP 9006.4 659.8 1260.0 778.9
(Y 1084.3 9313.7 1353.9 1098.8
(1 MF 1262.0 941.4 17655.3 1148.2
GLMY 1334.) 1123.0 1646.2 1423.6
LXWE 1826.7 1390.0 2499.0 1624.6
LXMYF 2057.8 1854.7 2534.7 2150.5
MCSP = Minimum-cost single family, least expensively built
ICSF = Low-cost single family housing of one or two storles, or two story house for two families
ILCMF = Low-cost small multi--famliiy bullding, generally with five storlesn
GSF = Good single-family house, generally with two stories and a small garden
GSMP = Good small multi-family building, generally with flve storlen
GIMF = Good large multi-family building, generally with eight storles
LXSP = Luxury single family house. generally with two stories, large garden, garage, and sarvants
LXMP = Luxury large multi-family bullding, generally with elght storles
Source: Christian Araud, "Direct and Indirect Employment Effects of Eight Representative Types

of Housing in Mexico,” In Studies on Employment in the Mexican Housing Industry.




VIII 40.2 35.1 34 .4 43.4
IX 51.0 48.7 50.1 59,9
X 100.0 100.0 1100.0 100.0

Source: Salinas Arizpe, Orel Javier. Analisis del Efecto del
Desarrollo Econdmico sobre la Distribucidn del Ingreso
Fam.liar 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).




TARLY A )

TELEPHONES BY REGION

1960 18720
Bo. of Inhabitants Bo. of Inhabitants
Telephones Per Talephone Telephones Per Telephone
Megion 1 113,551 60.6 31¢,017 30.9
Mgion 2 34,556 8c.¢ 126,723 3¢,
Region 23 78,262 156 .2 395,234 7.7
Regior ¢ 11,945 355.¢ 72,123 79.7
Megion 5 |, 24,706 164.5 119,450 $2.2
kegior 6 204,322 17.2 41,595 8.0
Kational 345,342 64.1 1,966,146¢ 26.€

Bources: GCalindo Caldercn de la Barca. - Servicis Telefdniz-
er Mexico. Direccidh General de <4 Estadlstic
iuaric Facadfstice.

TABLE A 32
PER CENT OF POPULATION LIVING IV
EDNES WIVH LXCTRICYTY, 1975

Total Rural® Orbas

Region 1 59.9 8.2 ‘81.8
Ragion 2 63.4 33 .4 82.1
Region 23 56.7 33.2 7€.3
Megion ¢ 33.8% 19.2 6).4
ion S 47.7 21,0 4.1
Regior € 9é.8 86.4 95.1
Matiocnal 59.6 28.9 81.2

* less than 2,499 Inhabjitants

Source:  Calculeted frae Tireccist Cezeral 4o Zezs2: s2ica. Y Covy-
S8 ez f¢ Pz a:z:z- 19t = —




B - S-1- P T

Jalisco .529 13

Mexico .550 17
MWchoacan .590 <4
Morelcs .524 11
puetla .628 27
Queretaroc .589 23
Tlaxcala .538 15
Reziorn 4

Lliiza .495 6
Chiapas .628 27
Querrero .664 31
Oaxaca .668 32
%ecion S

Eépeche .528 12
Quirtana Roo .519 10
tabasco .570 19
Veracruz .583 21
Yucatan .636 29
Jecion 6

Federal District .501 7

Source: World Bank.
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TABLE A 33
PER CENT OF POPULATION LIVING IN BOMES WITE

RADIOS OR TELEVISIONS, 1960-70

1960 1970
Regicn 1 37.2% 84.0%
Regicn 2 42.0 85.4
Region 3 28.0 78.4
Regiorn & 12.7 59.7
Region 5 25.7 72.9
Region 6 75.4 94.6
Kational 35.4 - 80.1

. . . /. . /..
Source: Direccion General de Estadistica. Anuario Estadistico.




C emrm e R 80
1867 6517 5448

1968 7404 5696
19639 7914 5856
1970 8546 6054
1971 8923 6052
1972 9766 €273
1973 11415 6524
1974 14450 6678
1975 17001 6728

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



TABLE A 3¢

WATER AND SEWAGE SERVICE, 1960-1970

Reglion 1 Region 2 Reqion 3 Region 4 Reqlon 5 Reqlon 6 National

A Dwellings Without Water Service:

1960 66.0 66.9 75.5 88.8 76.9 24.5 67.7
1970 34.5 40.6 44.6 64.0 52.3 4.3 39.6
Urban 17.1 25.6 23.9 36.6 3.8 4.1 19.2
Rural® 57.1 §5.5 68.4 76.5 70.3 10.4 67.1

S Dwellings Without Bewage Bervice:

1960 72.0 60.2 78.8 BB.B 78.7 26.5 70.0
1970 55.4 66.0 62.5 79.1 66.9 21.9 57.9
Urban 39.5 52.6 42.5 59.0 47.5 20.5 3%.0
Rural®* 76.2 B8. 4 85.4 88.2 85.7 51.6 84.0

* Rural = up to 2499 inhablitants.

V4
Source: Calculated from Direccion General de Poblaclon, VIII Censo General de Poblacion, 1960)
IX Censo General de Poblacidn, 1970.
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o O sie ale ot S e
Hexice
Hichoaraen
Morelos
Puerla
Queretaro
Tiaxcala
Colima
Chiapas
Guerrero
Oaxaca
Region B
Campeche
Quintana RooO
Tabasco
Veracruz
Yucatan

Region 6
Federal District

Source: World Bank.

191
628

L a4
24
16
12
22

- -
Al’

-

158
chl
30
32

23
20
13
10
25



TARLE 2 33
EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES COMPARED ®#ITH GROSS HATIONAL PRODUCT

(=iilione O! pezcon, Current prices:

Groms Total
National Xiucational
Product Expenditures
A B L BEOof A

1959 136,206 2,424 1.8
1460 154,137 3,093 2.0
1901 163,757 3,505 2.1
1962 177,%3) 4,040 2.3
1963 192,200 4,66) 2.4
1964 224,600 6,133 2.7
1965 242,700 6,889 2.8
1966 272,100 7.773 2.8
1967 301,400 8,675 2.9
1968 334,300 9,908 3.0
1969 169,715 10,940 3.0
1970 418,7C0 12,769 3.1
1971 452,200 14,134 3.1
1972 513,700 17,027 3.3

Scurce: "El gasto educativo nacional, ol desperdicio escolar vy la pir‘mide del
sistema educativo en 1970,° Cuadro 1-7,,Vol. 1: 4 {1972) and "El gasto
educativo nacional, al desperdicio economico y la pir‘mide epcolar en
1970,° Cusdro 111-8, Vol. 11):4, Revista del Centrc de Fatudios
Educativos. TorT T Lo
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TARLEK

INCOME OF EBCONOMICALLY
BY REGION AND MAJOR B

Agriculture, Livestock, Porestry,
and Fishing

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pesos/Month
1000-4999 Pesos/Month
5000+ Pesos/Month

Manufacturing, Extractive,
Construction, and Electric Power

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pasos/Month
1000-4999 Pesos/Month
5000+ Pesos/Month

Commerce, Transportation,
Servlces, and Government

Total Population (000s)
Distribution:
0-1000 Pesos/Month
1000-4999 Pesos/Month
5000+ Pesos/Month

Source: Calculated from Direccion General

Reqgqion 1

739.1
92.40

6.5
1.1

546.7
57.5%

39.2
3.3

737.1
61.5%

35.5
3.0

de Poblac



TABLE A 36

COMPOSITION OF EDUCATION EXPENDITURES,
BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL AND PRIVATF. SECTOR

1960 - 1972
{Millions of pesos, Current)
1960 1965 1970 1972
federsl Government 2,032.9 65.7% 4,618.9 67.0% 8,840.1 69.2% 12,032.5 70.7%
Btate Government 590.8 19.1% 1,195.¢0 17.4% 2,203.8 17.3% 2,099.3 17.0%
Hunicipal Government 3.5 J.on 178.0 2.6% 272.1) 2.1% Jl9.& 1.9%
and Otker
Private 376.0 12.2% 897.0 13.0% 1,453.8 11.4% 1,775.8 10.4%
3,093.2 1o00% 6,888.9 1008 12,769.8 100% 17,027.2 1004

“Zescimatca

Bource: “El1 gasto educativo nacional, ol desperdiclo escolar y_la pirfmids del sistema educativo en

1970," Vol. IX: 4 (1972); ans "El gasto educativo en Méxlca, 1972" Vol. 1V: 4.(1974), Revista

del Centxo de Estudios Educativos.
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Primar-
Amou. &
Percen. age

Secondary (Da:'c)
Amount
Percentage

Secondary (Upper)
Amount
'ercentage

'iigher Education

Amount
Percentage

Note:

Percentages do

EDUCATIONAL

1971

4,172.3
44.0%

1,498.2
15.9%

912.4
9.7%

not add to 100.

