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be made I n the ar-ea of I nf ant mort'll It y as wel. l. as· OVE-?r al. I 

-mortality rates if adequate information and treatment is made 

\ 

available with opportunity. In addU;.ion, t.hough the incidence of 

e)·: pEmci i tures in the arE,a of publ i c-governmental i nsl t.ut. i clns 

declines with income, net incidence of the social security system 

(which has the largest portion of resources in the area of 

health) does not follow this desirable pattern. 

The can governrm?nt. began regul ati ng the pri eJf 

staples in the 19::".0's <Barkin and Esteva, 1(181). The objectives 

of this long-standing are twofold: in rLlral to 

\ pr"otect the !,mall farmel-s agai nst sprecul atorE; and drasti c pr"i ce 

and in urban areas to protect the purchasing power of 

poor consumers against rising food prices. 

The government attempts to achieve these goals intervening 

in three waYE,: by purchasing basic grains at guaranteed ... -
(suppelrt) prices; .second, by maintaining price controls on 

staples and giving subsidi.es on some fund"meni:al inpLlt <!':l.ICh "'.s 

corn in the case of !'tortillas") to the industries that produce 

them; and by partiCipating directly in the production and 

marketing of basic fbodstuffs. 
, . 

In historical terms perhaps the relevant agency in 

this field was ANDSA (National Storage Houses), founded by 

pl-C)vi di. ng "pI ace too stor"a the CI'·OpS ",.fter h".rvest· and cash in 

In 1938 the Regulating 
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Committee of the Subsistence Markets was founded; its objective 

was to parti~ipate in the commercialization of corn and wheat 

and, to a lesser extent, of rice, beans, sugar a~d other staples. 

This committee was dissolved in 1941 and it. functions were put 

in charge of another agency: the Mexican Company of Exports and 

Import.s (CEIMSA) 0 The latter WaS closed in 1961 and a new agency 

takes up all the tasks: CONASUPO which, since 1965, acquires the 

st.at:us of a descent.ralized government enterprise. SinCE~ its 

cre"U.cm, CON<OlSUPO's objective?s wer-e theregul"ti.on of the mar-ket 

of basic staples to guarantee a minimum price to the agricultural 

producers c.nd to ensure supply at rei":\~;onable prices for the urba.n 

consumers (Lustig ~-:' l'1artin del Campo, 1985). 

In practice, spme "estim2te=, show that CONASUPO':s operatj.ons 

si nCE~ 1965 and up t.o 1<;'82 result.ed, on the average, in an 

implicit tax far the average agricultural producer of corn (with 

the exception of the years 1967, 1981. and 1 C)82) , 

the guaranteed price was lower than the 

price corrected for exchange rate overvaluatior1) 

(Norton, 1. 'Je4, ppo" 2-14, 2-15 and 2-16); and a subsidy for 

consunlers (Martin del Campo, 1987, Table 4). 

A possible way to estimate the size of the total cost of the 

subsidies on food is by looking at the relative size of the 

transfers received by CONASUPO from the central government as a 

share of tot~l government expendituren 
, . This ratio is presented 

in Table 23 and, as it carl be observed, the share tended to 

may b(,; the consf::quencE' of t.he Sl.I.ppC.11'-1: p:r"i c:e _J)()l i c i es r-ecommE~nded 

by .the MeMican Food System which resulted, a5 it was mentioned 

:; .... :;:::n:;.#."''t., .... ,'*,_Ci. ',' "*:;:;:h,-,: HMJ..4.i·£iiIijlt¢ 'c4l'r#it)££tf}\¥\,}'; "". Jik»~. '-,'" . '(-H'" .. ' ,,-,,7;,'1 
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for the first time in many years~ in a subsidy (ri'lther' 

than a tnx) to corn prodtlcers, but also of some miscalculations 

in the total imports required to satisfy internal demand (which 

seems to be what hdppenned ~n 19811. 

Since CONASUPO finances its deficit with transfers and 

bOI"rovHed funds, perh€<ps a bette,r e~;timate of the Si.Zf? of the 

total subsidy is the share of the total financial deficit of 

CO"'(~SUPO i1.S a pI"Oport.i.on, of GDP. In TablE': 24 we 

can clbsE'r've that, h(~wever' lc\rge CONASUPO's de,ficit has bE'en, it 

capi tal outlays are included, and it has on the average stayed 

bela,·, (1.5 pf?l··cent. 

CONASUPO's deficit could be treated as if it consisted of 

what the government spends in providing food to the Me~ican 

popLtl ati on (analogously with using expenditures on health as a 

way to measure the supply of health services that the government 

gives to the population). The question to ask, then, is 

i.ndE?pendEmtJ.y of U~e e'ffic:ienty ,~ith which CONASUPO Opl?rat,,,; as 

an enterprise (a subject which has not been addressed for ~ny of 

the other aSlenci €Os th;:,t were oln£d YZE?d) -- whfO'thC?r the amount: ~;pent. 

by t.he government in improving the food intake of its cit.izens 

actually reaches those who need it more and in what proportion. 

relevt:1.nt~ One has to do with the i.ncidence of the subsidy by 

income strata, and t.he ot~er with the distribution o~ the subsidy 

among different income strata. The first indicator measures the 

, . 



this ratio behaves across strata~ A progressive incidence would 

occur if the ratio declines as income rises. 

The second i ncli ci:\tor mea~~ures t.he all ocat.i on of the subsi cfy. 

A strictly proqressive allocation would result if the lower 

income st.rata are abl.o to apr·opri atE' i'\ hi gher· propcr·ti Dn clf the 

total subsidy (i.e., if the distribution of the subsidy has th~ 

shape of a Lorenz-like curve which lies above the diagonal). 

HoweVf.:r, ".n all o.c",ti on c<ln bl" consi. d<?r<?d proqre~;si ve from the 

distributive point of view when the menti~~ed Lorenz-like curve 

lies above the Lorenz curv<? that d<?scribes the distribution of 

inc: e)fJ} E~ ,. 

Sine<? th~ major subsidies provid<?d by CONASUPO are in the 

of ~Jeneral pr·ie.e sLlbsidi.2S (as opposed to t."r~JC'tt.ec! 

subs,idies) !I one way to measure the degree of progressiveness of 

the allocation of the subsidies is by calculating the Interlsity 

of Consumption Coei'ficient (rCC) ~,hi.c:h is equal to the ratie! of 

the area of the Lorenz-like curve depjcting tt,e behavior of 

consumption expenditures on the any particular good by. income 

oeciles, to t.he i3.rE~a of t.he pr~r·fe.ct. equc3.1ity triangl€~ (t-1cCar·thy, 

197E:1). When this ratio is greater than lAnity, .... 
1 " means that the 

pO(Jr· consumE' propor·t.i onatE'} y mor··e than thE' r·i ch of t.hat. gCH:.'c! 2nd, 

thu~; , if t.he gqpd is subEi.di.zed t.hey ,\1"1'2 gettin9 a lar-ger cut. of 

'Accprdirig to the estimates presented on Table 25, thE' only 

foodstuffs that satisfy this condition ar~ 

"piloncillo" (llnrefined sugar), neither of which is subject to an 

eHpli.c:it sub~;i.dy (althou<ilh, in the Ca!;E~ of cor"n, thE·, impl-icit ta>< 

on pl'oducers mentioned above could be viewed as a subsidy to net 

'''''7 .. - = .. , ¢,; _hQli;"-KU 
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buyers of corn in the agricultural areas). 

The rest of the basic staples have an ICC below unity, but 

in somt? ca~;es the ·value is very'close to one. The further away 

unity the ICC is, indicates the lesser degree of 

progressivity of the allocation of the subsidy. For- the S€'t of 

foodstuffs that this index was calculated and which are subject 

to a subsidy scheme, the order of importance is: 

tOl"ti 11 as. 

If'· w(? now look at Table 26 we can observ(? t.hat CClNAEiUPO 

dedicates a much lower shar-e of the subsidies to beans and rice 

(below 10 percent) comp.,w·eci to ~Ihat is allocated to maize. 

MDreOV(0r, oVer- tim£? the ~;har-e going to the latter ha~· decl ined 

\'while that going to sorghum and oilseeds has risen. ThE' fir·st 

one 1· c 
-' 21 major input in tho production of beef and poultry, bDth 

of which are more intensively consumed by the higher incomes 

(though they may represent a very high proportion of the amount 

spent on food by the poor). This result is indicating that the 

genF21"'al pI"" i c:e 5ub=,i eli es on some pr-oducts ent.ai 1 an i mpcw","t,ant 

in the ~ense that the largest portion of th~ benefit 

Df the subsidy is captur"ed by higher income groups. Thus!, a lot 

could be gai.ned i.n ter'ms of equi.ty if the s;ubr;iclif?S on food 

th~ case with thE milk coupons program ~ICONSA; SE?e Lust i ~~, op. 

cit., and Martin del Campo, op. cit.l. 

