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i« Introduction

As it can be ohserved in Chapter II1.1 income (and wealih)
in Mexico are very uneqgually distributed. Moreover, no

siubstantial changes have cocurred dwing twe last thirty vears.

Sustained economic growth was not  accompanied by =& mo-e
homogeneous distribution of ite benefits,
To the problem of inequality one should add the presence of

poveriy, According Yo the last income expenditoure S vey

available {(Secretaria de Frogramacion v Fresupuesto, 197%) . in

1977 around 5% of the households earped a total income
{including imputed income from auvioconsumption) below the

prevailing minimum wage. Considering the level attained by the

minimum wage at the end of the nineteen seventies (around Us 117

per month), one couwld eay that arcund Z8% of the households were

below the “poverty line'.
With this background in mind, the guestion as to whalt extent

has goverment intervention contributed to ameliorate the problems

of inequality and poverty acguires utmost relevancy. Such a task

iz very complex considering that the aress of govarnment

intervention are so diverse and its effects so multidirectional

and often indirect (and in many cases so debatable when examined

ex post). _ : ' "

An Mexico government actions that affect the distribution of
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income and wealth and £he living standards of the population can
range from standard wel{are policies (i.e., expenditure on public
education, health, and social security., subsidies on basic goods,
etc.) . prite and wage E@gulatimn, public participation in
production and distribution of goods and services of wvarious
sorts, trade and industriaglization policies and, 'n+ course,

political decisions that affect the rules of the game in terms of

property ewnership ¢ights {like the enprapriatioh of land
holdings and the naticnalization of the oil companies in the

19750 % and the banks in 1982, for example). In addition, income
diatributimn. is affected by the gesneral characteristics of
imacrmeconamic management (the size of the puﬁlic deficit and how
it is financed, the setting of minimum wages, the rate of
interest and the exchange rate, monetary and  credit policy,
etc.).

In this chapter we will analyze the evélutimn of the
structure of government non—transfer expenditures. in

particular, we are’ interestetd in the expenditures on  social

.

development (namely, education and health) but we will alse look
at housing policy and food subzidies. Whenever the data is
available, we will attempt to asszess the distributive impact of

Cthe particular form of intervention.

ii. Evelution
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In order to carry out an analysis of the structure of

guvernment expenditures we have classified them in the standard
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three categories used by other authors (see Wilkie, 1978, p. 4&):
namely, economic, social and administrative outlays. In Table 1
wWer hregent the list of items contained in gach category. Az we
can see in  this table, expenditures on social development
include, mainly, education, health and social sscurity, that is
they include the fundamental items of expenditure on social
welfare5 with the exception of food subsidies (which are included
in the commerce sector of the economic categmry);

In.Tables 2.8, 2.bh and 2.c  we present ﬁhé evolution af ithe

shares of these three categories for several periods of the

Mexican post-revolutiornary era. Perhaps one should introdoce
here a note of caution. Given that over time many public

agencies that used to be “autonomous” in the budgetary senze were

incorporated into the central budget, itertemporal. Comparil Sons

are not always straightforward. For example, in 1972 and 19723 an
£

addition of 205 agencies was made to the central budget of  the

Cuenta de la Hacilenda Poblica Federal (see MWilkie, 1978, p. 329).

To illustrate how the inclusion of these agencies may affect the
structure of publi; outlavs in Teble Z.d we present the =zame
shares that appear in Table 2.b but calculated with the
definition of public expenditures that include these X5 agencies.
Notice how the prmpﬁrtimn spent on educetion and Réalthg for
estample, falls, and how that on gmcial security rises (the latter
oCCurs hecau;e among the 25 agencies are the two major social

Tow

security instituotionsz, that is, IMEES and I8GETE).
Between 1917 and 1934, that is Figth after the Constitution:
was promulgated (and before the era of political stability which

begun  with Cardenas), the largest share of government outlays




went  to adminiﬁtratimn and defence, with social developnent
compriging between 10 and 13 percent of total outlays (Table
2.a). Under the regime of Cardenas (1935-1940), characterized by
an explicit leftist ideolng;, cpending on social deveiopment was
increased reaching an average of 18.3%, and so was Shending in
the economic area reflecting the stromg incentives given to
agricuitur@ and the large investments in inftrastructure.

After the Caraenas” adminiﬁtraﬁimn thare were thfee Serenios
in which the main emphasis of public spending was in the economic
category énd the share of outlavs on social development wont
down  to 14.7% as  an avarage for the 18 vear period {the
%-preaidenc193 of Avila Camacho, Aleman and Ruiz Cortinesy. |

It was not until ﬁhe présidency of Lope: Mateos (19839-1944)
that social development was given relative priority. This
cantinued du#ing Diazx Ordaz® administration, and considering both

periods the share of expenditures allocated to social development

increazed to arcund 20 percent. The highest levels were reached

duwring the first yeé}a of Echeverria®s presidency (19?1*1976)
when the gmvernméht made a commitment to integrate ihtn the
political and social scene large portions of the previously
neglected population (Table 2.c).

Duping the oil bmém, between 1978 and 1981, the share going
to social wpenditure  went down again reathing 17% of total
expenditures, and most government spending  -not  surprisingly
given the huge inve5t$ent5 made in the sphere of qif} electricity
A calteqory

and steel -production— was concentrated in the economic

(Table Z.c).




Atter the upsurgence of the crisis in 1982 the structure of
government spending underwent a major change of emphasis  again.
The share of cocial development ocutlaye shrunk to _the lowest
levélﬁ since 1934 and so did the economic outlays:; the share
aoing to'adminiﬁtrative expendituwres, on the contrary, reached
its peak (Table 2.c). This is a reflection of the burden imposed
by huge interest payments on the enlarged public {(foreign and
domeatié debt) when at the Eamé time the gm?ernment had to reduce
its total outlays considerably given the goals established in its

adjustment program.

Independently of the oscillations observed in the share of
social development expenditures, its per capita level rose (more
or less) steadily from the 1920°%s onwards from an average of S.4
constant per capita pesos in the period of Obregon to 93,1, (o
200 pesos), in 1970, {(depending on thﬁh definition of public
expenditure iz used; the 200 figure includes= the 23 additional

agencies among which are the two lasrgest social security

institutions which also provide a large proportion of public

health services) {(gee Table S.a){ Here, as it was mentioned
before, we encounter the problem of comparability arising from
the changes in the definition of total ﬁﬁblic sxpenditture.