TABLE A 17

1971

(milliona of peaan)

£,731.5
40.2%

1,818.4
15.5%

1,052.1
8.95%

1,454.3
12.4%

EXPENDITURES--SECRETARY OF

1976

1,476.0
9.6%

1,702.9
I1.1%

PURLIC ENUCATION

1,512.9
19.7%

Education expenditures not

1975

12,111.0
33.2%

4,807.2
15.2%

3,514.6
11.1%

2,982.0
10.6%

investment subsidies, meeting education debts and other unspecificd programs.

Source:

secretarfa de Educacién Piblica, lgigimg_Qf_&quggﬁLwl§20—1976.

1976

15,163.9
16.3%

6,691.7
16.0%

4,360.3
10.4%

3,732.1
14.9%

ligted are for educsation

3



TABLE A 38

FEDERAL AND ETATE EXPENDITUREE ON EDUCATION, 1974

(millions of pesos)

B4

v Yedarasl § Btate
Yederal Bupport State Support tal
Aguascalientas 143.7 94 2.0 (1) 157.1
Bajs California Norte 415.6 56 328.6 a“ 744.2
Bajs Californis Bur 141.1 -- - - -
Campeche 118.9 37 0.9 13 159.7
Coahuila 433,17 2 82.8 16 $16.5
Chiapas 350. 8 - - - .
Chihuahua 452.7 66 209.4 32 662.1
Guerrero 489.9 84 93.6 16 583.5
Hidalgo J64. 0 93 26.2 7 380.2
Jalisco $46.0 61 353.9 39 899.9
Kichoacar 60).2 35 1122.0 65 1725.0
Morelos 230.0 86 1.0 14 267.0
Hayar!t 288.5 83 57.1 17 J45.6
Oaxaca 728.4 97 20.¢ ] 749.0
Pueble 435.¢ 68 209.2 32 644.7
Queretaro 152.¢6 94 10.1 6 162.7
Quintana Roo 113.1 -- .- -- -
S5an Luis Potoual 281.1 79 73.5 21 56,6
Sinaloa 312.) - .- - -
Sonora 3)4. 8 5¢ 236.0 41 570.8
Tabauco 18k, ¢ 75 61.3 25 250.2
Tamaulipas 762.% B2 158.,2 18 B60.7
lacatecas 2)9.9 B4 46.6 16 286.5
Note: Pigures for the other nine stetes are not availatie.
source: Secretar{n de EducsciSn Piblica. irforme de Labores, 1570-7¢.
TABLE A )3
FEDERAL EXPENLITURES ON BDUCATION BY LEVEL AND STATE., 1§74
Total eeeceecmeimnooo Distribution----c-e-crcmanncann
(mtilione Becondary- Gecondary-
of pescs, Presihool Primary _Basic Upper
Aquascalientes 143.7 4.2V £6.20 15,60 13.5%
Daja Callfornia Norte 415.6 2.2 47.9 18.2 11.0
Baia California Sur 141.1 5.6 1.2 -- 11.1
Campecha 138.9 1.8 52.9 19.4 11.4
Coahuila 4331 1.6 41.2 22.6€ 10.8
Chiapan 350.% 1.0 58.2 -~ --
Chihuahua 407 0.8 V6. Y 17.0 7.0
Guerrero 469.9 1.7 51.0 17.0 6.4
Hidalgo 36,0 15.0 7.6 7.8 80
Jallsco $46. ¢ 1.8 49.8 8.0 101
Michoacan 60).2 1.6 $7.8 16.8 6.7
Morelos 210.0 2.7 49.0 21.0 8.5
Nayarit - 288.5 1.% 56.2 15.) 1.2
Osxara 728.4 0.8 82.7 14.6 9.2
Puebila 415.% 1.2 57.4 11.0 5.6
Queretaro 152.¢ 1.6 52.7 14.6 9.2
Quintans Roo 113.1 2.5 35.% 20.7 15.0
Ban Luls Potosi 28).) 1.4 0.7 14.) 5.7
6inaloa J12.) 0.6 4H.8 19.7 €.)
6onoia J)t.8 0.1 40.) 2).0 -
Tabasco luB.9 0.5 40,3 21,2 ).2
Tanmaulipas 702.5 1.9 51.4 2).5 6.4
Lacatecas 219.1 1.% 61.6 - 6.8

Hote: Data are not available for the other nine atates.

Percertages do not sum to

1008 because of other sducationa)l expenditures such ae on highe: education and

varioua types of rural and adult education.

Bource: Bacretaris de BSucacion Publicas.



TABLE A 40

STATE EXPENDITURES ON EDUCATION*®

1974
gxaze Amcunt Percentace
- (mellicns of Budcet
" of
pesos)

Acuascellentes 5.8 13.¢8
z-2 Califcrnia b 328, € 52.6
Camceche 2C. € 22.9
Ccehuwla 82.€ 37.%
Chinmuahua 2C5.4 24.1
Goererrs 93.¢ 23.2
E.dzlgc 26.2 34.0
NE-DUR Setely 35¢8.6¢ 31.2
Mochoacan 112.2 30.7
Morelcs 37.0 20.3
Nayaris 57.1 3€.1
Qarace 20. € 15.2
Puer.a 209.2 36.5
Queresarc 1¢.1 16.7
Sar, Luls PCLCSL 73.5 45.4
Scncra 23¢€.C 43.0
Tabasce 6l.3 27.0
Tapzol.pas 158.2 35.1
lacatecas 4€.0 35.0

*0ata not available for Baja Californie Sur,
Dirance,
Tlaxcala, Veracruz and Yucatan.

Source: Secretaria de Educacion Public?

Colima,
Guanaiuats, Mex.cs, Nuevo Leon, Quintana Roc,

85

Rankinc

by Percent
of Budget

Chiagas,

Sinalca,


http:MI.ex.co
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TABLE A 41
STATE EXPENDITURES ON PUBLIC EDUCATION

§ OF STATE INCOME

1972

Region I

Coahuila 41.6
Chihuahua 39.8
Durango 36.7
Nuevo Leon 69.0
San Luis Potosi 51.2
Tamaulipas 35.4
Zacatecas 32.4
Region II

Baja California Necrte 56.3
Nayarit 32.3
Sinelce 358.1
Sonora 38.8
Region III

Aguascalientes 27.8
Guarajuato 37.3
Bidalge 31.4
Jalisco 42.5
Mexico 32.0
Michoacan 34.4
Morelos 15.0
Puebla 43.1
Querétaro 14.3
Tlaxcala 35.8
Region IV

Colima 28.7
Chiapas 31.6
Guerrero 37.3
Oaxaca 15.3
Region Vv

Campeche 24.7
Tabasco 38.6
Veracruz 49.4
Yucatan 37.5

Source: *p) gasto educativo en México, 1972," Revista del Centro de
Estudios Educativos, IV:4 (1974).




CRBLE A AZ
ETETR DLORMDINMGGTS AY HREGICGH
1%61 - 1971

(mtilionz «f cur:ant neason)

R Total
Py cns . Popuation,
1§63 e 1988 13171 1870
Amount N Ly Arount JE
Region 1 125.1 233 325.9 36% §81.% 39t 19
Reglon 2 13486 25% 235.% 218 1350 218 ]
Region 3 166.7 308 294.4 27% 332.7 209 26
Reglon 4 20.3 44 63.% 61 £1.5 14 11
Reglon 5 95.7 15t 174.0 16% 278.7 178 12
Total 538.4 100% 1,097.3 i00% 1,€20.9 1608 066

*Does not {nclude Feda-zl Diastrict

Bourcer anyaric Xstad{atico.

s
o



TABLE A 42

Primary Rducation

Regional Expendituraes Comparisan, 1972

Region 1
Ragion I
Region IXI®
Region IV
Region Vv

S Primary Education
Expenditures out of
Total State Rducation
Expeanditures

33.9

*Includes Fedaral District

% of Students
in Primary
Bchools

5.9
49.1

10.4

11.4

% Total
Population

19.9

8.1
$0.1
11.2

11.8

Source: “Gas gasto educativo en México, 1972.° IV:4 (19M)

Revista del Centro de Estudios Educativos and

A=

. Population by Region, 1950-1976.

88
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TABLE A 44

Primary Education

B:ate Yxpenditures per Student

1972
Primary Enrclliment rxpenditures
(005) (000

Reg:ion 1 2,025.9 516,605.6
Reg:corm I BeZ.7 264 ,73€ . ¢
Regicn IZI * 4,925.2 452,42..7
Rezsiorn IV SL,04E. 4 62,7827
Regicr W 1,14C.3 18%,7€2.9
Naticnal **

(Szate 12,025.4 1.523,2€1.2

*Inzludes the Federal Districe.