·tl01- eov~?r , in Table 27 we can observe that, basipg ourselves 

on the budget shares allocated to the most subsidizecl fotldstl(ffs 

by income ffecile, with t~le exception of beans and rice, the 



incidence of the subsidies on corn (tortillas), S()I·~ghl..lm (beef, 

poultry and eggsl and oilseeds (cooking oil) t.ends tD be 

The situation changes for t.he case of tortilla if 

we t.ake the urban population separately; t.he incidence of the 

subsidy becomes progressive (Lustig, 1986, op. cit.l. 

The results on the incidence of the food subsidies combined 

"'..Ii. t.h the pr'ovi OLlS ones on th€~ char'act~?l" C)f the i:"tll Clc:~':'{ti on of t.he 

those ~ubsidie5, give strong support for changing the Cllr"r'ent 

schem£":!s to targr-2t or-i f?nt.E?d ones" The only exception to this are 

the cases of beans and rice~ and the case of tortillas in the 

whictl are self-ta~getting in bc)th senses: from the 

equity as well as the incidence point of view. 

after t~~e outburst 

of the crisis in 1982 and the implementation of the adjust~ent 

pl~ogram in .1983, the government has presumably made a great 

the tortilla coupon was introduced) 

(Mar"tin del Campo, opu cit~). However~ so far it is not clear to 
• 

what extent savings obtained by the new schemes are the result of 

the rationalization of the system or to sheer elimination of the 

subsidy on large portions of the ccmmeriialized foedstuffs. If 

the problem is that it is not. cIsar 

whether those people who stop having access t.o the subsidy are 

those w~o should actually be excluded on distributive grounds. 

- -. 

housc,hol ds had drinkable water (but only 17 "/ 

'" of t.hE! 



.. dw(O~ll ing!;,), 421. hOld . sel~c\g(~ system IbLlt cml y 141. in the rural 

and 59% had electriSity (but only 28 I. in the rur"l 

sec:tc:w) I COF-LAMAR , 1982, Vol.. 3, p. 4::). For· 1960 the "nalogous 

nUIllhers were 24%, 291. "nd-~8%, respectively, which means that in 

th",; ten· yei:,r pel- i. od betl~een th is year and th., e"r 1 y sevent i es 

there had been considerable efforts to expand the housing 

services to the PbPulaticn; nonetheless, the situation Was still 

lacking by the end of the 1970'5 leOPLAMAR, ibid.). 

In addition, according to some estimates the housing deficit 

for 1970 could range from 2.3 million units up to 5.6 million 

units (Silva and Gar-za and [-;chtei ngar-t, 1976IJ 

respectively; cited in Moore, 1984), depending on the assumptions 

made about replacement needs and about the qualitative deficit 

resulting fr"om below standard housing. Although goverrlment 

participation in the area of housing goes back as far a~ 1925~ it 

is not until the nineteen seventies in which they acquire 

significanCE!. Accor"cli ng ttl somE: er;;ti mates, bE~t!tleen '1925 Hnd 1960 

the public sector undErtoo~~ fewer "actions'l (the actions measure 

both the number of crE!dits given or the number of houses 

than betw",en 1 cno and 1'180 1500 thoL'.sand and 700 

th(:lu~;cmd, l"es;pE!c:tiv€'lyl (C[)F'LA~·IAR, lS'82,vol. 3, p. 77). 

PLlb~ic ~lDusir1g p'"ograms have utilIzed as i.ts legal basi.~, the 

Constitution of 1917. In·article 123 thE!re is a clear statement 

about t~)e fllndamental right of hOUSing for wor'~ersH 

Moor-e (1984, p. 344): " •• Most housin<;j pr·ogr·c\ms. for thE' first 

thirty year~ of the "nE!w republic" focused on (1) pri.vate credit 

~.rkets providing access (mortgage credit) within the private 

, . 



S£2ctor" ; and (2) specific institutions af relatively minor 

importance that provided subsidized rental payments to employees. 

Public participation in the control or regularization of the 

in terms of credit, 

itself was indeed contemplated, 

time period. II 

or in land (in the housing ~:·E,ctor) 

but not actualized during this 

In 1925, wi-thin the Department of Civil Service Pensions~ 

the government started a program to provide housing for federal 

as we saw in Chapter 111.5 this Department 

funcl <FOVISSi'3TE) . the National Urban Mor·tgage and 

Public Works Bank (Banco Nacional HipotE~ario Urbano y de Obras 

PublicaB, later BANOBRAS) was created. In 1934 the Department of 

thE' Fe de ... · C"':"'iI Di stl'-i ct stal,.·teci the ct)nstruct i on of popul ar· hOt.lSi ng. 

( COPL A~11'1R, 1'?82, Vol. 3, p. 75). In l.94::.i~ under Presddent Avilc."\ 

Camacho, the Banco de Fo(nento de Is Habitacion (HOtlSing. Promotion 

Bank) was createci and " (T)his institution for the first 

time contemplated the utilization of public capital for housing 

constr·uct.i on •.. II (Moore, cit., p. 344). The allocated sum 

was distributed among Beveral institutions among which we find 

IMSS and the Department of Civil Service Pensions. 

However, the real beginning of government action in housing 

policy is in the 195()~s. " Housing policy during the period 

of 1'150:..··-1960 c:onsistf?d PI'" i mE:lri 11' o·f: (1) lending programs; ( 2) 

·-rent.ell subsi dy pr()gl~a'1ns; _ .. (~:.>'_. pF" Dgl .... clJns; ori E~nt.f::cJ toward thC?_!~.!'-~~hQ 

le\.)i.timatf'ly could !JEdn aCCf'SS t.o the ",_"ist.i.ng prj.vate mortgage 

markets based on incanle; and (4'prcgrams that financed housing 

The prinCipal focus of progr-ams 

.'1 ·1 - .-



aimed at stimulating private-sector activities. The f~ff£"ct, 

in many ways, was to provide.financing capabilities for middle-

income households, especially in urban areas. The per- i. ad 

from the 1960's suggests .-new shift in the orientation of pubic 

policy toward housing in Mexico, away fr-om rent~\l subsi, dy and 

toward increased direct construction. " (Moore, op. cit., p. 

34Lf) • 

Initially government response to the "housing problem" of 

the cfmtr<:d-city poor ,~as rEmt control (b('!gun in 1942). 

e:·:pE,ctecl clE,teri orati C)n of frozen rent pI aces has taken _ pJ ;'IC E., , 

policies of renewal wer"e established in favor of commercial 

hOLlsi ng. In addition, the typical responses to land invasion of 

low-income peripheral zones of especially Mexico City. 

The pari:i ci pa.t i C)ll of the public sector in hnusing 

cons;t.r-uction rose from 5.4 pE~rcent in thE, 1951-1960 period to 18 

percent in the 1970-1974 period; while that of the private sector 

declined from 28.8 percent to 16.5 percent, respectively. In the 
--

1971-1974 period, however, the major Sllpplier in the housing 

market continued to' be the self-constructed popular housing 

(an)lmd 65 percent in both periods) (Garza and Schteingart, 

1976). Pu~lic sector activity in the area of housing construction 

In general the government has dealt with the housing 

pr-obl. ems as if it were mainly a financial problom and public-

sector intervention was viewed as a stimulation of private 

i. n,i ti. i~ti ve. The reliance on private institutional lending meant 
., 

... 



that only the top of the lower income groups could be reached. 

in the 1960~s the social-interest housing had an 

average cost of $ 60~OOO while, according to the Income 

Expenditure Survey of 1963, two thirds of the urban families 

earned $ 1,500 01"" 1 f:?ESS per' month .. 

Ao· _. a consequence of the new labor' law enacted in 1970 under 

Echeverria~s government, the INFONAVIT (Institute of National. 

Funds of Housing for WDr~~ers), was created in 1973 and it is the 

most important institution of the 1'770";; desi.gned to m("et housing 

demands. " The program administers credit to workers under a 

variety of schemes or ~credit lines~. The majority of funds are 

allocated to direct financing of the construction of housing for 

\o'-Jorkers .. The INFONAVIT program has provided a valuable 

aiterrrstive in the housing market over existing progran\s. 