During Echéverria’s presidency (1971-1974), the expansion of
spenditure  omn sotial development in per capita terms continued

at & Hhigh pace {(around &0% for the siu yesr period taken as a

wholie). Paradogicallfs during the years of the mili‘bnum, when

Mexico was favored by the substantial rise in the price of oil,

spending on social development stowed down to arcund 207 percent

for the period 1977-19¢2 taken together (Table Z.b).

_ N - e —————— e

o 5 s

WETEY



'Nhat- was the impact of this eontinues expansion (uﬁ to the
1982 crisis) of expenditures on social development measured --let
ue say—— in terms of some glab;i standard indicators? From Table
4  one céuld conclude that _outlayes oriented to social goals have
had a positive impact on the quality of life of the Mexican
popul ation. This can be iﬁferred from the performance of .the
illiteracy rate, the infant mortality rate and the proportion of
serviced households (though no explicit causal link can be made
in terms of the gains in sccial welfare per peso spent in social
devel opment).

Nonetheless, in spite of the undeniable imp;ﬁVEMEﬂtﬁ in:fha.
quality of life of the population at large, at the end of :tha
21970*5 thefe were many unsolved gaps. For example, it has  been
estimatead that in 12792 around 13 miliign Mewicans were
undernourished (Institute Nacional de la Mutricion, 197933 that
the infant mortality Eate was above that in other countries with
lower per capita incomes f(such as Malavsia and Paraguay, for
example); that in L??B-armund 4%5% of the population did not héve
acﬁess to free (or quasi free) health services; that in 1980
around 22 million Mexicans of 14 years of age or over were either
il;iterate mf had not completed primary schools and that, {for the
same year, around 2F.%% of the dwellings were not serviced aé-all
ana around S0% hgd nb drinkable watérn (Lustig, 1984, from
various sources)

Hince  the 1982 crisis, and especially  after the
implementation of the 1987 De la Madrid®s adiustment program,
gavmrnmen{ sﬂénding (with the exception of interest payments) has
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been subject to major cuts, including the area df social
developmant. As we can see in Table Z.b in per capita terms they
fell Afor the First time in arocund 50 years resulting in that
average pef capita spending on sccial development for the 1983-8%5
pericd was 2174 smaller than the a;erage for the 19??*82 period.
It is very hard to estimate the impact of =zuch a décline on the
walfare level of the popuwlation especially becauze a large
portion of this contraction is explained by the fall in  real
wages of the personnel working in goverment agencies in the area
of education and health and also by a fall in investment in these
seectors. This means that the effects (which presumably Ehouldrbe
negative) are not felt in the short-run but will find their
course over time.

Betore we turn to examine in more detail the charactaristics
of the various components of expenditure on social development,
we will briefly analyze the composition of the economic and
adminiztrative categories of expenditwre. Regarding the latter
it is noteworthy that expenditures on defence, esnecially in
comparison to other ;ountriea in Létin fmerica, at present take
up & small share of public outlays. In addition defence
expenditures have lost relative impértance ovaer time: for
example, in the 1920°'s they absorbed well over 20%Z of total:
government cutlays, in 19240 the share was larger than thoze going

to education or to health, whereas in the 1970%s they  were

"be¥uw 2% (see the data given by Wilkie, op. cits, pp. 138 and

£527). According to the World PBank, in 1981 Mexice tad the 1owest
share for military epending of all the major Latin _American

countries (see Ward, 1986, p. 8). Though defence has leost ground
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in relative terms it has kept its real value in pér capifa terms
since the mid-forties.

On the other hand, interest payments have steadily grown in
ihportance within administrative expenses; this has reached
unacceptable levels after £He upsuirge of the debt crisis in 19832
for example, for the perigd 1983-1940% interest Yayments
represented arouncd 38 percent of total government expenditures
whereas during the more or less the previous S0 years they
absorbed between 10 and 20 percent of the total (with the
wweeption of some yoars ﬁuriné l.ope: HMatens® administration).
(Since the 1992 crisis it would seem that the gavernmen{ dm%icit

has fallen in what +or economic orthodosy s a reversed

'ycaugality: namely., the higher the inflation rate, the higher the

thominal) public deficit because the nominall! interest rate must
bhe tied to the rate of inflation if capital flight is o be
avpided) . It is alsce intsresting to note that during pra?ti:ally
the entire period from Cardenas to Diar Ordaz. interest payments
in the p#agrammed budget were always short of actual paymentszs;
this diftference axpiaims why planned administrative expenditures
were short of the actual anesz and why social development spending
in planning. always overestimated ites i1mportance in practice
(Wilkie, op. cit., pp. 141 and 354).

CmncErning expenditures in the ecchomic category, ne can
oheerve that the emphasis has shifted away from agricultuwre and
infrastructure  (in the thirties, .{urtias and Ffifties), to
industry, commerce and energy (in the siuties and seventies)

(Table &). _However, the numbers on Table 5 are not strictly

&
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comparahble because before the 1970%: a large proportion of

investment was put in the "other ..xpenditures" category
regardless of idits destination. Tranters to CONASUFQ, the

governmaent  agency in  charge of administering the major food

stbsidies are included in the category of econemic expenditureé.
l.ocking at the‘allocation of public spending by type

« in Tabhle & one can observe that during the nineteen seventies

public spending ﬁn capital {(which includes physical and financial

investment} increaced feom around 20 Y in 19465 to around

EO%.
This is associated with a more vigorous participation of the
govaernment in the productive sphere especially in the ‘areas of
steel and transport and communications in the first half of  the
19707%s and in o0il and petroleum derivatives in the second half.
Within current eép@nditurea the share absorbed by wages and
salaries {(which includes payments to the bureaucracy and to Dthgr
state eaployees such as teécherﬁ; docters, eto.? declined in the
nineteen seventies while the shares going to interest pa?ments,
transfers and participationz to stetes and municipalities rose.
- ‘
Regsrding the direct impact of goveroment intervention {(that is
igﬁnring whatever multiplier or recessive effects it may have and

how they are distributed over time) on income distribution there

is ——to my knowledge-- only one’ piece of research which attempted

to calculate it (Reves Heroles, 1978). Hzing the 1968 Income
Expenditure Survey, Reyes Heroles concludes that the incidence

of - net government intervention (that is, expenditures net  of

tares) has a positive, bult guite small,  effect on equality: the

Gini coefficient changez from & valuse of .58 to G468 after

governgient intervention is considereds; OF « using anpther




indicator, whereaé betore government intervention the bottom 14%
-of the population received (737 of total family incﬁme, atter the
intervention this group received .?1% (Table 7).