10¢C,

6C.

162,

Sctudent

4

*s Nazional federal expenditures are 6,209,54B.4; per studen:

expenditure is 6l1€.5.

R /’,
Source: “El gastc educativo en Nexicc, 1972 ° and “Ensenafiza

Preescolar y prizaria ern 1972-1973,% IV:d

{1974)

and

IV:l (1974), Revistys de. Cercrzc de Estzud:ios Educat:ives,



http:LF-naena.za
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TABLE A 45

Primary Bducation

Gtate Expenditures- 1992

Amount Percantage
(000)

Region I

Primary 516,506.6 57.5%
Total Pducatiorn 898,566.2

Oxpenditures

Region 11

Primary 264,785.3 52.1
Total Educstion 508,5¢3.2

Expenditures

Rwegion IIIe

Primery 493,431 .7 46.3
7otal Educarien 1,021,337.3

Expendaiturcs

Region 1V

Primary 62,753 .7 49.4
Totel Educatior 427,138.)

Expanditures
Region Vv

Primary 185,782.9 54.1
Total Education 342,427.3

Expenditures

®Includes Federal District

SBource: "Il gasto educativo en Mexico 1972," IV:id4 (1874)
Revista del Centrc de EFstudios Educativos.
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TARLE A 46

N

PEDERAL QOVIRMENT IDUCATIONAL DXFEVCITURES PER STUTET,

BY 5TATT

Aguasca..artes

Prizary
$econla:y, bas:ic
$eco-dary, uprer
Bace Califzrmia NoT
Prizay
Seccndar-y, tavlc
Seccriar opres
Bas Zal.fcrmle S
Prozar
Seccrnlar . rauwlc
Sezcrnla, oy ers
Seccndar tas::
fecczlar Urre:
beccnder. . teas.c
Seccrndar, . upter

ccndaTy, bas
sondary ., ugge

beccrnlary, bas:i:
Secondary, upper

‘.C(:né‘l.’}' . bas:c
Secozdary, upper

Prizary

Secondary, bas:c
.‘So:sntnry, uprer
LLSY E

Prizac-y

$eccrnéary, bas:c

Seccnlary, upper

{Coztinges;

X

L ]

AT ESUCATICNAL LXVI,

rmount

—r——
lii;;iiif

(=34 pescs

[
~3 W
(LY

A O

[ "
(V.3 w
RN .
m han (3

[l
~
o
o

o s
« .
~ 1N

245.9

[ J
-~
-~ O

240.2
46.9
29.€

272.2
48.2
4.9

Scolents

393,592
33,177
1C,464

97

282 ,85¢6°

21,697
7,085

736,922
57,07¢C
35,3¢

Sty

10,533

1,2¢e.
B P Do
4,024

1.1
2,438
4,485

€3,

624
2,258
4,56

635
2,858
3,008

852
2,162
4,173

E9
842
1,853



uLE A 46
fIDERL GOVERMMINT EOUCATIONAL EXPENDIVURES

prr STUDINT, BY STATL AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, 1974

Amount Students
(m7113Cns T
ol pesva)
rchoacan
primary 46,1 2,712
secondary, baelc 101.6 39,%19
fecondary, upper 40.7 13,116
wrelcs
prisary 112.7 138,744
secondary, basic 2.9 22,00)
gecondary., upper 689
Bayarit
Primary 162.1) 92,%)¢
secondary, basic 44.2 12,1
secondary, upper 2C.0 9,791
Oszaca
Piimary 040 N, 99
secondary ., basic 106.1 30,783
secordary, upper 6¢.9 11,19
hrils
Primary 2%0.0 a8y, 374
secondary, ' '8! 40.0 17.704
Secondary, upper 24.) 1,360
Qveretaro
Primery 80.6 101,903
Secondary, basic 19.2 .37
Secondary, upper 10.0 31,%2)
tuintans Roo
Primary 40.2 27.8%7
secondary, bamic 23.4 4,2%6
Secondary, upper 17.0 1,04)
fan Luls Potosi
Primary 171.9 260,66%
Secondary, basic 40.95 19,380
Secondary, upper 14.2 6,000
fios’on
Prisary 192.4 302,318
Secordary, baaic 61.4 21,806
Secondary, upper 19.6 1,76
Scoora Y. uep
Prisary 138.0 220,682
Secondary, basic 77.% 33,3%)
Secondary, upper 9,777
Tadasco
Primary %%.7 188,000
Becondary, basic 40.0 14,4006
bacondary, upper 6.0 ), e0”

AL A 46
PISFIAL (X VPRMMENT FDUCATIONAL FXPENDITURES

Py TULENT, O BY O STATE ANDL LDUCATINNAL LIVEL, 1974

o

Student

Pxjriviiture @it ime e
1 U.’ j-an'”:;)

2.%71

1,100 Temaulipas

Primary
feccndary,
herandatry,
Tiasrala
Yrimary 5.8 “,604
Sercndary, bamje 28,7 10,417
R IERUT KOr S TEILE] 4.2 1,891

360. 0
besic 1631

wpper 44.9

112,99)°
LA T A
14,18

€12
2,400

1,70

Y, 400

PR ls a'r an

ronaty
nén te

1,44 e

Y.a9?

203,218
13,991
4,970

Slary, bLamac

upper 16.2

R
clany

%17
1,271
17,84}

‘watt e

hecretaria 1e Fducacion Px;bllt:l

779
2,601
2.8)8

* Indicartes
1,443
4,408
1t '}u.q

[AN]
2,i00
2.1

504
2.91¢

2.%2%

596
2,32%

Sl
2,761
1,578

Per

student

g_ﬁ:__r};dxlurn

1,121
3.3)3
), 8l

977
2.7%0
4,332

692

3,260

-
%

that onlv federally eupported student dsta avallable.



TAMLE A 47

SINPLE LITERACY

1966 19¢7 19690 199 1970 1971 19723

Population ¢ 34.3%0,639 35,7¢1,404 17,094,000 33,2¢0,720 19,692,000 41,120,912 42,116,039
Years O14

and Older

Simple 29,204,096 26,662,3L1 29,)12,)48 31,911,089 )4,660,%% 37,906,300 40,307,594
Literateo .

% of Simple 73.1 74.5% 79.0 ). ¢ 87.) 91.2 9.1

Literetes to
the Population
¢ Yoare ond
Older

Bimple Literscy -~ 3.4 1%.9 26.2 )37.1 48.) 60.2

Increase otarting :
with 1266 (uexcentl o

Gources: Becretar{a de Induatria y Comarcio} fecretsrf{a de Fducacifn Piblics) and Benites Senteno
v Kaul Cabrare, Tablas shraviadas de mortalldad dn la poblacifin_ de Nfxico, 1%30. 1940,
19%0, 1960 (Exicos Y colegla 30 Mexlco, Yui 1),

*Those complating the first yasr of primary school or those who have completed the eaniivalent.


http:26,663.II

TANDLE A af

PUNCT IONAL I.ITFIIA(‘Y.

1966 1967 rteem 1969 1970 1971 1972

Population 9 30,499,816 11,%6),498 Y2 7A),000 V9,740,130 Y5 ,090.88%  36,14),9P6 47,200,338
Yeare 014
and Older

Punctional 10,%64 879 10,994 .66% 11,717,164 12,740 0%0 1),674,98]1 14,6%2,12) 1%,601,42)

Literates

S of Je.6 14 8 ¥e .y 31.7 8.9 an. 42.0
Punctional

Literates of

tha Population

9 Years & Qlder

- - . s e e ——- . Gm—— o & i o mn o ——n . 11 " %S m— ——

Punctional Literscy =~ 4.1 12.0 0.6 29.4 m.? 4.4
Incieane, starting
with 1966 (patcant)

—————n 4 — e e« A ————— b o ——— k- S | i S ol % 8Dy R 2 e e et

Bcurcest GBeacraveris de lndustria y Comercio) Secrstarfa de PAveacion PShllcnp and Panitas Lenteno
y Rall Tuorerg. Tablan_ahieviadas de morta.idad da la poblacifin de AZxico, 1930, 1940,
1950, 1960 (Maxlco: ¥l Coleaglo de Mexloo, 19d?) - : ’ -

*i1ndicates a minimum laval! of achooling that assuras ratention of arquired skille.


http:1,740l.fl

Iegloq_l-

10-39 years
40 years or

Reglor 2:

10-23 years
4C years c:

Regicr ):

10-13 years
46 years o3
Regio- d:

10-39 years
40 yemrs cr

Region %

10-337 yeare
40 years o7

Peyion €-

1G-39 years
40 years oOT

National:

10-30 yeoars
¢C years or

Note: DBased oOn

’ K
Bource: Direccion General de Estadanstics.

of e3e
older

of age
oider

of age
cide:

of age
older

of age
olders

of age
clder

of age
older

ofticial Sefinition of simple literacy.