HovJever" , it should be noted that the program does not j ... ·cach 

the ltrban poor with any degree of suc:cess~ The assumption of 

hOLtsing for those in the formal labor mar'~et and earning at least 

the minimum wage, excludes the majority of the population; " ... 
(Moore, op. cit., p. 349, 350 and 351). 

All in all, then, hou~ing policies have concentrated mainly 

in the capital and, less so, in othel~ metropolitan areas. In the 

rural 5~ctor housing policy lS almost absent. In Mexico City, in 

addition, the majority of actions have cantered on solving tha 
" , 

hou!:.ing pr·oblems of t.he ",,-'ol"kinl] poclr·", but has been unable to 

satisfy the.hollsing Meeds of tMe "really,t··poor. --

"'. 



Table 1 
Mexico: Classification of government 

e>~pendi tur-E':; 

ECONOMIC EXPENDITURES: 

Commerce and industry 
CommLmic"t:ions and public works 
Agricultu~e, cattle and forestry 
Agricultural credit 
Agrarian department 
Water and irrigation 
TOLl!" ism 
Investments in .shares~ equities, bonds, railroads, 
electricity, oil, steel, etc. 
Transfers to industry and commer·ce~ support for prices 
(CDNI~!:;UPCJ), .subs;.ic!iEE; t.o descent.r"alize!.:I i:\g£~ncies (Puert.o:; 
Libl'''e;; Me};ic:C::inos, Ccmision l'".Jac:ion.~~l dE~ Valol"-e:;., Ferrocarr-i­
I as, et.c:.) 

SOCIAL EXPENDITURES: 

EducatiCln and ph~/;;;ici:~l edltcatic~n 

Indic:i.n 2.f'fail'''s 
Public haalths and welfare 
Drinkable water and sewage 
Labor· 
Trns.fer·s t.o NCl.t.ional InstitutE~ of Housing and National 
~nstitut~ df Socjal Security 
Social and cultural assistance (includes agricultural 
insurance, Ban~o Nacio~al Hipotecario y Obras Publicae, 
Patrimonio Indigene del Valle del Mezquit.al 
Payments for medical care "for state emplc)yees 
Insurance programs for the military 811d civilians 

ADI'1INISTRATi:VE EXPHmnUF:ES: 

Public debt (interests and amortization) 
Mil~tar'Y, L_egislative, E)[ecutive and Judicial branches 
Foreign relations 
Attorney General 
All t.he minisiries 
General expendit.ures 
~TI"~'7l.nsfG~J'~~:. (:;\.lbsii eli f?~:. to =j.tatE~ i:\ncl muni (::i pal t;.IC)VE·::l'"'nment.s), 
arid pensions fClr government employees 



Table 2.a 
Mexico: Average allocation of government 

expenditure: 1920-1963 
(in peFC€~ntc";Jes) 

;~;~~~------------~~;~~--~~~~~;,~~-;~:;~~--~~;,~~~~;;~;~~:--------
-------------.. ~---------------------------------------------------

1920 'De la Huerta 100.0 17.2 2.3 SO.5 

1921-1924 Obreg6n _100,.0 17.9 9.7 72.4 
1925-1928 Calles 100.0 ' 24.,~ 10.1 65.1 

1929 Portes Gil 100.0 23.2 12.9 63.9 

1930-1932 Ortiz Rubio .100.0 28.1 '15.S 56.1 

1933-1934 RodrIguez 100.0 21.7 ;' 15.4 62.9 

1935-1940 Cardenas 100.0 37.6 : IS.!! 44.1 

1941-1946 Avila Camacho 100.0 39.2 f 16.5 44.3 , 
1947-1952 Aleman 100.0 51.9 13.3 M.S 

1953-1958 Ruiz Cartines 100.0 52.7 14.4 32.9 

195!H963 L6pez Mateos 100.0 39.0 19.2 41.8 
\ 

----~---- ------- ------' ------
SOLII"ee: Wilkie, 1978, p. 66 

. " 

---------

.. ' 
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Table 2.b 
Mexico: Allocation of government expenditures: 

1964-1976 
(in p£?rcentaC;:JE~s) 

Category 1964 1.965 1966 1967 196E1 

Economic 39.4 42.5 40.7 37.6 40.4 

Social 21. 1 lE1.2 22.4 20.3 21.6 

Admi. n i. at. 3 c.? 5 39.3 36.9 42.1 38.0 

Econ. 
1. 
2. 
3. 

1.971 
------- 40.2 

(J 2.3) 
( 9.9) 
(18.0) 

1972 1973 1974 1975 
46.6 .-. 45.5 --- 44.3 --. 46.7 

(11.9) (11.8) ( 9.7) ( 7.8) 
(l8.0) (15.3) (IS.I) (21.0) 
(Hi.2) (18.1) (16.5) (17.9) 

:-~. ,.,~t.~ f~ ... . .... ';' ". 

Social 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Admin. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

24.3 
(15.9) 
( 3.6) 
( 4.8) 

35.5 
( 4.8) 
(12.8) 
(17.9) 

23.6 23.6 
(14.4) (14.0) 
( 4.1) ( 4.2) 
( 4.8) ( 5.1) 

29.8 30.9 
( 4.2) ( 4.0) 
(11.2) (14.6) 
(14.4) -- (12.3) 

J... Communi c~~'fr6ns' and tr ~an:;por-t 
2., ~atural resources 
3. Industry and Commerce 
4. Education and cul~ure 

23.5 
(11.4) 
( 3.5) 
( 5.6) 

32.2 
( 4.0) 
(14.8) 
(13.4) 

5. Public health and social assistance 
6. Welfare and social sEcurity 

'7. Military branch 
8. General ~dministration 

23.1 
(11.8) 
( 3.4) 
( 4.9) 

30.2 
( 3.4) 
(15.0) 

__ (11.8) 

9. Public debt (interests and amortizations) 

, . 
--:'.-------------
Source: Wilkie, 19~8, 'p. 3~4 and 358 
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1969 1970 

42.3 40.1. 

21.3 22 .. 0 

36.4· 37.9 

1976 
-- 48.7 -------------

( 7.9) 
(12.2) 
(28.6) 

22.9 
(14.4) 
( 3.2) 
( 5.3) 

28.4 
( 3.0) 
(14.1) 

__ (11.3) 

~ . 
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Table 2.c 
Mexico: Structure of government expenditures 

by sector: 1977-1985 
(i n per-cent.ages) 

.8" '918 19" 1'00 ItSI l"lIIl 

Tot: a 1 ____________ . ________________ . __ ._ 
100 •• 100 •• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

En'~~·gy ________________________ .. __ . __ . ____ 
26.0 U .• 26.~ n.t 29 •• 11.6 

Communications i:lnd Transport. ______ 
6 •• '.2 ••• 6_2 

,_. 
•• C 

Soci al dev(?J. opment. ___________________ n.' 20 •• 1t_5 17.· 16.1 13.8 lndustry __________________________ 
'.' 1_0 •• 7 '.' 6_S '_0 

Agr i cuI tl.t~·e, cat.tII? anel f j shi ng ___ . I.' '.' '.0 '.0 .. ' •• s 
Admi n1 strat.i v(? ----_.---------------
Commerce 2:1.8 ':t.3 27.2 2S.0 27.3 51.1 

-------------------------- ••• '.2 ••• ••• .. , l.c 
Tour-ism _. __ • ______ • __ ... R _______________ 

0.' 0.2 0.' 0.' 0.2 0.2 

Source: Samaniego, 1986, Table 16 

., 
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198) I "8.!.t 1'8~1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

12.' u.t 12.1 
C.C c_. c_s 

12 •• U.! n .• 
'_2 G_. '.1 

'.1 •• 1 ••• .... '2.1 55 •• 

'.0 ••• •• c 
0.2 0.1 0.\ 



Table 2.d 
I"le>:ico: Allocation of government 
expenditures: 1965-1976* 

(i n per-cent'''ges) 
;" 

~----~, ~~~--------------------------------------------------
196? 1966 1967 J968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 , . 

Tot"l (in millions 
of pesos) _______ 64020 66054 79452 83422 

Total. i. n % _________ '00.0 "100.0 100.0 100.0 
9800[";09261' 121882 148768 19120S 276848 400650 

100.0 100.0 --100.0" 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Ecelnomi. c 48.0 61.0 55.4 50.1 50.6 49.2 48.8 51.1 50.8 58.2 ---------_. 
1-
.., -----------------. (10.8) (18.0) (12.1) (11.3) (11.0) (11.0) (10.9) (10.8) (10.6) (8.6) 
~. -------------------. (~.9) (3.3) (8.0) (8.2) (4.4) (8.0) (7.5) (12.2) (11.8) (15.2) 
~'. -------------------. (84.3) (44.7) (40.S) (35.6) (35.2) (30.2) (3Q.4) (2B.I) (2B.9) (29.4) 

Social ------------_. 19.1 21.4 22.7 2M 22.5 22.B 24.2 ~S.5 24.3 22.9 
4. -------------_ ... ---_. (6.8) (7.1) (6.6) (69) (7.2) .(6.8) " (7.3) (7.5) (7.5) (7.1) -. 