Independently of all the méasurement problems that are
involved in such an amerc{%e {and the fact that it is a single
observatiaon}, the results are guite discouraging., it  the
presumption is that one of the majmr government s concern is  to
cut the slices of the Mexican pie with more fairness and justice
than would ocour without its intervention; {(0Ff cowrse, bere we
are Just measwring the impact of government intervention
involving material resowces, neot in itse legal - or regulathry
forms) .

Using Reves Herﬁle&‘ clata here we have calculated the
dietributimn of total expenditures net of totsl revenues
corresponding  to each income strata to get an estimate  of Hmw
total government resources are allocated. A "progressive"
gﬁvernmant should allocate more resources to the poor arnd -—--to
the extent that the size of the public deficit after a certain
level may have nedétive consequentes on the "overall economic
performance~-~ should finance these transfers by taxing the rich.
Nonetheless, the situation depicted in Tabkle 8 indicates that the
main direct beneficiaries of the public deficit are the "rich":
i.e.,_ tHe highest stratum, which comprises around 2 percent of
the population, récaivéa S around 16 percent of .the difference
between supepnditures and revenues. 6n the other end., the bottom

2 percent receives close to that, and the bottom Ffifty five

percent gets 43.0 percent. As it wes mentioned in Chapter 111.%5,

v




this measure is as important as the incidence calcuwlatipn  since,
when we are at very low levels of income, & high incidence may
turn out to be quite meaningless when compared with the amount of

resources devoted to the low income groups as a proportion of the

total.

iii. Expendi

Before the outhurst of the Mexican Revolutipn, education was
a sctarce commodity restricted to few urban centers. There was no

national uwniversity and only a few schools of professional

vehta

training existed {(medicine, law and enginesring’. Those
wanted to get modern training had to go abroad and according to
some  estimates in 1910¢ there were only 12,000 schools with about
cne million students enrolled when total peopulation of  the
country wag around 15 ﬁillimn.

Since the promulgaticon of the 1917 Constitutieon of Mexico
access to free education is a constitutional right. In article 3

of the Constitution it wan establizhed that primeary zehool  was

to he compulsory and that educaticon in gereral was to be lavy and
- -

humanistic and 1t was to induce & nationalistic and demooratic
spirit. It was also sald that all educaltion given by the State

was to be free and that privete educaticnal institutions  wonld
have to reguire anthorization to offer primary and secondary

schonling. Thuz, from the time the Constitoiion was promulgated
the Mewscan state committed itseld to provide the resources  to

educate the populationy e me e e

However, in spite of the high growth rates of the formal and

irnformal educational  systems during  the post revolutionary




period, 1t was estimaled that in 1970 "the avérage lengtt  of
education of thé labowr force was 3.5 years, 27 per cent of the
Labour force had not had any schooling, 30 per cent hatd completed
cnly mne'tu three vears of primary education, 320 per cent had
caompleted four to =iy year;, and iny.lﬂ per cent had gone beyond
primary education” (Urquidi, 1982, p. 11&). This situation
improved somewhat in 1980: according to the Census of that year
enly 124 of the labor force (estimated at 2% million) had ne
stchioeling and the percentage which had gone beyond primary school
had rvisen to 24¥%. Nonetheless, the Census also indicates that
there are in Mexico betwéen & and 8 million people who do nat
reac or wite (between_iﬁ and 21 percent of the population ﬁvar

rz_fmurteen) and arcund 15 million wﬁn fhave not completed primary
schonl (Fadua, 1984},

Among  other factors, these last numbers are the result of
the high rate of population growth (which was cloze to 3.9 per
cent for many years and which made difficult for supply of
schooling to keep up with increasing demand), the relatively high
weight of rural populsation (estimated to be arcund 40 per cent of
the totall),  and the proportion of the population that lives in
locations that are very small in size and isolated and, thus, are
_very‘hard tm.reath. (it is estimated that around 30 per cent of

rthﬁ totgl population lives in localities of lese tham 1,000
‘ inhabitants; Urguidi, 1?32, p. 115). But the deficiencies in

guantity and' quality of the educational syvstem may also be the

resulit of erronenus eophases in educational policy at different
stages. . Moreover, one should not undermine the role plaved by
-
AN
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poverty itself; especially in rural areas whe#eqchild labor may
be important schooling is a luxuwry that many families cannot
afford (and even though primary school is compulsory ther@ are
parents whe do not send their children to school). Iﬁ addition,
thmth education is free and so are many of the basic textbnuké,
there are other complementary {(and compulsory) expenditures  on
uniforms, notehonks, pencile, dresses for national festivities,
etc., and transportation costs that cannot easily be met by low
income families and which may influence on the schooling level of
their children. Reasons  like the latter may waell explain  the
high rate of drop-outs especially in the rural areas.

Government spending on education expanded in the 1920%s when
Jose Vasconcelos, a prominent political and intellectual figure
in the Revolution highly concerned with the mmdernizatioﬁ of
Mexico, was Minister of Education. Dﬁring Cardanéﬁ‘ government
another push was  given to  education (tincluding physical
education) as.it can be seen in Table 2. During the period 1920
1943, a large empﬁgais was given to education in rural areas.
“According to Nash (1965 "..f great deal of money was spent  on
the rural scheols  and Cultural Miﬁaimnﬁ, bhut many problems
limited the benefits of thie investment:  diseconomies of zamall
scale instituticnz, a completely inadeguate supply of gualified
féacheré, and low rates of retefntion and graduation. The

investment was not, in the end, s=zsufficient to raise primary

n

education ... to the levels already attained in the advanced
regions. The money invested in these regions wes used more

efficiently, and systems of formal education dating back to the

RDiaz a2ra were rapidly expanded. 8Since 1940, a larger proportion



of +ederal investment has gone to advanced regions ..., in short,
~{it)  has followed the opportunities for highest return.”" (Nash,
1965, p. 140). Also because, these regions were more advanced
they could also inve%t‘mnre from local souwrces. and thus  the
availability of educational resowrces was influenced by and, in
twrrn, reinforced the prevailing regional economic &and sacial
inequality.