LITERACY

TABLY A 49

RATES, BY AGE GROUP, 1970

TOTAL

92.60
15.4

8.1
€2.7

URBAN

9€.00%
8l1.1

1T Censo General de poblacion,

95

RURAL

99.6%
65.6

69.5
4.0

1970.



TABI.M A an

LITERATE FOPULATION - BIK YPARM AMD AV e,

1910 - 19710
~—19)0 - e ] 4O S 1A%0 e 1960 1970
Lit. J1lde . PR I O T8, tie, tiife . Lit. Ille. Lit. 1111¢e.
Reglion I
pop. (1,000) 1,061} 1,497 1,79 1,%142 2,829 1.1 1,94 1,917 6,037 1.9%7
Percentage 42 “e LY o (Y.} )2 72 29 20 20
Ragion 11
rop. (1,000) %7 [RY ) 510 (1 B %2/ 460 1,%50) N 2.119 538
Pearcentage () “6 %1 LR 67 1) 72 . e 79 21

Region 111
frop. (1,000) 1.541 4,016 2,172 4,16¢ 3,666 ), s %,317% 4,406 9,0%0 4,5°3

Percentage an 12 LK} 66 4.9 91 5S 45 67 )
Reqglon 1V

rop. {1,000) J)e 1,508 "7 1,72¢ $40 1.706 1,196 2,0%) 2,)1) 1,%90

P'etcentage 18 8 21 re e (X] "0 60 LY 1)
Reglon V

rop. (1,000) 529 1,162 791 1,200 1,267 1.)%2 1.09]) 1,37 3,0)% 1.49%

Fercentage " 69 40 t0 42 (1] "R @ 6?7 33
Ragion V1 (D.P.)

fop. (1,000) 102 Jed 1.11% 191 2,06A 462 ), 288 €313 4,907 707

Percentage 67 ) 14 it LI 10 ") 17 LR 1)
Total

rop. (1,000} 4,928 9,010 3,045 9.%12 11,1Mm 9.507 17,415 10,372 27,9514 10,037

Parcenteqe 3) 6! 42 1} 58 4 62 ] ] n 29

Bource! V, V1, Vi1, VIII, IX Censo General de Poblasclion,

Note: These are data based on lHexlcan dafinition of liveracy, starting at age 6.



TARLY A 5)

LITERALY

BATES OF CHANGE

1930-1972
Regice 1 Ragicrn v
N-. Lizecaze O Chance ®Ws. Literate § Chanoe
T Over Over
QOClae Dezace
193< 1,0€L 193C 528
1942 1,790 N 1940 791 50V
1950 2,885 I ) 195¢C 1,2¢” [ Y1 ¥
1%€C ), 964 N 19¢€< y.890 458
1672 €,02° N 19°¢C 3,035 6.0
Pe-.c- 1t Disszits rfelfeza.
K-, L.cezaze A Charze No. Li:teraze 8 CTrance
e Cwer
Secace De-ace
1522 3" 163°C 72
164:° P [ 31} 18¢° 1,228 £51
19¢:C $.° [ A} 1958 2.0€¢ [ A}
19¢T PP B 621V 1%¢€2 3,288 LR |
16°C d...8 (33 ) 1%75 4,957 45\
Rez. 3 I3
Tozal
K-. L:%ecraze A lha-ce
Cver No. Lizeraze § Tha-ce
Decaze Cver
Decacze
1938 1,840
19472 d.1%: [P ) 1938 4,828
1952 ), 6¢¢ [ ) 1940 6.,84% 5:t
1900 LY b 471 1952 1,777 Tt
1s ¢ 292 9% 196< 7,418 488
197¢ 27,5.4 SES
Regisn IV
Bs. Licerate 8 Change
o 0034
Desaze
193C 336
194C 4€° LAY
1957 9€C 135y
196C 1,396 e
1970 4.32) (11}
Source: V-1X Censo General ds rsoblacion.
Mote: These are dats based on Mexizzn definition of literacy, starting

at age 1.




TARIE A 3]

STUDDT BNWILuIVT T PUBLIC BCROCLE’

1971 - 1974
e
107 -"2 190 - 1877 19740 1973-7¢
9.00¢ 2 I K E Y L I 10.3:2.2 12.71Y.2
[ B} 3. ] ) | ey ] } .18
Beconlary (Bas
ot % ¢ %4 3 1.120 4 .30 1 1,428
Paice-ia;e [ IS R} [ B} $.a 3t mten
4. 2 2%y b R RO [ P LA |
i.s PR 2 N SPA ) )
Bigrer Z2.:8%.:0"
Ame .o e @ )it s 1Y) ¢ $is.) 17,4
Pezcarza-e et I.n PO 1) 3. 3.5
OR3zl it atrcilPent it private 8l
bcte Pezze-tajes 2 -t aff te LTI tecs.ss <! tme eaziosicr Cf pre-sshoc, a~? varicus
tez*-.ce. T.oBt.te e . .
[ S8 -3 I 2¢ Li.caczizs P2itza izfirme ¢ ladcres, 197-19°¢

SosT=2ary (Basic

Polaral s.882 b} . (34}

Btate a-? (1Y} it 62 P4 )
stos H ]

Privace d.:23? 820 3.t @n

Totel 4,132 PR3 } §.°3" P54

Bocy 2o (Trper

Pedes. . [$] 1% 14l P34 )

Qtate ar? N s 17 259
Murgscac.s

Private mn: [ 33 Y [ $54 sS4

fotasl 6)¢ 1e2 e,23? P24}

®rce: Secretar{e e Bducaciés Pudlics. Infcrme @e labores 1976-7€.




7KL A 34

SECOMTANY RTOCATION ENACLILKDNT

1975-71

1975-7¢

Pmter 1 Brude-t- RBxSer
$ecczlar 1Basic o7 Fea:-c- N
Sz Tencs St 2s¥emzs
Poders. 628,207 L 1y 1,223,335

S2a20 106,98

Provete b P4

b T e 32,30

ozl e

Peldars. 63.,.)

$az¢ arl 12V.8%¢
Astsnomc o8

*sal bl A B3
Curte pe:cezazis 3¢ RS

[} 3 7

‘ 0" P

1¢

13

.
-~

»
>
o

ZI DY

TART 3 83
ZUITL

Lrentit Mte
ade © . 2330

Crdas

Rursl 1

1,120,

1,293,

source: Secretar{s s Rducactils Pidlics. j4 gdusecior padlice g

néxico 1964-197C.

tered o

mtersd Grade i,

3965

e
-e

11

Cuwadro X 1).

294,045

49 .5:¢

PSS

1,888,282

%2

2

"
.

~
o™

S¢ LAl

‘_“:-'(

NV SraZustel Srele (.

¢ Gradaate? Gradle

San

1ol

99
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TABLE A S§
PRIRARY RDUCATION

Dropout Rate by Regicn, Urban and Rural,

1965 - 197}
—_— Urban fural
Erntared grade |, Greduated jrade 6. Entered grade 1, Craduastes, grade ¢,

FTH Iy, (14 19°1

) oo [ w .
Regicn ! 203102 127,620 6 308 92 32,646 1% €y
Reglcr 1! 91,388 S0 .69 64.30 #C.00¢C 16.9%2 18.9%
Regtor 11! 136,452 195,232 500 466,120 62,90 13.5%
Reglor IV 66, 4CC 41.39%¢ 62.% 223,922 18,568 .20
Rejicr v ISR 87,240 5¢.60 195,822 18,06 .
Peleza. Tietziz 28..208 s 607 e
Mociccal 1.0¢2.328 [ X PER4 €z Uy 1,184 008 180,472 12. %
Scurze:  "la alfatetizazif: 238 & primaris er Wixzico er 1971.° Novis:a de! Cartr: Jde

Estsfice Bl.zacivme Vol II!.1 119°);, Cuadrc Ill-9, p. 161,

ThRL?Z A 7

BOCm I TAZLY ATTIVE POPCLATION DY EDUTATIONAL LEVEL AN BY BRITLE. 197C

Tozal Mithooe PED 4-¢€ W.tr Posiprimary
Iretructyic- Yeare Years RE.c8%y- -
[ [ 3 te
Mriculture/livesicc:s 10t.¢3 4) .60 35. 18 15,20 2.1 | PR}
Petrolews Mirtrg - 12t.¢ 14.2 F ¥ A A 9 3.2 8.2
Rlectrtcit,
Induecry 1c2.¢ 1¢.2 PR 41.4 10 ¢ 3 s
Constructior 1c2 ¢ 1.t 3t 5 AN $.¢ 55.4
Commezce 122.¢ e 0 3., 42 9 18.7 .
Servicer | P i... M2 27 4 3¢.)
Transportazicr 1l.¢ 10 2¢.7 7 @ 1€.° L)
Coverrmert 102 .: 8¢ 1€.7 [ 4 Je 2t )
Unspecitied feciczy 1¢C © 3L.2 19 ¢ 9.9 12 9.9
All Bectcrs 102.¢Cy 27,1 320 /N 1.4 FRESY
Total Perscrne (0CCe 12,995 ). 80 J.0%e 3.7 i,1¢) 7,418