5. _._._--------------_. 
6. 

---~----------------. 
(2.8) (3.B) (4.2) (4.6) (4.4) (·1.3) (4.1) (4.4) (4.2) (8.2) 

(10.0) (10.5) (11.9) ( 11.9) (10.9) (11.7) (12.B) ( 13.G) (12.6) (12.6) 

"Admi ni strati ve ____ . 
82.9 17.6 21.9 26.5 2G.9 2B.0 27.0 23.4 24.9 23.9 7. ---.----------------. (2.6) (2.7) (2.3) (2.5) (2.7) (2.3) (2.2) (2.2) (2.1) (1.9) 

8. --.---------------. (B.O) (4.3) (4.7) (6.7) (5.5) (66) (5.9) (5.7) (7.B) (7.3) 
9. __ . __ .. ____ . ________ . (22.3) (10.0) (14.9) (17.3) (18.7) (I !I.I) (IB.!I) (15.5) (15.0) ( 14.7) 

; 

lit GOVE?rnment e"'peneiitures include ·the? 25 eiescentralizE~d agenci.es 
incorporated in 1972 and 1973 (see text). 

1. Communications and transport 
2. Natural resourceq 
3. Industry and commerce 
4. Education and culture 
5~ Public health and social assistance " 

6. Welfare anei social security 
7. Military.branch 
8. General administration 
9. Public debt (interests and amol·tization~;) 

Source: Wilkie, 1978, p. 527 

.. 

'. 
" Q. 

Ae. 

5S.6 

(8.0) 
(16.1) 
(31.5) 

21.4 
(7.4) 

(8.0) 
(11.0) 

23.0 
(1.7) 
(7.5) 

(13.8) 

52002 
100.0 

54.1 

(7.6) 
( 11.5) 
(35.0) 

22.2 
- (7.6) 

(3.0: 
(1).6: 

28.7 
(L6 
(7.5 

(11.fi 



Table 3.a 
Mexico: Government expenditures in 

per capita terms: 
1920-1970 
<1950= 1 00 ) 

-----------------------------------------------------------.-----
Yeal" ,Total. Econ. Social Admin. 
-------------------------------------------_ .. _------------------

1920 25.3 4.3 .6 20.4 

192H924 55.8 10.0 5.4 40.4 

1925-1928 67.9 16.8 6.9 44.2 
1929 61.5 14.3 7.9 39.3 
1930-1932 56.4 15.9 8.9 31.6 
1933-1934 59.6 12.9 9.2 37.5 
1935-1940 82.2 30.9 15.0 36.S 
1941-1946 103.0 40.4 17.0 45.6 

1947-1952 146.7 76.1 19.5 51.1 

1953-195r 180.8 95.3 2&,0 59.5 

1959 208.1 9S.2 36.2 78.7 

1960 27).B 114.4' 44.6 112.8 • 

1961 263.5 83.8 49.3 ISOA 

1962 249.S 87.8 52.2 109.9 

1963 233.8 96.6 52.8 84.4 

1964 SII.5 122.6 65.7 lUO 

1965 576.5 160.0 68.5 148.0 

1966 
319.4 IS0.0 71.5 117.9 

1967 
SSS.6 146.1 78.9 163.6 

1968 1172.1 150.3 BOA 141.4 

1969 
451.1 182.4 91.8 156.9 

1970 
423.1 169.7 93.1 160.3 

-------~~-------
Sour'ce: Wilkie, 197EJ, pp. 69 and 

--- 49 

- .. -----------------~--"".""";;:'" I'!I'; ;;",~("" ... , u JtW.A&!ll;; ,tI~a~£tA!!,SI' •. 
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Table 3.b 
M~?>: i co: GoveJ-nment eHpendi. tLlre in 

social development in per 
capita terms: 1977-1985 

( 1 c170= 1 (J(J) 
;. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
197'7 1978 1979 1980 1']81 1982 1983 19B4 

------------------------------------------------------------------

TOTAL 83&.0 815 •• 8S7aO I.,e., 992.3 1 002.6 ,105.1 .... ) 
Pesos 
Change 'l. -2.5 5.2 2.) 13.2 I •• • 29.6 ••• 

EDUCATION 
Pesos 110 •• 219 •• 2341.0 2'''.1 322.1 ,26.0 20).5 21 •• 9 

Change 'l. ••• • •• •• 5 ".0 I.' -~/.' ••• 
HEALTH 

Pesos 2·.~ 27.8 29.7 29.3 ~.I .... '0.5 •• ,1 

Change 'l. u.s e •• -I •• 100.1 2.7 -32.9 2 •• 

SOCIAL SEC. 
F'E-!'SOS 3n.2 350.3 :170.1 ,,&.' 193.e '72.7 296.0 316.' 

Change 'l. 
... 2 ••• 7.' -1.3 -5 •• ...20., ... 5 

Source: Samaniego, 1986, Table 18 
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EDUCATION 

III i t.E,r,,,c:y 
rate (1) 

Total enrol­
ment as ~.{. 

of t.ot.. pClp. 

Averi:\~~e 

SChOCll i ng (2) 

HEALTH 

Mortality 
rate/l000 

'l.of death 
dL\(;! to j. n­
fecti CJL.ts 

disec"\ses 

Infant. mor-

1.94·(1 

53.9 

8.0 

1 .. 7 

22.8 

43.1 

talit.y/IOaO 125.7 
(3) 

Li 'fE'~ eHpec­
t<!lncy <!It. 
birth (years) 41.45 

Tabh? 4 
Me)~ic:c): IndiC:I'::'l.to!'-s; of Soc:ial 

WeI J.b(~in~p 1 '140-·1980 

19~)O 1960 1970 

43.4 34.6 24 .. 7 

11. 1 1.6.0 22.0 

2,,1 2.B 3.7 

16.2 11..5 10 .. 1 

23,,1 

96 .. 2 74.2 65.6 
100.0 

49.69 58.93 62 .. 14 

Source: Samaniego, 1986, Table 11; except· for (3) 

1980 

16.6 

30.2 

6.3 

13.7 

3El.EI 
55 .. 0 

68.06 

(1) As apercentage of the total population of fifteen yaars Dr 
mDI""E~ .. 

(2) Number of year=~ in thc,:~ populat.ion c)f f'i'ftE~en or mor-c. 
(3) Infant Mortallty rates given by UNICEF, which coincide with 
theco~rcctiDns made by the National Council of Populaticir. in 
Meld. eel fbr urlr'c=por·te?cj bi ,"'t.hs. 

, 

1'-
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ECONDMIC 
Agri cul tLu-e· 
Communic. 

Table 5 
Mexico: Allocation of Qovernment 
E~Hpcndi. tur-e, 1. 9J~()-1975 

.. 

1950 1960 1<)70 

3"1.1 .ll-'} .. :? 42 .. l. 40. 1 
01. 4) 

1975 

46.7 

and public ItJDr k s ( 10 .. II ("7. Ell 
Natural ,'-e--

sources; (21. I» 
IndLlstry 

c:omml?rce (6.8) 07.9) 
Other *' 

(5,,8) 

"SOCIAL 1 c) -... ,. , 14.4 16.4 22.0 23.1 
Educ: ".t i on (1.2.4) (9. 1 ) (9. n (lA.8) (14.8) 
Health t!inci 

~~(J-C • ~~ec:ul"':i t.y** (7.:';) (5.3) (6.7) (7.2) (8.3) 

(lDl'"lI '" I STRAT 1: 'IE 
DE~{ence (1 e).7) (10.0) (5.4) (4.6) <3.4) 
Generc\l 

ar:lmi n i -:;~tr' at. ion (l.4.0) (10.4) (8.8) (12.0) (1'1.(;) 
Publ.ic d(·?bt (1.,2" 5) (16.(» (27. ::) (~~1.3) (1.1.8) 

Source: Wilkie, 1978~ several pages. 

*' The "ot.hE~r" (adeli.tinned. e}q:;E!nditl.tr·(-?:.~-) cat.:f?qol-Y "·u~~:; elimin~;{ted 

subseqllPntly and its compcnQnts al1o~ated to the other itenlS; 
investment in irrigation was transferred from agriculture to 
pt.tbl ic: t.·.JCJrkE~ .. 