In the 1940°s the share allotted to education as a
percentage of GDF and of total federal governmesnt »xpendi{urea
declined {Table 9} reflecting perhaps the change of ideology that
took place after Cardenas finished his term. Qv{}a Camachg and
" Aleman  are presidents who have been considered to bave & atfang
1‘nrientatimn for "modernization” in the more capitalistic sense.
Thiﬁ meant that government respurces were used more for ecoromic
outlays and in the richer regionﬁ of the country. The tendency
wWas slighﬁlyrreveraed by Fuiz Cortines in terms of the recources
'devﬁted tor education: however, it is not'until meez‘ Mateos
(1959-1944), when educational policy became a serious concern as
a result, it ﬁ@emﬁ: of the pressure pult on the system by popular
(unmet) demand. This gave rise to the ellaboration mf‘é long~-
term plan for primary edocation, which became known az the
"Eleven vear plan® designed by Jaime Torres Budetg.'then Minister
of  Education. This plan included new projecticons of demand and
the number of schools and trairned teachers required to meet this
demand and resulted in an increase in the budget allocations for
education (Table 9 with the aid of a 1% tax on payrélls. It was
aléo in this period (1940 to be precise) that the disiribution of

-9
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free  textbooks to primary students begun. According tﬁ S CHNE?
estimates by 1942 more than S4% wmillion copies had been
distributed and they were available in all primary Ecﬁculﬁ of the
countrysy one of the main problems with these fivst edition of
fi g teﬁtﬁmomks was  their strong wwban bias  which made
achievement of literacy in rural areasz more difficult. {(Nash,
19265, pp.- 93 and S54)

In rsﬁite of the great effort to Expand'educatimﬁ in this
pen~iod, .it was so concentrated on developing primary school that
by the mid gixtieag it seems, the system was again under pressure
as  the inadeouacies of =econdary and higher education became
evidént. Tﬁuﬁ, giring Disar Ordezx® presidency resources devoted
to education were expanded further, though the concentration
remained.at the primary and secondary level and it wazs not until
Echeverria when strong emphasis was put in the development of
technical schoonls and of higher education and a further expansion
in resowces allocated to education took place (Teble 2). filso,
duwring Echeverria, and in spite of a lot of opposition arising
from the public (gspecialiy the more conservative middle classzes
of the Northern Btates! and the teaching profession, a new set of
frea texnthooks was ellaborated.

Dfding thé pil-boom vears (1978—19913, when meéz Fortillo
was  president fﬁe share allocated to education begun to decline

(Table 9) as a result of the enormous expansion of government

LI

investment in the area of energy in particular. The per capita
amount  spent  on education, Thowever, continued to rise - f(ses

Samaniege, 19846, Table 18). Including this periad, the portion

of total (public) expenditure aliocated to education as a share




of GDF wasn still below the 4% minimum fecnmmanded by " UNESCDO in
-1952.

Since the 1982 orisis baih the share and the-absalutm per
capita rxpenditur@ on education has declined (see Lustig, 1987
and Samanieqgo, 1986) . In 1983 +the per capita spending on
education declined by 37.46% and the level reached in 1985 was
slightly below that of 1978, As it was mentioned above it is
hard to see what are the effects of this crunch in  educational
spending in such a short period of time. An educated guess  may
he that the quality of teachers (giQEﬂ the further eromion in
their real wages! will decrease over time and thaﬁ the absence of
new investment will be reflected in shortages and detericoration
: of existing infrastructwre in the future, let alone that many of
the soccumulated deticiencies from the past cannot be corrected,

In terms of resowrce absorption primary school has  been
relatively favored over post primary, though its share has been
declining. For example, in 19589 primary schooling absorbed 58, 7%
of the total allocated to formal education whereas in 1978 this
share was egual to S52.4% (COFPLAMAR, 1982, FP. 63). However, one
dilémha that has rnot been cleared out for policy makers (anc that
.given theftﬁreaent budgetary restrictions it becomesz even more
relmvant? ig whether to allocate the efforts towards improving
the system at the bottom in such a way that in a few years timz
the.ent{re popu1a£imn treaches a minimum level of education, or to
concentrate resouwces more in the imarnvement of the guality qf
higher and technical education where for many auth&r% fsmm,- for
example, Uﬁhuidi, 1982 lie the major boktlenecks of the Mexican

L
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educational system. The impact of either Eﬁrategy on ineguality,
poverty and overall productivity may be quite different and the
tradé offs are not clear.

To make an assesament about the evnlutién of the “"guality"
of the educational svsetem two pmﬁﬁible indicators (and by no

means  sufficient) are the student/teacher and student/=chool

ratios. At the level of primary school it can be observed that
between 19290 and 1240 the student-—teacher ratio rose and

afterwards it continuously declined resaching the size of 3308
sfudents per teacher in 1985 (Table 10). {The ectimate for this
vear, however, comes from a different sowrce and, thus, it méy
not be comparabled.

At the Seccndary.and higher levels the tendency has been a
rising student-teacher raltio as enrolment increased over time
{Table 10). The numbers for 19350 are Eé amall to male one wonder
as to their reliability; there may have been measurement probklems
wher the data was collected or when if was reconstructed
atterwards. The size of the ratioc ftor the other years is  not
large by international standards (zee Azspe and EHeristain, 1984,
Table 10,28, for example) and thus one could ﬁonaidﬁf that
students are able to get adequate 1evéiﬁ of attention by their
teachers. The SBtudent/school ratio has followed an  analogous
patt@rnA deglining  for the lowér levels and increasing' {ﬁr the
highér igvelé of educatic (Table 11). At the primary Echmmlnlwvel

“the ratio is higher. for Mexico than for Grgenting or Frazil but

substantially lower than that for the United States or Jdapan
tibid.)Y. However., cuch comparisons haeve the problem that what is

talled a "school" is not & standardized unit.

17




Schooling services can. be provided by the federal, the
state, or municipal. governﬁents or they can be provided by
autonomous -institutions (though government funded) or by private
in%titutimns. Far the period 19701978 &t the primary and
secondary level the largest proportion of enreolled Etﬁdants
corresponds to federal schools; at the baccalaweate, the largest
share corresponds to state and asutornomous institutions (COFRLAMAR,
op. cit., ﬁ. 18). |

The participation of private schools st each  educational
level can be obhserved in Table 12. The share D{”privat& echonls
in terms of student enrclment is small at  the ﬁrimary school
level {7.8% of all enrclled children went to private scheonls in
ii??ﬂ) and relatively large at the medium level (junior and senior
high school equivalents! where around Y28% of all students went to
privete schools in 1970, Over time,r and assuming that the two
observations  that we have are comparable (1970 and  1985), the
share of students who go te private gchoﬁlm has declined &t  all
levels enﬁﬁpt at the university level in which there is & slight
increase: in 1970 the share wés equal to 14% and in 1985 it

o N

egual led 15.80% fl=o with the exceﬁtimﬁ of the university level,
most students attend federal =chools that depend directly on the
Ministry .-of Education:; at the university level the presence of

state or auvtonomows institutions (which receive public funding

but are run independently of the government) is very large.