Source: Victor L. Urquidl. “Briles y Explasidn Densgrifice,® Dn.-oguffa - BcunSmla 842 (1974),
P- 149 (based upon origiral cersus data from 19/C).
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TAKE A 38

BOGER OF DOCTORE, INEABITANTS PE® DOCTOUR, 1970

tor Bo. of Inhabitarnts S of ALl § of All
Doctors Per Doctor Pocicrs Populisticr
1 3162 1778 15.¢C 18.7
2 P99 14 19¢? 6.C 8.,
) 9225 2104 2.C 3t.9
4 1373 3858 4.0 le.3
- 2134 PR 8.2 PO |
[ 14492 4 4).0 14.)
Mexic:e ML 1434 108.6 10¢.¢

Source  Secrezaris de Saliicide? y As:stencis . Azlas de Saioc
Ae 18 ke z..7a Mex.cama  Mex.c: SSA. L3,
CTre--.2: wareza. 3¢ .o Latalfetice . Ancac:c

TARLE A %9

WEDICAL PRRASONNEL BY INSTITUTION, 197C

Instituticr General Tozal
Practicticrers Specl Docters
Yrrtae. 9,794 14,708 1,452 4,143 3C, 3¢
IT-R A S AL NN
Prical- 1. 3L 8y 7.91¢ 17.79 25.%40©
Mextica. Iner . (u:ie f 37.2¢ 19.82 ). 1).2: 24.52
BoTle. becuri.,
Secretary of bealtt 15.92 11.94 1.)) 45.64 18,30
end Assjistance
Instituta of Socis!l 17.83 8.09 16.2) $.3¢ 11.2¢0
Services and Security
for Lrployees of the
Government
Department of the 2.14 3.92 2.42 1.99% 2.91
Federal Diletrice
becretery of batliorne!l ). 1.5¢C S 6) 0.99% a.41
Lefense
PEINER 2.95% 1.94 2.5 2.1% 2.4C
Rezlican Matiors! Rallrosls 2.00 .23 1.4 0.9%¢ 1.4%
Secretary cf the Matine c.9% 0.3? 1.5¢4 R Y | o.M
Naricnasl Indlian lnstitute c.27 - - -—-- ¢.C5
Others 3.5¢ 10.8¢ .84 12.5¢% 8.49

Rxplanation: Perce:tages sus to 10008 going dowr..

Bource: ‘.'Cl'.lll'l,l de Sslubridad y Aslataencia. Atlas de Salul de la Repulblica Mealcans.
Mexico:r B&A, 137).




TALY A 80

PR LYMITE JAFY EXFLUITURELS, 19T

of! Ya.ezal Fufie Bsa.c*

Yxren

16

2 eye
R

es

288572 i1.c

3 mAay 3.)

Other YaZeral Ajencies 3.¢

TESITE » Irnacitoci de 597 .5i2x2 v Samv.Ties BOTMkL0 fe

POMTI e Pert.ent MeI.cRIIS

ource: 1971 Bduiljger.

lcs
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TARLZ A €]

TEX PRIRCIPAL CADSES OF MORBIDITY, 197}

So. Caurse Mo. of Cases Raze®
1 Castro-IEnteritis 108,946 373.9
2 Infloenza and Pneumonia 65,068 138.8
3 Parasitosis 82,004 103.0
4 Dysentery $1.77¢ 102.5
L Malacia 47,585¢ 94.1
] Measles 35 ,4CC 70.1
7 Whooping Couzh 29,772 59.0
s Equine Encepralitis of Venezuels 4),39¢E 46.)
’ Tuberculcsis (A1l rorms. 16,87¢€ 32.3
10 Chicken Pox 16,57¢C 32.8
Other Illnesses 94,723 187.5

® Per 10C,00C Inhatitants

Source: Secretaris de Salubridad Y Asis:enciy. Estadisticas Vizales
Derograficas v de Recursos ern la Republica Mexicana, 19€5-
1973, mexaco: BSA, 1573, p. 11.




TARLE A &2

TEN PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INPANT MORTALITY, 1972

Ro. Cause of Death Bo. of Neaths Rate®
by Influansa end Pneumonia 35,330 15.9%
b Enteritis and other Disesases 35,154 15.2
3 Perinatal Mortality 25,147 10.9
4 Acute Respiratory Infections 6,008 2.6
3 Septicemia 2,615 1.1
¢ Measles 2,527 1.1
7 Avitaminosis and other 2,321 1.0
Rutritional Daficlencies

[ Beart Diseasa 1,773 0.0
] whooying Cough 1,609 0.7
.C Aronchitis, Pmphysema, and Asthma 1,%%7 0.?

All Causes 142,964 62.0

¢ per 1000 Registered Live Rirths

Source: Gecretar{a de Sslubiidad y Rsststencis. Plan Nacional de
Salud, 1974-76, 1977-83, Volumen 11: Desaiicilo. Meéxico:

SSh, 1574, p. 53



TARLE A &)
IMPANT RONTALITY RATR, 1939-197}

(Dmaths of Chlldren Under One Yesr Per 1000 Birthe)

Reglon } Ragion 2 Region 3 Reglon ¢ Reglon 3 Megion 6 Nationsl
1939 66.02 64.31 .92 6¢.21 3.4 13.27 74.40
1960 68.02 60.90 $1.99 66.93 34.7) as.rs 14.19
1961 47.9) $9.42 8.5 39.67 Si.e 0).1) 70.2)
1942 6).9¢ Sh.7¢ 0.6) 38.2% %0.77 60.66 69.93
19¢) 30.93 3¢.9) 19.902 39.2¢ 3).49 79.9) 69.32
1964 $9.7) $¢.9% 73.%% 3S).8) 30.61) s &) 4. 07
1963 3).61 30.)4¢ 71.%2 3.1 .03 ir. 19 60.7¢
1966 $9.64 36.02 72.51 1.7 7.2 $8.29 62.07
1947 37.00 3). 14 74,50 9.1 %. ¢ 73.08 6).20
1960 3¢.00 9.2 76 06 37.9%9 31.7¢ 69.0% 6¢.2)
1969 0. 07 3).61 17.82 3).01 33.¢) 76.78 6 72
1970 62.6) 31.10 84 28 %3. 27 %¢.22 74.72 60.4¢
i 37.3%) av.99 7).88 "n.n s1.% 13.21 6).11

#oter PFigures for Region 4 and possibly for Reglion 3 are suopect, rlvon their comspe:stive prrfore-
ence with reepeot to aother indloetnrs sunh ss seveye syutes svallabhliliity, food consumption patterns,
ond Incuemma, These lover figuiees may e due merely to & fallute to geport al) deaths, especinally
where smdical facilities and doctors are scetrce.

Source: Dilreccidn Ganeral ae zataafotics. 'A.‘guorlg‘_n_t.ngfo_‘!j_u_r_.

G0t






WUTRITIONNL STATUS OF PAS-SCEOOL POPULATION

I¥ RURAL ARKAS BY GEUGRAPRIC SOME

Borth Centiel oulf South
mormalt
(Body Welght 90-100¢4 of Wormal) 30. 40 3%.18 27.9% 19.60
Melnutrition 1
(80dy Weight 10-34% Below Normal) 30.4 42.7 44.] 4.3
Malnutrition 11
{Body Welght 23-39% Below Burmal) 10.9 30.0 2.9 3o0.0
Malnutrition 113
(s0dy welght (08¢ Below WMirwsl) G.4 4.2 3.9 3.4

Mota: Geographlioc sones do ot oorrsspond to tegione uwedd elosevhere in thies report.

m Y fogt heast

Source: Carlos Peres Midalgo, Adolfo  haves, y Meriirds Radrigsl. *ascopiiacibn sobre Consumo de
Wutrientes en Dl"ouzto. tonas de México, li Coneum) calérico-Proteicu.® Archivos Latino-

americance de Wutricibn
blnstTon of appioalmately 100 studies wndertalsn priovr to 1970.