* * --~k' twve .;,ciclf?d 
to ctlanges of 
t:ompi:lr'-~-'\b] E~ .. 

tClI;)ethcl'" hE~E!l th and soc-i !;il sr.,~c::uri t"l bec:au.sr~ 
definition thE two sep~r2te would not 

dL~e 

b~? 

Not'"" -. Th", tDt.al.. gover-t1mE'nt _ c!:-:pend:i t.L~r-e I_,sed t.u c:aLcLll at.e thE· 
allocation did not inclucle the 25 agenc:ies added in _197~. For a" 
c:CJmr.1c1F'istln !E:t:::"€;1 Tc;ible~~~ 2Fb (?inc! ~;~ .. d 

'I"~ 

r;;;-··.\ 



TClT?\L 

CUrmENT 

I;·Ja{19s ~( Si~J. ar-j, £os 

Int.erel:;t.s; 

TablE' 6 

MeMicc): Government Expenditure 
by type: 196~~!I -lS)'70~ lC;7~::j and l'ir:)O 

(i. n pel-cent,,,;],,,.) 

1965 1.970 1980 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

'7C,' .. -, l"7 '.., 71 6 6'1.8 , \oj .. ~ , . 
C~~LJ ... !:d (37.4) CO.7) (2'; .. 1) 

a::~ "'"I \ 
;::) •• ..::. J 

1 '? en • ...... I , ~:t .. 5) ( 14.7) 

Stid:E?Ec' , . 
';'. ~l'Hii ci p. 1 .. 6) 0 .. 2) ( -:r 

' .. ' .. 0) ( 7,,2) 

TI"'ansfprE~ 8. En ( 9" 9) 1 1 • '1) ( 1<!).4) 

CAPITAL 20 . .. -:~'"') ~ 28 • .lI~ 3().2 ~. " .. '''"- ..... ' 

SOlJRCE: Secrctaria de ~iacierd2 y Cred.ito Publico, ESTADJS-rrCAS 
HACENDARI~S DEl_ SECTOR F'lJBL.ICO, 1965-1982. 



InCOmE? Strate:";". 
(i n yearl y 

pesoS", pe.ll'" 
family) 

Up t.o 2,700 

2,700.01 t.o 
4 ~ r~oo 

4,800.01 t.o 
8,400 

8,L'i-OO.Ol tc:. 
15,000 

1.5,000.01 to 
26,400 

26,400.(11 t.o 
4E.<~OOO 

4-B,OOOIlOl t.o 
84,000 

84,000.01 to 
15:1.,200 

mcr-e than 
l~:'il. ~ 200 

'rotal 

Table 7 
Mexico: Net fiscal incidence 

by inconls stratum, 1968 
(in pel,""cpntC?gt·?s) 

,. 

Fami 1 iE'S 
Accumulat.ed 
(pel"cent. ) 

Income 
Accumulated 

(pf?rcent.) 

4.31 

12.El7 

30."1.:.7 

c..~ -,t? 
.;), .. J .. I ..:.. 

7~) .. 46 

B9.01 

98.20 

100.00 

0 .. !:jO 

1.67 1.96 

6 .. 12 6.70 

1~' .. 07 17 .. E19 

~:iO. 01 50.65 

c:.6 .. 42 66.91 

100.00 100.0 

Net incidence 

(percent) 

32. El6 

10.1.2 

:::; .. 73 

2.34 

o. ~j5 

~2. 35 

.~ ,')":!' ....... ..:.. ... ~ 

-,---



Income strata 
(in yeady 
pesos pl,;:-r" 
family) 

Up to 2,700 

2,700.01 to 
4,BOO 

4,800.01 to 
fJ,400 

8:r L'J.OO. 01 t.o 
15,000 

1 ~j~ 000. 01 t.o 
2b,40(J 

26, "-100 .. (i1 to 
48,000 

48!1000.01 t.o 
84!lOOO 

84,,000.01 t.o 
151,200 

more than 
151,200 

TablE> S' 
Mexico: Allocation of net fiscal 

reSOurces by income stretum~ 1968 
(i n perC:8nt C:i.I;Jes) 

Fami 1. ic:.?s 
Accumulated 
(p,"rcent) 

Income 
ACCUffiLl1 c\tf2d 

(percent) 

Befor-e A'fter-

4.31 O.3C? O .. ~IO 

12.87 1.67 1.96 

:;::0.67 6. 12 6.70 

~j5. 72 17.07 17.Eri 

75.46 31. 6:2 3::.? .. 53 

B9.01 50~Ol 50.65 

95.69 66.42 66. (;)1 

~)8" 20 77~135 7E!. (lLf 

-
).00 .. 00 100 .. (h) 100 .. 0 

Net all ocaU. on 
Accumulated 

(percent) 

4.0 

11.2 

24. 01 , 

43 .. 5 

60. El 

70 .. 5 

81- 1 

83. S) 

100.0' 

S8ur~CE~: .. huthc.w" r.s c~!lculati[)n5 kdth data pr'esent£·:·d in' FE~YE:~; 

H~roles~ 1976~ p. 275. 

N~t~: ';~11 th~ net fisc21 all-oc2ti~n5 can positive becausE the 
public sEct.or held a dEficit. 



Table 9 
M(;?H i c:o: E>'pendi tLlre on edLlcat.ion 

19:;5-1980 

(million! of pesoll j 

2 "4 Federal public 
I Federal 3 TOlal investm€'nt 

GDP government SEP public in education 3/1 312 5(4 
Yt!ors (nominal) expendiwres expenditures inlltstment and rest'orch % % % 

1935 4,279 301 )8 1)7 2 11.9 12.6 L~i 

1936 5.0l8 400 51 168 2 1.0 12.7 L~ 

1937 6,409 479 63 192 2 1.0 13.:1 R.n 
1938 6,862 504 64 198 2 0.9 12.8 Ion 
1939 7,337 S7J 67 233 2 0.9 1i.'I n.9 
1940 7.774 610 7S 290 3 0.9 12.3 1.0 
1941 8.701 689 77 337 I 0.9 ILJ (I.J 
1942 10,066 84S 86 464 I 0.8 iO.i O.;! 
1943 12.28S 1.085 94 568 1 0.8 8.7 0.2 
1944 17.719 1.505 130 657 9 0.7 8.fi I.. 
1945 19.382 1,633 170 848 9 0.9 10.4 1.1 
1946 26.322 1.829 199 999 10 0.8 10.8 1.0 
1947 29,237 2,343 216 l.lIO 13 0.7 9.2 1.0 
1948 31.196 2,773 237 1,539 17 0.8 n.s 1.1 
1949 34,316 3,741 282 1.956 15 0.8 70S O.r. 
1950 39,736 3.700 314 2,672 29 0.8 8.5 1.1 
1951 51,245 5,075 366 2.836 102 0.7 7.2 3.5 
1952 57,482 6,603 459 3.280 211 0.8 7.0 6.7 
1953 57.172 5,825 $07 3,076 109 0.9 8.7 35 
1954 69,680 8,471 691 4,183 136 1.0 8.2 :'.3 

\1955 84.870 9,255 731 4,408 74 no 7.9 Li 
1956 96.996 10,567 901 4,571 13 ! 0.9 g ,. ., 2.9 
1957 111.402 11,815 1.035 5,628 129 0.9 8.E 2.JI 
1958 123.815 13,841 1.273 6.190 ISS 1.(1 9.2 2.!I 
1959 132.669 14,777 1,506 6.362 108 1.1 10.2 1..7 
1960 ISO.SlI 20,778 1,959 8,376 192 1.3 9.' 2.3 
1961 163.265 20.946 2,196 10,372 273 U IO.~ :!.6 
1962 176.030 21.421 2.512 10,823 175 1.4 11.7 L6 
1963 195,983 21.371 2,877 13.821 438 !.5 135 3.2 
1964 231.370 29,660 3.~28 17,436 610 1.6 12.(' 3.5 
1965 252,028 36.979 ~.UJS 13.048 774 1.6 11.0 5.9 
1\066 280.090 33,061 4,697 15.475 589 1.7 14.2 ,.8 
1967 306.317 40.860 5.260 21.057 1.021 . -, 

'.' 12.9 4.8 
1968 339,145 . 42.980 5,819 23,314 1,136 1.7 13.5 41.9 
1969 374.900 49.775 • 7.073 26.339 1,472 1.9 14.2 5.6 
1970 418,700 52.656 7,817 29.205 1,060 1.9 14.8 3.6 
1971 452.400 55.786 9.445 22.392 1.230 2.1 . 16.9 5.5 
1972 512,300 77.230 11.760 33.248 2,034 2.3 1. 't 