Federal elementary schooling is provided through different
types of services. Alongside the regular primary schoel coexist

other forms that are either incomplete in terms of the years of

:.



schooling they offer or service ﬁimultaneouély gr oups of
different grades. There are, as well, itinerant schoals that
give service to areas of very scant population, “"albergues" that
try to absarb children from iémlated cmmmunitieé by giving them

foocd and shelter in addition to schooling and other  forms  of

community schooling services. It was estimated that in  the

1970%s over 13% of total enrolment in primary scheool went to this

kind of schoole especially to those which did not  have the

complete cyclé. This group of population will hardly be able to
finieh their primary education since they are, in the majarity

of cases, people who live in isolated areas. (COFLAMAR, op. citu,

pp. 18 and 19

In addition to thé igtﬁgL pducatign  there exists also what
ie called fnon formal” education which includes education +or
adults (people over fifteen years of age), development of indian
communities, recreation and sports, etc.. The share

af resouwrces

ahsmorbed by this non-—formal education has risen from 24% in 1949
to 3% in 1978 (COPLAMAR, op. cit.. p. &3}, Frograms for adult

-

education, however, were not given high priority. Until 1980 the

most  important program  was subject to a pilot erperiment  in

twenty rural  end semiurban localities.. In 1981 a literacy

campaign  was launched and the Institute for fidult Fducation was

created: bhowever, the most important meeaswre in this  area

undertaken during this period was the Law of Schooling and

%

Training which obliges employers to teach and train  their

workers.  (COFLAMAR, op. cit., p. &&) It is not clear to what'

extent this law hasz actually been enforced. - N

Though  primary public education is urrestricted and  free,
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there enist within the public systam‘(and puteide of .it in
'brivate inetitutionsg) important di%ferenceg in the quality of
education and in the conditions provided to finish the schooling
cycle. :This is reflected in variations in the i;tﬁrnal
efficiency of the éystaé- (i.e.« the Eate pf drop-outs  and
reprobation o repetition of grades and the 'prupoftinn of
-stud&ntﬁ who complete a coycle) as well as  in the extérnal
efticiency (i.e.; the degree of gualification with which students
are eguipped to face a productive, stcial  and political
reﬁpnnﬁibility},

One examplé of how the seducationsal system haa"cmntributed'tu
the reproduction of unsdusl opportunities is the distribution of
:;schmols which do not offer the complete cycle. In ruwal areas
fdafined an those having less than 2300 iphabitants) it was
estimated that in 1972 around 705% G{Vall primary schonls were
incumpleté in this =zenses;  in urban areas the proportion was 104U,
Horeover, the ratico of complete to incomplete =chools in the
Fura areas is higher in the richer Northern states and  the
Federal Diétfict (zee the absolute numbers provided in Aspe and
ﬁeristainﬁ op. cit., Table 10, 14),

Student enrclment at all levels has risen over time (see
Table 9 and COPLAMAR, .op. cit., Tables Z.11 and 3.14). The
meeting )éf total educational demand has alsb increaﬁé. from 53
in 1971-72 to 72% in 1981-82 {Aspe and Beriﬁtain5 op. cit., Table
10,1 . In_the 1970%s it =eems that‘éfFortm were made to reduce_
the ?ariance among states in terme of mesting their ﬁemand_ for

primary  education since the largest increases ocowred in  those

QB
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states that had the lowest indeces (and which are in-general the
poorest states such as Chiapas, Guerrero, Oaraca, etc.) (seg the
indeces in Aspe and Befiﬁtain, op. cit., Table 10.14).

According to the last.DFficial estimates the service inden
for primary schoel  (i.e., number of emrolled children as  a
propartion of the population between & and 14 vyears of age)
reached 8% in 1980, & substantial increase Ffrom  the 38.1ﬁ
eatimated for 1920 (Padua, o©p. cit.). However, this sart of
indicator, independently of the problems associated to the
accuwracy  with which it is measwred, is guite migleading. For
example, considering the problems of drep-outs andd repetition or
reprobation of grades, it tuwrns out that about only hald (48%) of
the children that start primary school actuslly complete it
{(Fadua, aop. cit.). |

The relationship betwesn education. and ineguality has bean &

subject of concern for zocial  scientists,  humanitarians, and

politicians alike. In standard neoclassical economics it is
presumed  that educstion is the way in which those who have no

access  to physicai’capital can defend themselves in the market
Flace by acoguiring bhuman capital. However, this is true inzcfar
the accumulation of human capitel allows his or  her owner to
apropriate a qQuasi rent on his o her scarce  skill, When

improvement 1s massive then the poszibhility to apropriate this

guasi rent vanishee, What may be true is that a more uniform
education reduces  inequality within labor ingome  but not

necessarily betmeen the latter and

income froam  capital,  for

—

example. -

In one research carried ot forr Mewico that addreceses  thig

-~ . -

- u




kind of qguestion it was found that edﬁcatidn may be a sufficient
but not a necessary condition to be in the wupper deciles of
income (Diez Canedo v Vera, 1982). For example, it was found that
the probability to find someone without instruction in the
highest decile was enly =lighltly lower than the probability to
find somsone with a uwniversity degrees .and tﬁat for someone who
has cmmpleted primary school the probability to be placed in  the
higher deciles is larger than the probability to be placed in the
lower ones. fs it would be expected it was found that for wage
earners there was a clear and pméitive relation betw&én yvears  of
instruction and income and that‘there was an iméhrtant preﬁium
aiven tu.the completion of cvocles (which presumably reflects  the
Erfact that education iz used by employers as a signaling device or
"provy"” for higher productivityl.

{in the other hand, in the case of the 5é1¥"emplcyed and the
employers, schooling was not statistically relevant in mplaining'
the level of income. These results support the view that for
HAate—earners access Em education and the possibility to complete
the schocling cycles are important to ensure a higher stardard of
living. Thuz, for the poor self employed and the poor employvers

to become an "educated" wage earner may be the most accessible

way to move up in the social ladder. This is true, of course,

for  the individual f{i.e., a marginal change):y & different
situation may arise if this occurs massively  since then  the
characteristics of labor supply and labor demand would (or could).

drastically change.