Southeassy

Lt

n 3014 {December 1910), pp. J61-101. Plguies are besed upun 8 com-



TARLE A 67

CONTFIBUTIOK OF MALNTTRITIOS TC CEILDBOCD MRTILITY,

PAN ANCFIIAN EEALTE ORGANILATIR £TLTY OF XMONTIRITY,

As8cziate Zalae 4E

Priza— <o Asscciacel Caise 52

Pe:r “e-< 2f Zeastrs cf Childrer Unles FPive
Yeacs cf Aze 4r Wxizh Malnueritisr Was

A- Assc-.aze? Ca.se:

Meas.es 740
Diarzlies 7C
Otle: Infective cr Parasitic Cause Y
Resz.zazcTy Cause 51

Other Cause pL |

Soucce: Alas Becg, The Butrisicn Factcr, 1972,

105
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TARLL A o
BATIONAL POOD BALARCE SMIIT, 1964-197¢
rax Eaptta)
Calcries )r:::fn~ lnxlgésggétoxn-

1964 24%4.9 7.4 4.4
1968 4539.2 1.7 5.9
19€e 2684.¢ 84.2 26.)
19¢7 2s8:s. ¥ 8c.$ 2s.9
1968 2%76.9 .. 25.7
196§ 260¢€.2 9.6 25.7
197¢C 2069.5 Bl.¢ 25.3
1972 260€.4 sc.$ 26.5
1972 i582.) 8.7 3€.4
1$7) 26:°.2 3s.1 26.2
1574 2€.5.1 8.« 3E.7
1$7¢ 2€5°.¢ 8.2 26.5
197¢ 25.9.¢ 75.13 26.)

b - o ad .
gource: Juas Raz:re: Berzaniez. :;;:-.shcﬁ-.p¢-.o- Saxs.,
Ioszizuto Kac:ccoal de Motricics, 197G,

TAELE A 8O

ASRITULTURAL IWZICATCRS - BRRAFIOWS 23 RESI0W

(6*are c! Baticra. Toa2.-

Mejicr 1 hogloe 3 Regics ) hzic~ 4 Rogior § Regios 6

Ciltivatel Larnl (froppel
Anrwally ot or & BicIt
Rotatioasl Cyclel: 26,278 14.)3%s 6. 400 1.4l .90 <148

1rziqates Land (Cycrpel
Arroally o ¢ & BNt
Rotstic~al Cycie.: 30.¢6 30.2% 30.6¢ 3.3¢ 1.4 .es

Popuistios Ecorntwmically
Active in Agric.licrel
end Liveatoch Productior 16.99 71.09 39.82 10.9]) 13.%8 .04

veive of Bales of Mgri-
cvultural amd Livestoch

Prodaucte 36.48 221.01 27.91 9.1 13.99 3.40
Esplanstions: Per cunte o83 wp to 1008 going scross.

o~
soutce: Calculeted fram Direccior Ganersl de Estasfetica. V Censoce ricole-Canssero Bitdal,
197C, Table. 2 amd J1; 1Z Censo Censral de Poblecion, Table W = X



http:Aquic-It.Zo
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TASLS A 70

DISTINS.® I1On OF IRAIGATEC LANT, BY TYYPE OF YDLUARL, 1960-89

Pe: Cer: of All Lan? Per Cony of larizsted Lans
Private lar? 38.)360 49.50
Bcllings larger thar $ Neltazes 3.7 471.1)
Ncldir3s § Boctares O Smaller 3.9 3.4%
61.464 80.42

Poidal La-?

mote: Inciudes lar? cropped anrusily or withir short 1o%8%ioral cycles

- -
Bource liresciir Ce~eral de Bswadistica V Ce-e3s R37iccla—Canslerc y RS:del. 1972¢C.
Taz.e o
TARLE A I
PO CENT J7 LAND IRALIGATEE . BY TYPI P TN }I
———— Private Lani, by 6ite C: Bolling

Resl.c Al. la-? lerger thar ¢ Rec%szes S Be::aves =7 Sma.ler B414s] Lar?
1 .30 sb.dén 25.%0 16.020
2 a2 0oLt $5.3L 3.1
) i¢.%0 15.%t 13.9° 16.7%
4 4.2 6.1¢ [ 38 P )
) 3.2 ¢.50 1.9 .09
¢ 7.6 19.1° 6.43 1.18
Bational 19%.3% 6.Ct 13.11 1%.78

Eaglaratics: Piguies refleczt. withir eact regior and teruIw categsry. the par cert of tre
tetal te°2 which was irrizacel. Meitler oclumss rir rows 8F tc 1IZV. The figures refar
te land whict 18 croppes anmwally ©r withir ahcri rotstlorsl o clies.

7z
So.rce. Calcuiate? frum Cireccicr Tarsrsl Ge Estsfistica. V Cerscs Agriccle-Gansider: y

Br1éal, 1972, Tar.s 3.



http:Teti-.re

-as A n LR

WRBCEAX]LATION OF AGRICULYURE

SYpe of Tenure Megion 1 Begicn 2 Bejion ) Beqion & Reglom 3 Phogion § Gatioeal

Private. larger thar $

:‘A.::::l Power 3C. 2 7.8% $1.0v 4.0 60.9% “"w.n 42.9%
Mactarlsel e).3 1., 3.3 11.6 0. . 34.) 33.0
Rizel 26. 4 16.8 35.0 3.6 32.¢ 36.9% 3.7

Private. 5 Beltares
arl smaller:

Arinal Powe: 7.0 55.10 YR R TN ;:g\ l:.:l 9.0
thactued 12.4 .3 ' R . . .
s " 8.3 16.6 0. 16.4 3.4 6.1 ”.¢

: 1. 60 3.0 70.7 W 75.9 2.11 T

ot 12.7 $2.¢ 1.1 3.4 12.¢ 22.) 1.2

) 1.t 14.3 3.3 *.1 1.4 1.4

< L where
.8t105: WIthis each gegicr and tenure type. pearcuntsjes [Y-F.} of to 1008 (excep

55:;:» ree.lts othervise! vr..s. for azamzie, 12.7% of the e3idal land ir lo;!o: 1 employesd
.o:.‘.l.'\l:n‘.lc:.. weile 70.68 smplcyel arimal power, end #.74 empicyel mizes agriculture.

go.rce m:o:*:lo’.- Cereza. de uu.A.:'nic.. V Ce=85e Agricola-Garsderc y Biiéal, 197¢, Tedle 27.

TARLE 2 1)

AVAILABSILITY OP TRATTCAL . 19¢5

‘Rumber per 1000 Beclares Culiivatel:

Begior. ALl Lar! Larger ths- $ Be-zares 5 Nectares or Smaller Bjidal lLars

1 8. Cl 13.1% 11.¢¢ 3.7
] 1.9 12.1) 22.5%¢ 4.5¢
b 3.0 6.0 4.7 2.00
4 1.8 3.0 1.3 .80
3 3.12 .93 J.%C 1.3
[ 6.7 13.1¢ 9.0% .30
Bational 3.1¢6 .9 6.0 3.47

Sousrce: Direccion Censral ée lltodrulcm ¥ Censos Aqrrcoh-caucuo
y Eidsl, 1370, Tadles 2 amé 28.
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T A N

DENS:TY OF ASRICTLTURAL POPLLATION, BY RESION

{Populstior fconom:cally Active per 100C Cultivatel Bec-tares:

Ragicr 173.2
Region 2 145.6
Regicn ) Jid. ¢4
hes:cn o 3.0
Regicn S §24.5
Mgicz 6 1,6:7.1}
Bazicmal 272.1
Eces Culz:vaze? lan2 L5 definel a8 Trhaz cTosoeld annvally o
wiiliz sk~TT ITetilraL CYI.es The aberraticn LAn Resico £
(Fedesa. CT:s27:2% 28 20e t: i1%s Deins aloose waslly an urien
rejzicrn
I d s -
Scurce Derived froo Tireccich Gereral de IscaZisiica. YV CJenscs
- .. - - T ——
Tis ntiess v 2 19 Tatie 2: IX Cens: Gererta. Ze
& b

TARLE A 78

AVERAZE 8188 OF FAIN LANOECLDINGS

1940-197¢

(bectares!
Farns 1%4°2 1982 1%6¢
S Bectares of lees 1.2¢4 1.3¢6 1.40
Over 5 Bectares Jac.ae 291.9%2 250.4C
| 3311 197¢.20 2212.4% 3379.81

178.91

3070.6¢

Source: Derived from FPigures of the I3, 111, IV and V Censo Agricols Cansdero y Ei1dsl, Mexicu.
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TAMLE A V6

YIELD OF CPOPS BY TYPR OF YEWURE, 19(9-¢€9

(Toas per Barvested Bectare)

Crop All Lan2 Larqer Thar 5 Sectarces S Bectares or Sasller Biide} land
Alfalts 37.1¢ 27.40 2¢.18 36.92
Sesrns .78 .7 .69 [
Corr .9) .96 .09 .9
Cottor 3.02 2.¢2 1.7% 2.02
Giair Borghus 2.11 2.2¢ 1.92 2.00
Poratoes 6.9 8.3 5.%7 3.4¢
Rice 2.2 2.51 2.9¢ a.n
Soyvears 1.6 1.7¢ 1.9 1.68
Tosatoes 17.61 as.1? .24 | I 3
Wheat 2.5¢ 1.1 1.3¢ 2.2)

gource: Direcciér General de uua(uac.. V Censos ﬂ/scch-t:ar.udcre; 2y1dal, 192C, Tadle 9.