~ .. 6. R 
1973 619.600 102.241 IS,I40 49.778 2,199 2.4 14.8 4.4 
1974 813,700 135.795 20.795 64.817 3,022 2.5 15.3 4.1 
1975 988,300 200,416 31,116 95.767 4.602 3.1 15.S 4.8 
1976 1.227,900 238.7.13 42,496 108.611 4,885 3.S 17.8 4.5 
1977 1.674,700 355,132 61.761 140,102 5,874 3.7 17.'1 4.2 
1978 2,122,800 442,034 77,562 217,382 8.606 3.7 175 3.9 
1979 2.767,000 652.100 102.955 313,750 5.689 3.7 15.U I.R 
1980 3.760 '00 1,002.013 131,130 486.178 9.809 3.S 13.1 2.0 

Source: Aspe and Beri5t2in~ 1984~ l"able 10u29 _. 
Note: Federal government expenditures here de) not include t.hp 25 
~\q(':T\C t E:'S th2.t ","Jel'''I:;:? addE'cl to the contr~o] 1 f?cJ bu.dget in 1972 1"~n(:1 

1973; conlpare the shares allocated to allocation wjth, thq~~ lr) 

T';;'.ble 2.d. 

, . 



Year 

1950 44.7 

1960 4·9.9 

1970 47.7 

1975 4A. 8 

1981 37.5 

Table 1.0 
Mexico: Students per teacher 

!. 9~lO-198!' 

Secondc:;.ry Higher 

70 EI ~.). 3 4.9 

11" 8 1.3.3 7 

16.2 14.2 10.B 

17.1 I.B.4 11.. 6 

iEI 17 13.4 



I're·~dHHll 

EknlCnt'll'Y 
Job irail:ing 
T('rnlin~~1 ckmcl::~;t.,. 
E ... ~ic ~(::oJ)d .. ;1\' 

'-crtllina! ~l'(,'(lnd,_ry 
J1irhcr ~ccombry 
'1\.'H:..:hu Ir .. iflin;..: 
lli~~h~'rtl 

Table 11 
Me:d co: Students per- school 

and students per- teacher-
1970-1.9130 .. 

1%11-1981 

S/:.dl'rrl.\ 
!H'r ulwoi 

SllIdf.'/i!\ I'd Sfudt'Ii::, 
t(,tldj(~" /ItT ,\("hool 

S'ih/(·.'IIJ l'cr 

lead"" 

130 
::0.": 
n.;;, 
l),'i 

J5J 
·133 

3B 
·~8 

11.3. 

Jo 
16 
b 
I~ 

11 
II 

S4 
19~ 

14H 
Do 
319 
254 
'·Hi 
44~ 

J04S 

.~~ 

40 
2~: 
1(,,1 

IR 
14 
17 
F 
J3 

------------------
Soer..u:.: l.a P'JNalll.'l! y'" Mt'xico 0i', .;.:i!. f\\r 1~7()-1~?1. S11['ph IWIlI, Iij,\;dric.J! 
SI~l:iJlic.L r~t;h Sw;!,·(~,<Ih(· Vlllj(Jli Rt'/" ir!. fco')\') A ~ r e ~ nd -fJ~.;:~ tJ. I "t l-ifLs,1 le,l'1. 

I!l'~hnlht': ,for l~/i~-J(IS;j. 

"In ... -tUlh:~ h;;ha: ;.:I ... r ~;Jin;:;!? 

n.'1. FOI r:',-.:ll •. H:.. 



Tabl e 12 
~le:·: i eel: Enrol mE·,nt ant:! t€',,,,c:h"!l-S by type 

of school, 1970 and 1985 
(i n pE'r-eentagE"") 

---------"------~------------------------------ .. ------. __ ._--------;..--,,---

PRIt'IAHY 

1970 
Stucients 
TE'2.che .... s 

19E-i!:i 
St.udent" 
Tei..1.ch€-?rs 

SECClND{lRY 

1970 
St.udent.", 
Teachers 

198::i 
S"tu{jt;:nt. s 
TE:8.cher"s 

HIGHET< 

1970 
StL~cl(?nts 

T£::achE-?r-s 

19135 
St.udents 
Teaci")er-s 

Tot.al 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100. l) 
lOCI .. (; 

100. t) 
100.0 

100. (l 
100 .. 0 

100 .. 0 
100.0 

Feci"' ..... :t 

65.7 
63.4 

72.6 
7:;.8 

5l. ~ 8 , 
.£.}o. -, , 

?1 .. ~5 
6:5. 0 

10J - " 6 
16.0 

1.0,· • 1 
1 ~i .. ::.:: 

Statr~ 

26. ~; 
26 .. 8 

22.4 
21 .. :~ 

20. 1 ..,.., 
..:.. .. " (1 

l':: i 

'" 0 
21 .8 

':"L 
\-,\..., .. 4 
68.0 

"10. 1 
66. ::; 

Pr·i vat.e 

5 .. 0 
4.9 

28M 1 
37. .." " .. ' 

9 . ". .... I 

1. ~j .. " ~ 

14. t) 
16.0 

1:=;.8 
18~ 4 

Source~ Foe 1970, INEGI, 1984; for 1985~ De 18 Madrid, 1986 .. 

-. 
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" 

lnc:clme Str'ata 
(i n yea,r 1 y 

pe!5CH5 per 
family) 

Up tel 
2,700 

2,700.01 to 
4,BOO 

4',800.01 to 
8,400 

8,40('>.01 to 
15!1 000 

15!1000~Ol to 
26~ '-l00 

26,400.01 to 
4·8:.000 

4·8,000.01. to 
8·4~ 000 

84·~ 000. 01 to 
151.,200 

tTlDt"'€? than 
15-1 !I 200 

To';~' il.l 

Tablt~ 13 
Mexico: Incidence of expenditures 

on education by income strata, 1968 
(i n per"centagL'E) 

;. 

F~\mi 1. i e!:; 

Ac:cumul. atf?d 
(perCf?I1j:· ) 

I nc: [Hnr~ 
Ac:cumul. at.€~cl 
(pE~r'cent ) 

I n!:i denc:e 

4.31 0.39, 

12.87 1..67 

30.67 6. . .., '.L 

5::5" ':72 17.07 

7~~. 46 ~~)1.62 

89.01 50.01 

S):::.6 f::; 66. LJ.2 

«;'8 .. 20 77r85 

100.0i) 100.00 

i ' 

(pE~rcent. ) 

F'ri mar"y 
LevE~l 

7.54 

5.04 

3 .. 65 

2.44 

1. 4t, 

O.El2 

0.,0t:. 

O. 15 

0 .. 03 

0.97 

Q J.-

Hi gh£~I­
Levels 

O .. Ofl 

0.09 

o. 12 

0.37 

0.49 

0" ~.) 1-

0.45 

0.21 

0.34 

0.28 



• 

Table 14 
Mexico: Expenditures on health 

welfare and assistance, 1925-1963 

-------------------------------------------------------------~----

Year" 

1925 Calles 
1926 Calles 
1927 Calles 
1928 Calles 
1929 Portes Gil 
1930 Portes Gil/Ortiz Rubio 
1931 Ortiz Rubio 
1932 Ortiz Rubio 
1933 Rodriguez 
1934 Rodriguez 
1935 Cardenas' 
1936 Cardenas 
1937 Cardenas 
1938 Cardenas 
1939 Cardenas 
1940 Cardenas 
1941 Avila Camacho 
1942 Avila Camacho 
1943 Avila Camacho 
1944 Avila Camacho 
1945 Avila Camacho 
1945 Avila Camacho 
1947 Aleman 
1948 Aleman 
1949 Aleman -----
1950 Aleman 
1951 Aleman 
1952 Aleman 
1953 Ruiz Corlines 
1954 Ruiz Conines 
1955 Ruiz Corlines 
1956 Ruiz Corlines 
1957 Ruiz Conines 
1958 Ruiz Corlines "" 
1959 "L6pez Mateos 
1960 L6pez Mateos 
1961 L6pez Mateos 
1962 LJpez Mateos 
1963 L6pez Mateos 

Percentage 

1.6 
2.0 
2.!I 
2.4 
2.9 
!I. I 
!I.2 
2.9 
2.6 
2.7 
!I.5 
3.6 
!I.S 
6.1 
5.8 
6.4 
6.5 
6.4 
5.8 
4.7 
4.9 
3.4 
4.9 
4.1 
!I.S 
!I.8 
S.l 
2.5 
S.2 
2.7 . 
2.8 
2.9 
!I.!I 
!I.!I 
!I.4 
!I.5 
S.9 
4.0 
!I.S 

. ~-.,. 