According  to  the gtudy'donm by Reyes Hercles (sentioned




above) the incidence of government expenditure in educatibn is
progressive at thé primary level, +though somewhat regressive at
the high school and ﬁigher levels (Téble 13y, I+ what was found
by Diez Caneto and Vera ;a¥1ect5 reality with accuracy, then the
government shouwld make special efforts in improving the incidence
of expenditwe on higher education =zo that the poorer sectors of
the population could alsc get part b+ the premium obtained 4rom
completiﬁg a cyele or acquiring more vears of instruction. Since
the limitations for completing school cycle; or puwrsuing a higher
{or technical) degree are linked, in general, teo the economic
conditions of the lower income families, such & task would

require the implementation of a skilfully administered and

targetted scholarship system.

iv. Expenditures on Health

The concern Hor health related aspects on the part of the
government before, and in the period immediately after the

Mexican Revolution, was concentrated on the provision of non

-

personal  services such as regulating the supply of some food
products (miltk, Ffor example), the prdviﬁimn of drinkable water,
the fight agaeinst diseases szuch as the FéhiEE, etc. -

In 1@17 the Department of Fublic Health was founded bout its
rale  was quite deficient (COPLAMAR, 1982, vol. 4, p.116).
Untii .fhe aaminiatratian of Chrdenas (1934-1940) public health

Tservices were concentrated in the area of fiscal ahd  punitive

aspects, whereas the arcas of preventicon and education were

overlooked (COFLAMAR. op. cit.. p. 317).

Duwring Cardenas® governmerit several imporitant measures were

- ] ) - e e
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taken, among them the creation of the Minietry of Welfare in 193
and the oreation of an institution teo prmﬁide public and medical
health 5@r§iceg to the rural areas. Also under the Cardenas
administration the ﬁtudanté ot ﬁedicine had to provide free
service to rural areas as part of their curriculum  {what is
called the "social service") (COFLAMABR, op. cit., p. 117

In terms of resowces, the share going to health and welfare
moré than doubled during Cardenasz’® administratimn treaching 6.4

percent of government expenditure) and in per capita terms it was

mor than three times higher than its level, during the

‘_gGVETHMEﬁtE that ﬁreceded him (see Wilkie, op. cit.., p- 1997 and

KTab1e 14) .

| In spite of the interest on the part of Cardenss to pass  a
social security law, as discussed in Chapter I11.5, it was not
until the beginning of 1943 {(under ﬁQila Camacho) when this law
wagrenacted. Thise gave birth te the Mexican Institute of Social
Security (IﬂSS), which provides services to employeess and smelf-
employed within the privete sector and which began to mpeﬁate'in
the ares of health in 1944 (at first only in the Federal
District; ée@ for more details Chapter I11.5). Also, during the
government of Avila Camacho the Ministry of Health and ,Helfare

was created from the fusion of the twe existing previous

institutions; several hospitals and specialized institutes were

founded; - the AFleunerian scheme (in~hozpital residence) was
introduced in medical schools; etco. Tre amount of rescurces
devoted to tHe area of health and welfare, however, shrunlk in

relative as well.-as in per capita terme starting in 1944 (Table
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14).

At the end of Avila Camaaho‘s period tha-share allocated to

health was around 4 percent of total government expenditure.

This level was sustained duwring Aleman s presidency (1247-1952)
and .during the administration of Ruiz Cortinez® (1933-1758) the
share allocated to health was even lower; moreover, in per capita
terms the level spent on health Qas jower than that spent by
Cardenas (Téble 14%).

In 1959, when Lopaz Mateos became president, thé state-
enployses pension office was transformed into the inatitute ot
Social EBervicesz and Security for State.Emplmyema {Instituto de
Seéuridad v Servicios Sociales de los Trabajadores del Estado,
ISEETEY (COFLAMAR, op. cit., vol. 4). This institute together
with IMS5 conform the twoe major agencies in charge of providing
social éecurity and health services to the insured population
(see the discussion in Chapter II1.0). During the Lopeﬁ Mateos
government the share allocated to health and welfare rose again
and in per capita teéms the ;evel surpassed that spent during the
government of Cardenas (Table 14).

Alsc, in the early sixties the government began its massive
vactcination programs against polio, 1 diphteria, _and other
infectious diseases and in 1970 against measles. These campaigns
resulted in & decline in mortality rates azcociated to them
(CDPLQ&%#, op. cit., p., 3.

The government ?f Diaz Ordaz apperently was not. marked by

any major changes in the area of welfare and health except

perhaps the creation in 1960 of a mixved commission in charge of

coordinating efforts of the two large social security




institutions (IM8SS8 and IS5SSTE) and the Ministry of Health and

Welftare and the creation of the Mewican Institute of Child

=

Assistance (INPID) in 19468,

The: gmvernment of Echeverria, on the other hand, ﬁmbk an
active stand in legal and institutional terme as well as rescource
wise to expand the gyatem of welfare and public healthy ih 1971,
for erxample. & law was passed to prevent and contreol pollutien
{which in‘retkmﬁpe;t does not seem to have been very effoctive)
antd a National Health Flan was elaborabted in 1974 though ié is
nm£ clear to whalt extent its objectives have been fulfilled.

In order to expand the'sucial security sy;tém te reach,
especially, the rural &areas, a new sgcial securify law Awag

pnacted in 1973. As a consequence of this law the "amﬁial
salidarity" program in charge of IMSS was launched in 1974 which
éntmiled the provision of infrastructure for health services in
exchange fdor the contribution of (free) labor by members of the
community.  Duwring Echeverria®s presidency the prmpmrfion of the
populatibn covered by social security rose from 24.4 percent  in
1970 to 76 percent in 1976. ’

Loper Portilleo {1977-1982) undertook a series Df-ﬁeaEUPEE ih
the area of ﬁéalth and welfare (COFLAMAR, op. cit.. pp. iEl“iEE).
Ferhaps the most relevant one in terms of the provision of health
séfvices ig the agreemnent between IM3S ;nd COFLAMAR {discuszzed in
Fhapter  II1.30) signed in 1979 whose target were mainly the ruaral
marginals, According to some estimates, by the end»u? 1980 under

this program there were 2,104 medical units and 41 hospital-

clinics in operation and the number of beneficiaries wag
-
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estimated'in I4 million (COPLQH@R, op. cit., p. 122:  Lozoya.
1984, p. 414). It is not clear what has become of this program
in recent times in terms of effective services given the cutbacks
in 6ut1ay§ in the area-o+ health tgat Have taken place as part of
De la Madrid®s adjustment program (the government claims that the
IMSE-COPLAMAR program continues). At a more globel level, per
capita  spending on welfare and health declined by more than 30
percent in 1983; however, here again as with the case of
education this decline is reflecting both the fall in wages paid
to workers in  the area of public health and  ocoutbacks  in
investment. Im teras of physical resources so far there have
been no notiteable changes in the standard indicators (the number
of doctors and beds per serviced peopulation, for example, has not
declinedy Lustig, 1987:).