TARLE A 77

WALUT OFf AGRITULTURAL BALES PPP BARVESTEC ARZA. 1968-¢%
(Pesca/llectare!

------- ~--Prisate Lanid, by S1se of Bcléing-— - ~--=--

Regton All LanZ faiqger thar 5 Bectares S Mectarer or Smaller 2ii1da) Land

1 1.649 1.81) 1,988 1,47¢C

2 2,664 3,107 2,114 2,260

) 1,408 1.8)¢ 1,416 1,301

L} 2,940 2,420 1,092 1,309

- 2.1 3,842 3,38¢ 1,067

[ 3 1,907 2,090 1,946 (] 14
Sastionsl 1,012 2,20 1,%)0 1,547

Bote: Does mot include ssles of livestock or animal prodacts. Bectares caltivated during
SOtr the wintsr and spring-sumeesr @rowing esssons are counted twice.

Soutce: Ditaccion General 63 loudl'ouu. ¥ Oensos Agrfeoh-caudorol l,ld.l, 1970,
Tables 10 ond J1l.




Bz A M

VALUT OF ACRSCTLYTRI MIT LIVESTOCE
SALIS YT SUTESULLY ASTITE FOFTLASIE, 1603

(pascs per c3pita’

Mrgics & $.622
Mzior 3 13,008
Aagioc ) 4,848
heglor 4 3.3)
Mezice § 5.99.
agioe € ic.0%4¢
Paticral $,3¢)

’ -~ -
source: Diseccior Ganera. de Bestaf.siica. ¥V Canscs Acricclia-
1972, Tatae 3i. 1% Cezs:c Lsnera.
., Table )8.
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TARLE A 79
PRODUCER-RECEIVED AGRICULTURAL PRICEA COMPARED TU GEWERAL PRICE INDEXES

Seans Cotra fwger Cane Wheat Cnffes Cotton Wholesale Price Imndex® Cost of Pood Index

1930 .1 7.1 5.0 71.6 37.1 0.9 72.3 0.9
1951 1.2 0.1 8.9 96.0 39.6 70.9 .9 90.0
19352 0).1 92.1 20 9 9.9 61.) 79.1 3.2 99.3
1%%) 06.7 vé.9 .y 9.7 9.1 70.8 1.4 3.2
195¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 l1o0C.0 100.0 240.0
1933 11%.% 102.1 109.1 l10l1.9 106.) 97.¢ 11)3.¢ 110.0
1956 12%.) 12).3 118.2 08,6 110.9 96.4 110.9 122.9
1287 140.0 1)%.9 142 .4 10).0 179.4 5.9 12¢.0 129.)
1958 14).¢ 1311.7 142.4 110.4 132.2 1.) 129.% 142.9
1939 148.2 1)8.0 1€%.3 112.) 1217 90.3 1)1.0 147.

1%¢, 1%0.0 1416 140,83 111.1 116.7 1.4 1)7.% 131.7
1981 1732 143 .4 1¢0.6 116 .8 121.9 92.1 130.0 157.1
1%62 3e8%.1 149.0 172.7 114.3 117.) 4.7 141.) 137.2
19¢) 19%0.2 102.9 170.0 117.2 12).1 3.) 142.1 15¢.¢
156¢ 19).9 10).3 1079 119.0 11).9 9.1 148.1 16).8
1968 195.0 196.2 190.9 120.9 121.% 6.6 13%0.9 166.9
12¢¢ 201.) 170.) 190.9 112.9 122.¢ 9.7 1%2.0 172.8
1967 192.2 102.9 197.0 100.7 116.0 2%.) 197.2 1772
1960 197.9% 101.4 200.0 109.7 116.9 96.) 140.2 i02.8
19¢9 202.2 173.6 20)3.0 100.7 1257 2.9 16¢.) 105.3
1970 207.¢ 115.7 20¢.1 107.0 144.7 99.) 174.1 192.1
1971 220.0 174.¢ 242.4 110.2 129.9 11).0 100.6 302.4
19712 229.2 175.1 2%91.9 109.1 1)0.% 126.2 105.7 206.7
1373 3)6.1} 21%.3 1.8 114.0 143.¢ 310.) 214.9 233.4
1974 629.4 294 100.0 172.1 110,79 170.1 26).2 29)3.4
197% €4%5.) 399.2 eN.¢ 211.4 178.1 1590.9 290.9 3.4

*Hational Consumar Price Indes f» mot available prior to 1948,

Souroce: WNacicnal Pinanclera, 8§.A. BStatistice on the Nexican Roonowy, 1977.




TAKLE A 80
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MCRICULTURE, LIVESTOCK, POREZSTRY, ANT PISHING SECTORS:

NEDIAN MONTHLY INCOME OF ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPCTLATION, 1865

Monthly Mel:ar lncoze Rar.x
pagiorn 3 306.3.
w“."u.. ,,lo!-— 13
Chihuahnua 399.5¢C 10
purango 292.29 19
mevo lecn 351.3 11
gar Luis Pctos: 212.2% 27
Tazaclipas 413.73 9
Sacatecas 232.84 24
Recion 2 632.79
sa Ca..fcrnia Ncrte 5. 1
Basa Califcrmia Sur 752.9¢ 3
Bavesit $3C.9¢ 6
Sinalcea 6.4.4° -
Boncra 75%2.9¢ 2
Res.cr ) 26%.9°¢
Kg.ascaltezzes T 5E 14
Guara‘uazc 255.12 22
R:daligc 194.11 29
Jalisco 422.24 [}
Nex: oo 253.93 23
Mchcaza 291.67 20
Ncre.os 36..6¢€ 12
Puetla 196.6¢ 28
Querezars 229.5%2 25
Tlaxcsla 263.01 21
cion 4 188.02
lixa LI 7
Chiagpas 214,258 26
Guerrerc 171.13% k)8
Oaxaca 159.41 32
Regior 8 296.74
CTanpacte T 15
Quintana Roo 332.04 16
Tatasce 307.67 17
Veracruz 292.5¢ 18
Yucstan 188.63 30
Regiorn 6 631.5%6
Rational 278.98%

Source: Direccidr General de Estadistica.
Poplaciér., 1970.

IX Censoc General de













Infant Mortaliy Rate:
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Fmmmtte B
Lomposite ra
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the rate.

-f the three 1ngexes.




1950

LIPR SXPECTANCY INFANT MORTALITY
Years Index Rate
Quintana Roo 2.9
Guarrero 5.4
Campeche 50.)
Binaloa %9.2
Tabasca $9.12
Veracrus $9.5%
Nuevo Leon 62.5
Tamaullpas 61.0
Nayarit 69.6
Durango 71.0
Moreloa 71.7
Paja Californle Bur 73).2
Hichoacan 73.)
Bonoras 74.4
fian Luie Potusli 715.4
Baja California Norte 70.0
Chiapas 78.7
Querestaco 60.6
Yucatan 8). 0
Coshuilla 04.5
Sacateacas %0.7
Hidalgo 9.7
Oaxaca 94¢.)
Collma 96.2
Aguascallentss 103.5
Jalisco 10).9
Chihuahua 10).0
Distcito Fedaral 107.7
Guang juato 109.0
Puabla 113.6
Tlaxcala 114.7
Mexlco 1)6.6

wot available for 13 yeers and sbove) only availalhle for & and above.