Pesos_ per capi t.e\ 
( 195(1=100) 

1.1 
1.4 
1.6 
1.6 
1.8 
1.9 
1.7 
1.6 
1.5 
1.6 
2.!1 
!I.O 
2.7 
4.9 
5.2 
5.8 
6.1 
6.5 
6.2 
5.2 
5.2 
!I.4 
5.6 
5.5 
5.5 
5.1 
4.7 
4.5 
4.6 
5.0 
4.9 
5.4 
6.2 
6.7 
7.1 
9.5 

10.5 
10.0 
7.7 

-----.---~ -------------------------------___ M ___ -:.:- _________________ _ 

~,OI.JJ .. ·Ct~: ~vilkiE~~ lS)7EI, ppu 
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TablE 15 
Mexico: current structure of 

heal t:h ~.E~rvi ces 

-. 
Demand 

in chcln;)o 
---'--~-.~'-----'---~----'--------------'---------------~------------------------. 

Non-
personal Public Population Ministry of Welfare and 

Public Health (SSA) tr't~rlsfer's at 1 ii:\rge 

Pel-sonal Private F'opulat.·iLm Private medicine 
sector with purchasing 

pCJt/.,1el~ 

Public 
set: t 0'''' !l 

i mrnecl)' atE~ 
p<;~vmen:t 
(vFry low) 

Publ ic 
sect c)r 
trc;,n£;fel-s. 
~~i th 
cDnt.r"i bu-' 
tions:;. fr-orr' 
emp 1 oyef?S· 
and [~mp 1 f..1'j-­

£>1'"'5 

F'ubljc 
t.ransfer;:; 
wt th,:)ut 

Ministry of Welfare and 
Public Health, Munici­

palities, State govern­
ment~ Ministr-y ~f Edu­
cation~ Ministry of 
L.abor 

Insur-ed popula­
l~':I.ti()n 

Rural t)eneficiaries IMSS-C:OPLAMAR 

contr'i buti ClrlS. 

----------------------------------------'-------------------------
Based on GOPLAMAR~. 1982~ VOL. 4, pp. 126~ 128~ 130 

, . 
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Table 16 
Mexico: Population attended 

by type of institution, 1978 
(in per'centi;:\gPb) 

---------------~-------------------------------------------------

SOCIAL SECUF,lTY 
IM~3S 

ISSSTE 
Others 

SOCIAL ~lSS I E;T ANCE 

PF;I \N-lTE 

UNI-HTENDED 

Nominal 
c:c)V{?r' alJ£!* 

":!'t."') '-;r ...... ~ . ~~. 
2-=7.9 

-. e, , .. .::. .. ,. '":" 
,,;.. .. L. 

1.5.6 

14. 9 

:3·:) • 1 

Sources: ~ From Ward, 1986, p. 113 

Real 
cDverO).qell()f: 

24.0 
18.1 

:;:;.9 
2.0 

18.4 

1.2.3 

45.3 

** Fron! COPLAMAR~ 1982, vella 4, p. 175 



Total. 

19d1?l 38 670 '.r; 

1··~51?1 Zd8 0?0 
·i. 

J -:'t·,." 713 6"'4 .... 
1~71!t 1~ 

'/ 
e;2'~ 172 

1-:':"'; 
.~ - .1:3 2.-13 70'?I 

1~78 ., ] 1:'4 11125 0t!u!! 

1,';':::1) 184 184 
'/ 

Source: INEGI, 1984. 

Table 17 
Mexico: Expenditure on health 

by sector, 1940-19801 

SSA IMSS ISSSTE 

38 67'~ ',,I., ~·a 
11~)@ 

24:;: €!90 hJ· tI,) 

100 

713 6e,.:'! ... .,1. .. ,) 
100 

If.d8 972 '" 769 6t:"~ a IHI 60'~ 
10·7 62·9 2f: .• d 

5 f!'::::~ 3""21 28 5~~.:.1. 0;·0/21 ld 57,1' 9';l'" 
1'''.6 59.;£: 3"(~'.2 

12 d61~ 4~"Z. '56 684 '21'1I'!1 34 88'21 br:"'!1 
12·0 .5J.5 3'3.5 , " 1:·21:.. ("'Q'il 11:14 d "I 000 61(1 1!1t;..7 C:u!l( .... 
10.7 5t: .• 7 32.6 

* In t.housand current. pesos and percentages 
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Table 18 
Mexico: Facilities and per capita expenditure by 

health care sector, 1972-1983 

------
!~('Ir": .. fi'::l H(I!l'i!~1 Ncn~~ Prr nr1tll 

to r·, ;t:~tlde-d l'iuflon; \,,:ds ( .. llle\'crs) n::f'~l1dl(UIC 
(rr:!!lions) (IKlO) (In") {{Y.~li (lli7~ rc~",!') 

SSA .39.5 0.2S O.M .d n:o 
19i2 11.1SS ," 1.21i 1.77 1.81 2:,ljM 

15SSTE !R 2.30 1.57 2.39 37" 

SSA 4" J\ (l.tS U.f,(, nd. )1'15 

19"" I~'i.'\:'; l li.~. !07 1. <l t 173 ~SFi' 
I~S\TE 5.0 1.2:1 O,q~ 1.3f> ,,!)OIl 

SSA 51.42 0.32 0,69 I:d 16'· 
1933 IMS~' 27.:: 1.27 1.5.". I. 7S lH2'}< 

15<'51'£' ;,1;, I.cl2 0,9':'; 2.30 .~j{:~ 
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Table 19 
Mexico: Facilities per health 
care institution, 1965-1980 

Year SSA ItvlSS ISSSTE 
--------------~.--.------------- .... ------------------------------------

1965 
External consultation 
Hespi. tal uni ts 
Doctorf; 
Par'amedi cal 

1970 
External consultation 
Ho!O.pi te,l Ltni ts 
Dec:t.ors 
Paramedical 

1980 
E)·:t..ernal c:on.,ul tati on 
Hcmpi.tal units 
DClc:t.cln; 
Pal"amedi c:a.l 

Sc.ur·c:e: JNEGI, 1984. 

n.a~ 

n. a. 
n. ,:?'. 
n.i:\. 

1,506 
537 

6, 3~57 
11 ,828 

1- , El8] 
411·:::;: 

13,491 
22,620 

764 n.a. 
106 n.a. 

7, 89'i n. a. 
14,794 n.a. 

742 606 
lOB ~;O 

U , 70'1 3,·693 
20, £:·33 4,263 

1 ,0::::'0 947 
18::: C;" c:-"..., 

28,552 7 , 940 
~)2, En 1 9,861 
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Table 20 
Me>:i co: 

by 
Di str i hi_It ion 
state, 1. 970 

of personnel 

inJwhiltUlH 
p'" J'II ,lind 
pl'r.\'Ollfld 

JIIIUlhl/1I111,\ pa 

/JllIliillt ·tli"111 
pl'rsOImei ._---._--_. 

Inlwhilllllh },,:r 
"tim illi.\ 'rtllil'(' 

per.w,11I11l;/ 

A!!lJ:l~c;llicnt cs 
Baja California 
Baja California Sur 
Campeche 
Coahuil<.l 
('oiinw 

.. Ch"'pas 
Cbihuahua 
lJislrito Federal 
Durango 
(iuanajuato 
Guerrero 
j liddlgq 
Jidi..,co 
~.1~:>.i~(\ 

-"lj":;l(l~lC~ln 

:.10;'1.,10., 
~..:;::. :Jrit 
>~Ul.'"\,ll L','1i 
Oaxaca 
l'uL'hh, 
('/th.1C(;;r(. 

"l:Jin!.llii: J.!fl() 

~;dj Lw( h.)lo~i 
Sinaloa 
S(jr;or~1 

'J :;h.I~Cd 
T •• malJ!ip:I', 
TLx,",\!;! 
Vn;\cruy 
Yll~;ll~;li 
L;!(.';,!( (:", 

m 

1,770 I: 
1.5~9 Ii 

1.132, 
1.1 .. 17, : 
1.()59 " 
I.-ln' 
4.119' . 
I, 7~~.·t 

474 
2.-132. , 
J.2(-/) 

3./lj . 