Though it iz not evident bow to link -esxpenditures  wiith
performance, we can observe that heaslth indicetors point out that
major improvemsntzs  have takén place since the 1930%: to  the
present. For example life expectancy at birth rose from arcund 2é4
yéar& in 1930 to over &0 in 1973 (COPLAMAR, op. cit.s p. 5&); the
grose mortality rate went down from 3.5 percént at the turn of
the century, to around 2.5 percent in 1?30 antd to % percent in
1975 (ibid., p. &2)3; and the infamt mortality rate déclined from
around 320 percéﬁt at the ﬁurn =33 the century, to 19 percent in
1930 and to little over 3 percent in the late seventies-early

s

eightias‘ (ibid., p. 72 and estimates given to the author by

CONAFD, National. Population Council).™

As  we shall see these improvements® have not been uniform

through the country and, moreover, according to some estimates,




in 1974 over 490 percent of the tofal deaths could have been
avoided (that is, the probability of death would have declined
had the disease (or- other céﬁse) been prevented o treated

adequately) (ibid, p. 80).

The characteristics of the present structure of health
services is presented in Table 15, The non—-personal services
include, among others: to promeote the physical and mental health
of the populationy the improvement of nutrition and hygiene; the
fight against pollution and the prevention -and control  of
diseases and accidents that affect public health; the sanitary
control of food and medical products, beveragef, pesticides,
_etc.s and,r the campaigns against alcoholism and drug addictiﬁn.
‘fhe provision and/for regulation of the non-personal services are
in charge of the HMinistry of Fublic Health and Welfare
(Secretaria de Salubridad y Asistencia, S8A), except in the area
nf accupational health in which the latter ise linked +to 1the
Ministry of Labor, It seems that the guality and gquantity of
these services are-not adequate because there are no specific
policies with respect to them and because many of tha décrees,
regulatione, agresmnents, treaties, stc. are outdated (COFLAMAR,
op . cit.,'p..127}. In addition, the amount of financial resocurces
devoted to non-personal health services seems to be rather low:
fn; example, in 1979 they were equal to 2.3% of the total

expenditures on hwalth and social security (COFLAMAR, op. cit.,

PR

p. 3.7 0 e -

The personal services of health care are prmv;ded by three

broad sectors: the public scocial security organizations,  the
ie
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not  covered by any of the social securily  organizations. .

pubrlic—governmental sector and private medicine. In the first
aroup are ﬁncluded IMst, ISSSTE and other much smaller medical
and social security schemes the most important of which are for
the military, railway; electrici{y, petroleum and sugar workers,
Az we saw in Chépter I1I1.5 théﬁé institutions have benefitted
relatively more the wrban, better-—off worbers.

The public governmental sector includes eeveral institutions

of which the most important is the Ministry of Public Health and

Welfare itseldf, " e a ministry which provides the main
alternative sowce of health care for the bulk of the population
"
Ward, 1984, p. 111D, (Let the reader be reminded that by the
end of the nineteen aéﬁentieg 1t was estimated that around &9% of
the pqpuiatioh was not covered by a social éecurity system. )
Finally, private medicine includes both private health care as
well as  charitable institutions such as the Red Cross  and the
Green Cross.

According to Lopez Acuba (1980, p. 1082 the diztribution of
the population aémng the three souwces plus the uvnattended
population, in 19278, was as follows: social secwrity institutions

covered ZI%.73 percent of the total population; the governmeni-

public agencies, 15.4 percenty; and the private sector attended

14.92% of total populationy which means that around 70 percent of

the popul ation wase unattended (Table 1&6). dhern the supply of
resources is corvected Ffor dnstitutional and _ deographical

concentration and the "real! coverage is caloulated, according to

estimates made by COFLAMAR (op. cit., p.- 178 the unattended

populatiorn, for the same year, rose to 45.3 percent (Table 1&).
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The higheot proportion of the unattended live in rural areas.

These estimates were made before the launching of the IMS8S-
COFLAMAR agreement‘which, as- we mentioned above, according  to
Lﬁ:mya {op. cit., p. 415) reached an additional 14 million people
{presumably from the gréup of  the previously unattended)).
However, "... the level of benefits is net as comprehensive and
is limited to non-specialiet medical treatment and' exclude
maternity care. "..." (Ward, op. cit.. p. 114) ., Nonetheless,
according to COFLAMAR (op. cit., p. 183} the IMSS—CGPLAMAH
P oG am has tesulted in  substantial  improvements in the
availahility of physical resburces, Espaciaily*at the primary
level of attention (external consultation wunits), for the Sﬁuth
E:Paci{ic region {one of the poorest if not the poorest cné mf.the
EDuntry).

In terms of cash resources we have seen above that the share
{as & prépnrtion‘gf-total aovernment expenditure) allocated to
health, social ssecuwrity and welfare had reesched over 8 percent in
the 1970%z (Table 14). Hmwéver, i% this Ehare_is recalcul ated
inclwling in gover%m@ht expendi ture the 20 agencies tha?_ welr e
incorportated to the controlled budget in 1972 and 1972 (see more
details abodved, then the share allocated to hezlth and social
saﬁurity was close to 15 percent in the early--mid 1@70‘57(Qilkie,
op. cit.), p. 527 and fAspe and Beristain, op. éit). (Thg latter
includes not only health expenditures thrmugﬁ social  security
aggncigﬁmhhqg_ al=zo _those outlays related  to social security
proper). As  a share of GDF expenditurea on health equalled .4

percent in 1940, I8 percent in 1970 and 4 percent in 1980

‘(‘




(INEGI, 1984).

Financial feﬁmurceg, however, are guite Qnequa;ly
distributed among the éhr@e major public institutions in  chairge
of health care namely, INéS, IGESTE and 58SA). For example, in

Table 17 we can observe that the twe large social security

agencies (IM88 and ISSSTEE) absorb around 90 percent of the |

budget allocated to the three and they give service to around 40
percenﬁ of the population. As a reswlt of this in Table 1B we can
obzerve that per capita expenditwe by EEA is eguivalent +to

[sng

arcund O percent of that prevalent for IMES (that iz, it is 95

percent lower).