80.
117.
11.2
76.0
76.0
76.6
75.)
715.1
1.1
1.5
0.9
70. 4
70.4
9.9
69.9%
68.1
68.0
67.1
66.1
695.4
62.6
61.2
61.0
60.1
57.1
56.1
56.7
54.9
54.5%
52.2
47.)
46. 4

.
LITERACY RATE -

POL1

Index
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where:

56
F

56
Y

58
y

P

58

y
n

58

56
fn

58
fyp
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56 58 58 58 58 58 58 58
1) f F y + f F y = fF y
fpp p fn n
58 56 58
S8 58 58 = f F y
2) f Fy ypP
fp p 68 68
66 68 68 = F oy
68 68 68  + f F oy
3) f F fn n
fop b
68 68 68
68 68 68 = fF oy
4) f F y yp
fp p

total numoer of families in 1955

mean 1nctome

mean 1ncome

mean income

fraction of

fiaction of

fraction of

of all famlies 1n 1958

of poor families (below 300 constant pesos in 1958)

of nonpoor families {abcve 3(C0 constant pesos in 1958)

families who were poor in 1956

fanilies who were nonpocr in 1958

income that went to poor families in 1958

etc. for 1968



¢ F are unnecessary to the solving of the equatior

The two values o
since thes cancel out froT Hoth spaes ¢ il tour equatlons. 5 ihe Six
values o7 7, T3l Tarle 11, Ine svalues of y Sooane v ooy,
whicoh co~e 7o tme 0O are L,one a0 Jael b respectIive iy, 1§
CONSTart .9us Lesnf.  IUE unannats TODe Salves 'or, *Ter are aun o, Yo,
and yor. ; i

Yiyells, 'Oor oT5li.. DTt oL, ans tren aotes the
relatl.e ITCeTT o mllryn T el nuerses that the ~ens
1nco=e 2F tme poor M3s Sroe” Tt ;5 om iy Jbopercect for the
nanso3r. s fanZing suLoestld S oot Denet 1t QuTing
the 19zl 5% tre o wenge [0 0o ITOT T PLON, LT, T o

It 5%ars : LY tme SoTaes Satn o tor Mewisoo are 1oOw Delieves,
tne oo 17 CoLTN T Taee Cml st wpTEee, It v gLars SNUett D21l
Incjcate tmat Mea3Iro's LICIT seeT D s FFferps g = nercent real aecline
15 TesisT 1TISoTe, mmile T Ch.E 1TITLNes U. o roopercent,

5= 5
: T = G DU . z 220025

58 68
6} y = 1189.19 y = 2180.25

n n = .B65







TABLE 1. MONTHLY INCOME PER FAMILY, 1958 AND 1968

Monthly Income Percentage Percentage Monthly Income Percentage Percentage
per Family of of per Family of of
(1958 pesos) Famjilies 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 12,136 13.60 6000-10000 3.37 12.78
1000-2000 14.03 23.48 10000+ 2.06 17.11
2000+
2
O
Source: (1958) Nevarrate, Ifigepnia M. de. "La distribucion del ingreso en Mexicot

tendencias y perspectivas,” in Ibarra, David et. al. El perfil de Mexicc
en 1980, Vol. 1 (Mexico: Siglo Veintiuno Editores, S.A.), 1970, p. 64.
Thls material comes from Secretaria de Industria y Comercio, Departamento

de Muestreo.
(1968) Banco de Mexicoe. La distribucion del ingreso en Mexico (Mexico:

Fondo de Cultura Economica), 1974, Cuadro TI-1.




TABLE 11. MONTHLY INCOME PER FAMILY, 1958 AND 1968, COMPARABLE INCOME BRACKETS

Monthly Income % of Familles Cumulative % of Families
_in 1968 Pesos 1958 1968 1958 1968
0-300 8.88 5.37 B8.88 5.37
300-600 28.89 15.42 37.77 20.79
600-1000 26.00 19.97 €3.77 40.76
1000-3000 40.79 81.55
3000-6000 13.02 94.57
36.2) 100.00
6000-10000 1.137 97.94
10000+ 2.06 100.00

gource: Derived from Table I.

0ftL
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GROWTH

PER CENT OP INCOME

FIGURE A.
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GROWTH IN INCOME BY EFFECT, MEXICO AND BRAZIL

[ 4

L 2

9

L

300 pesos 600 pesos  )000 pesos 2100 NCY

-Mexico-- -Brazil-
=DEFINED POVERTY LINE-—

Source: (Mexico) Derived from Tables 2 and 3.

(Brazil) Fields, Gary S. “Who Benefits from Eco-
romic Development?--A Reexamination cf Brazilian
Grovth in the 1960s.” American Economic Review
67:4 (September 1977), p. 574.
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discussing equity aspects of gromth;, we fing tnat the mean income

of the poor increased by mere than that of the nonpoor, and that there
was a4 substantial reduction in what Fielas calls the poverty gap over
the 10 years. hwe ¢o not know which is the more important conclusion;
this depends on a value Judgrent of the tarqet population,



II.

IIT.

Iv.

*Total population for Brazi{l refern to economically active population; total population for

TABLE 1 11. PERFORMANCE OF POOP AND NONPOOR TNCOME:

MEXICO, WITH VA"IAOLY POVERTY LINES,

100 Peson 600 Penon 1000 Penos Brazil 2100 NCr

S incroame in mean income of poor ~-5.2%
L inrc rano i mean incoma of nonpoor 1RG.HN
% {ncrvean i abnolute aap (diflarencan +109.2%

beteeen wean {ncomen of nonpoor
and poor

Ra*io of abnolute gap to mean income of .R6
total population,™ beginning of decade
Ratio of sabaolute qap to mean incomo of .94

total population,®* end of decade

Ratio of mean income of nonpoor to meran 5.01
income of poor, beginning cof decade
Ratio of mean {ncomo of nonpoor to mean 9.90

fncome of poor, end of decade

% reduction in poverty gap (difference -2R.6%
betweon poverty line and mean {ncomn
of poor timem % of t>tal populat{on®
whizh {s poor)

Mexico refera to familien.

Sources (Mexico) Derived from data in Tables I and II.
(brazil) Ficlds, Gary S. "Who Henefits from Fconomic Development?--A Reexamination
of Brazilian Growth in tha 1960s, American Fconomic Review 67:4 (September 1977),

pp. 570-582.

Defined Poverty Lines

+15.00
162.08%

+75.1%

COMPARED TO RBRAZIL

Maxico

+40.1%
+316.8%

+36.1%

+62.5%
+27.7%

+424.0%

1.36

1.27

10.38
8.15

-41.4%



TABLE IV. DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE, MEXICO: 1950, 1958 AND 19613

Adjusted Median

Monthly Income per Per Cent of Income,
Family (1958 Penos) Per Cent of Incomo Accumulated
Dacile 1950 1958 1963 1950 1958 1963 1950 1958 1963
1 258 297 315 2.7\ 2.22% 1.96% 2.8 2.22% 1.96%
II 325 3715 356 J.4 2.80 2.21 6.1 5.02 4.17
111 363 441 518 .8 3.29 3.22 9.9 8.31 7.39
1v 421 516 598 4.4 3.85 J.72 14.3 12.16 11.11
\' 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 24.0 22.22 20.89
Vi1 669 842 1056 7.0 6.29 6.57 jl.6 28.51 27.46
VIIX 623 1147 1592 8.6 8.57 9.90 40.2 37.08 37.36
Ix 1013 1821 2049 10.0 13.59 12.74 51.0 50.67 50.10
X 46R7 6605 8025 49.0 49.3) 49.90 100.0 100.00 100.00

Source: Nuvarrete, 1figenia M. de. "La dintribucion del ingreso en Maxicos tendencias y
porapectivas,” in Ibarra, David et al.El_perfil do_Mexico en 1980,Vol. 1 (Mexicot
Siglo Veintiuno Editores, S.A., 1970), p. 37

btl
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Notes

1. Mexico's per capita product grew at a 2.8 percent
annual rate froz 1960 to 1975. This rate compared favorably
with the 2.5 percent: targe: of the 196! Charter of the Punta
del Este and the Second Developzment Decade of the Uni<ed
Nations

2. Fie‘ds (1972, p. 573} himself raises a question
about his cplified linear interpciation. Ye:, he szates,
that evern u-_h ut the biases it irtroduces, his conciusions
would noz be reversed.

3. The Mex:ican pesc has inflsted as follows: 91.6
pesos (1958 = 100.0 pescs (1962; - 13C." pesos (1968).
(Nacicnal Financiera, 1977, p. 223-2Z4.}) Over the entire
1953-65 pec:.od, the exchange rate was 12.5 pesos to the
dellar.

4. Fie:-s does not state his eguaticns l)-4) expl:i-
czt‘} in algel c notacziocn. Eoweve:, we have done so for
Mexicc, -ak;n; intc account tha: the correction for infla-
tion has already been made.

§. 1Inclusicn cf F within the original formula
useful mainly for unz "s.zm....n.J their derivaticn. -
stance, iz can be seen that ‘55 5R) (y36; = (535 v
The nuxber of fatmilies whc are pocr muitiplied by their mean
income eguals the tctal income which went to the poor. Th
in tucn, is egual to the fract:on of inccoe that went tc the

poor times the rotal inccre that went to all fam:lies.

6. The calculations are a summacy for Filelds' egua-
ticns 10)-12).

7. It is admitted that the 600~ anc 1000-pesc poverly
lines are relazively high, and that in Mexico's case it takes
&8 rather high poverty line definiticn tc show the poor to be
benefiting. 1In particular, the 1000-pesc mark even exceeds
the pean incorme for all facil:es in 195E. However, these
extra poverty lines were chosen only to make the point in the
next paragragh of the text.
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