I.' 11 . 
-1.r~_';.1 

. :! . .:' 2l) 

l.iB:} 
... .c. ''} _ •• '1_ 

L iUt 
.'.' I:: -: 
:! .::-;0 
1.: 9~ : 
I.- (/, 

I. c';';i 

) ) ,0 

2:.42 
1.:.':4 
y,( IJ~' 

1.1 'J 
1.1 ~:-, 

~. ~ i t\ 

67 

875 
761 
649 
1-;63 
517 
8i'fJ 

2.~W 

938 
231 

1.1·:6 
J .t. :;(, 
1::1.;1; 
2.m3 

X;.l4 
2.~IX 

l.t;O~ 

) ~, 

!.I:IY 
~~f) 

! .:'9'; . 
I. j 19 

';;7-:­
l.>(~ 

I.o~.' 
5X.; 

Hi! 
:!.~ }!J 

!. 1 3') 

315. 

1,076 
UJ3 

577 
1.105 

709 
YlJll 

2.753 
1.I8~ 
~47 

1,683 
~.I 10 
2.89~ 

2.080 
I.:~l..f 

3.~57 
:',140 
1.151 
~.:34 

7(" 
4.315 
1.920 
I.G5Y 
J.!~~ 

I.7Ji'i 
1.337 

75(' 
:'.IM2 
o2~ 

:;.75:: 
1.~7:' 

Ei'9 
?:mr, 

, . - 4 .... ,4 

1 



StatE' 

Tc:ble 2] 
Mexico: Health care coverage 

by State, 197Ei 

Population 

<in percentages) 

Social secL,rity 
coverage 

Open populatic.n 
coverage 

---------------------------------------------------------.-"-------
Total 

Chi apa!; 
Guerr'ero 
O,\>~ C:'\c: a 
Hidalgo 
Puebla 

.. "la;~cala 
San Lui s Pote!;i 
Zacat.ecas 
GL,an",juato 
Michaacan 
QuaY- f?t oW () 
Tabasco 

\ Ver-ac:r·Ltz 
"Campeche 
Qui ntana F.;oo 
YUI:atan 
DLlrango 
NClyari t. 
Sinaloa 
Aguasca~ient.es 

Colima 
!.lalisc:CJ 
Co",hu.i 1 a 
Chi huahL'. 
Nuevo Leon 
Tarnaulipas 
Ba.ja Ci:\l i fC.WTii a 
NCI"t,e-
Eii:!ja Cal ifor-''1ia 
SUi'"" 

Sonora 
r·10\,," e:~ 1 os 
\!a~ 1 E'Y of 
1'1<2;·' i co* 

100.0 

3 .. 1 
..,.. 1'"\ 
• .;0" .c:. 

3.4 
2 .. 2 
4.') 
0.7 
2 .. 4 
1.7 
4· .. :::; 
4.3 
1.0 
1.7 
8.0 
0.6 
o. ~:; 
1" =j 
1.8 
1.1 
2.9 
0 .. 7 
0.5 
6.8 
2.1. 

3 .. 0 

0.3 

24 .. 6 

100.0 

1.1 
1.5 
1.2 
1.3 
3 .. 1 
(1.3 

1.9 
0.7 
3.0 
2. 1 
0.9 
0.9 
6.7 
0.7 
0 .. 3 
2.1 
1.3 
1.3 
:;>;. 1 
1.0 
0.6 
6.7 
4.6 
~ ,.., ._'. ,.:.,. 

5.7 

2 .. 0 

0.3 
... > c.» ........ 
1 .~.t 

35. ~,; 

100.0 

1.5 
2.3 
1.7 

4.4 
0.8 
2.1 
1.5 
3.4 
4.8 
O.S 
2.4 
:::L, 7 
0.6 
0.3 
"':' ~ L ...... 

1.3 
1. • ~$ 
1.7 
0.4 
0 .. 5 
7.S 

3.9 
2.9 

2.1 

"';¥ It':" 
'';'" .,J 

1.EI 

-.------.--------.----~--.. ------.-------.--------------------_._-----_._----.. ----
Source: COPLAMAR, 1982, VOL. 4~ p. 182 

lIncludes tH~· Fedel~al Dislr·j.ct and 
tJot8: The states are ordered 
n~~rginality der"ived by COPLAMAR. 

the State of Mexic9 
acc:ording to the 

jI . 

of 

-
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Table 22 
Mexico: Mortality rate by 

St~te, 1970-1975 
(per 1,000 inhabitants) 

~,1·: '-.ll:O 

!'.1 ! .. ·h\l;:~·;·';, 

~·",·:.-;:rit 

!-.JU';\'ti I.l (:lti 

()~~", ,',;.: ,I 

t)<~( f(i.,:t"t, 

V;-:rp<iii;' J':' ,;l 

S.:n l.u:-· h'{(i'" 
Sini',b:i 

rJ ,.b~t".c,' 
T ;.,r:\~I'Wltp.I" 
'j '" ,';.1" 
Vt',.tUlJ:l 

Yu ... :.r;,n 
Za;.·,.\'~ .. ;!\ 

11.3 
X,I 
(1,5 ", 

"j .~.; 

I "..I 
J Ii,:: • 

: "."!-

f,):' 

'J. (- ~ : 

'i .f! 

;-" .~. ;' 

l~.l· 

In,: 
!O.5 
h,', 

, ' 
;.: u 
".0; 

lL2.: 

tlY :' 
:-...... 

d.h':· . 
I;_.~ 

C' -:: • 

69 

( ' " 
'. " 

II " 
••• 1 

if i. 7 

c 5 
( • ..1 
5 .. 'i 
liL~ 

(" I} 

1',.3 
7.1 

-----.~'. - .-.------".-.---'"---'"'"'~. ----~--, ... -~----"------"'" 



IncClme Str-at;;\ 
<in yearly 
p e~;.c)s per 
famil.y) 

Up 
to 2,700 

2,700.01 to 
4,800 

4·,800.01 t.o 
8,400 

8,400.01 to 
15,000 

15,000.01 to 
26,400 

26,400.01 .to 
48,000 

48,(>00.01 
84~(lOO 

84,000.01 to 
151,200 

more than 
151,200 

Total. 

Table 23 
Me>:ico: IncidencE' of e":penditl_lI"e 

on health by income stratum, 1968 
(in percentages) 

Fami 1 i eE; 
Acc:umulated 
<pe,rcF.mt. ) 

4.31 

12.87 

30.67 

55.72 

75. ~16 

89.01 

95.69 

98.20 

100.00 

Income 
Ac:c:umul at~?d 

(percent. ) 

0,,39 

1.67 

6.12 

17.07 

31.62 

50.01 

66.42 

77.85 

100.00 

Incidence 

(percent) 

1t>.7B 

7.41 

2.27 

0.91 

0.52 

0.29 

0.18 

0.12 

0.04 

0.52 

---------------------------------------------------------------
Source: Reyes Heroles, 1976, p. 237 •. _ 

.. 



• 

Year 

Operat; anal 
Def; cit 

of CONt,SUPD 

Table 24 
Mexico: Fiscal cost of food 

subsidies, 1.965-1982' 

-". _._-------_._--_.------------ ----

Transfers to 
CONASUPO as a 
Shore of Total 

Public Expenditures 

Deficit as a SI,art of GDP 
~:i th 

r.a;:~i tal 
Out] ays 

\·:i i.~IOU1. 
Ci:pi ta·' 
O(ltlavs 

----------_._--------------------------.. ---

1S'S5 
1966 
19f7 
1 S'58 
1959 
1970 
Eil 
1972 
j 9i3 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
2978 
1979 
J ~80 
1981 
19&2 

(current r-'ex 
!./mi 11 i 0'1) 

738 
1,119 
1, ~2] 

764 
1, ] ~;2 

f5~ 
66S 
659 

1,828 
5,653 
C' .... ., , 
'J::. ! ~J 1 

3,26l 

10,520 
6,772" 

27!t27 
80,:;74 
02., i!32 .. 

---

1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
1.7 
1.4 
1.5 
1.3 
0.8 
2.3 
1.7 
0.9 
1.3 
2.0 
1.6 
2.4 
2.8 
£'.4 
-~-

Source: Lustig, 1986~ pp. 17 and 18. 

71 

O. 1 r. (, "-~/i-,. ". 
O. 1 ~i O.~J 

O. j 
,. 0.21 ( 

0.27 0.31 
0.63 (: :'1 1', 

.1 ... ~"u 

0.7? 1 .GO 
0.24 0.27 
O~:; C r. ," ~ 

l) • ',.1 

u. <: G. ,16 
ll. 2{ f' ,. 

J 4 ,- ., 
'J. ,. 

, O. ;)(. 
1. 3-; J .37 
0. r·, v. '1\.; o. ;. i:1 
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