Fhysical resources measured in terms}af doctors per  one
thousand attended and hospital beds per one tﬁcusand attended are
also substantially lowsr in the case of the Ministry of Fublic
Healfh and Welfare (884), though it. seems  that during the
nineteen seventies +the gap was getting narrower at least until
the beginning of the crisis, (It seemsz that the 1983 cutbacks in
social development did affect the avaeilability of physical
resources of the Ministry perhaps 85 & conzequence :n{ the
increase in the nmpﬁlation while resources were kept constant).
The Ministry of Welfare and Health (SSQ{ has more units than the
other two, especielly units dedicated to external consultation.

However, considering the number of medical and paramedical

personnel  registered for each institution, these unite muset  be

Ty

quite undérsta%fed (Table 19). } ~ .

public medicine. According to COFLAMAR (op. cit.. p. 142) in 1979

of the total number of Hompitalglin the country (estimated in

3!

There are no recent analogous comparisons for  private “and




1,408), 709 were private. The latter, however, are relatively

“amall in size and in terms of hospital beds they represented only

-

18 percent of the total.

The data on Tables 17 and 18 indicate the unequal character

of the supply of health care. We saw in Chapter III.5 that the
insured population includes the better-off workers (because they
are the workerslin the formal sector of the econcomy)’ and, {from
what we just saw, these workers are also getting better quality
hea]tﬁ care. On the contrary, the poorer sector of the popul ation
‘has access, if at all, to health care services of lower quality,
at least judging from the amount of +inancia1ﬁ and physical
resouwrces available to them.

The evidence shows that resources were unequally distributed

there has been =&

“3

gecgraphically as well (Tahle 20). In fact,
tendency for the poorer states  (Oaraca, BGuerrero, Chiapas,
Tlaucala, Hidalgo and Mexico, for example) to be less Eta%fed
fhan the étatea,with higher per capits income (for example,.Nuevn

Leon, Coahuila, Chihuahua, Baja California Sur, Sonora, and, of

course, the Federal District). The poorer states are also less

covered by health institutions in proportion to their population

(Table 21).
To some extent this unegual distribution of resouwrces and
A

actess to health care is reflected im the behavior of the

men-tality rate by state (Table 22). Nonetheless, there are some

n

" strange t©asks such as Coahuila which is relatively well-endowed

Guerrero, very poorly serviced

g

but its martality rate is high,

but  with a mortality rate that is significantly lower than that




prevailing in the oiher poor states. prevef, it should be
remembered  that mortality rates include not only those resulting
from diseaze, but vioclent deaths aé well which need not be
correlated at all with the availability of free héalth care. |

In épite of the efforts made in the area of public health
(through the social secwity system or the EEA) to ensure that
the entire population has access to health care, GOFLAMAER  (op.
éit., pp. 172-18%5) estimated that at the end of the seventies, at
a natiﬁnal level, fhere were important detficits in doctors,

nurses, labs, ete., which were exacerbated by the geographic and

institutional concentration. Arcording to this study, the most
marginal states (Chiapas, Buerrero and Qaraca) had higher

deficits in terms of rezl coverage whereas the largest proportion
of the s=swplus 89% of the "surplus” doctors and R2.3%  of the
Yeurplus" nureses) were in the Mexico City area.

In terms of incidence, public expendituwres in. the ares of
health and welfare thrnugh the public-governmental institutions
seem to be quite progressively allocated (Table 23). The

incidence of espenditures through the social secuwity system,

however, seems 1o follow some sort of sideways S-shape (Table 23
P Y

which, asz we saw in Chapter I11.3. is the same shape followed by

the net incidence of sogial security ({that g, atter
contributions are subtracted).

In sum, overall it would seem that the Mexican government

has put rescources and institutional efforts to provide health

care to the population. “THowevér, “thete have been insufficient.
“and have tended to be concentrated, bothin guantity and quality,.

in the bhetter—-off sectors of the country.  ilmprovemsnt can still
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be maﬁe in the afea of infant mortality as well as- overall
mortality rates ‘if adequate information and treatment  is made
available with opportunity. In additicon., though the iﬁcidence ot
,xpendituFEﬁ in the area of public—gnvarnmental' insitutions
declines with income, net {;cidence of the social security system

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

health) does not follow this desirable pattern.

v. Eood Subsidies

The Mexican government began regulating the prices of
staples in the 1930°s {(Barkin and Esteva, 1981). .- The objectives

cf this long-standing intervention are twofold: in rural areas to

.protect the small farmers against speculators and drastic price

decreases, and in wban areas to protect the purchasing power of

poor consumers againat rising food prices.

The governmeﬁt attempts to achieve these goals intervening
in three wavs: First, by purchasing bag}c grains at guaranteed
{support) bricea; second, by maintaining price controls  on
staples and giving subsidies on some fundamental input (such as
corn  in the case of "tortillas") to the industries that .brdduce
them; and third, by participating directly in the production and
marketing of hasic $60d5tu{{5.

In yhistorical terms perhaps the first relevant agency in
thié' field was ANDSA (Mational Storage Hpﬁsea), founded by
Cardenas.  in_193% whose main'ghjectiﬁe‘was to stop Epﬁcuiatimn by

providing & place to store the crops atter harvest and cash  in

advance .against the stored merchandise. In 1238 the Regulating




Committee of the Subsiﬁtence ﬂérketﬁ was foundeds ils ﬁbjective
was to participate in the commercialization of cérn and wheat
and, to a lesser extent, of rice, beans, sugar and other staples.
This committee was digssolved in 1941 and its functions were put
in charge df another agency: the Merican Company of Exports and
Imports (CEIMEAY. The latter was closed in 19461 and a new agency
takes up all the taske: CONASUPD which, since 1955, acquires the
status of a descentralized government enterprise. 8ince its
creation, CONOSUFD "z cbjectives were the regulation of the market
of bazic staples to gﬁarantea a minimum price to the agriculturai
producers and to ensure supply at reasonable prices for the urban
consumers {(Lustig v Hértin del Campo, 1985). |

In practice, SGme'estiﬁates show that CONASUFO s operations
singe 19245 and up teo 1982 resulted, eon the average, 1in  an
implicit tax for the average agricultural producer of corn {(with
the exception of the yvears 1987, 1968, 1981 and 1982, corghum
and wheat {(i.e,, the guaranteed price was lower than the
international price corrected for exchangs rate overvaluation

£

{Norton, 1984, pp.” 2-14, 2-15% and 2-1&)3 and a subzidy for

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

A poscsible 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 CONASUFD from the central government as a
share of total government expenditure. his ratio iz presented

in Table 2% and, as it can be observecd, the share tended to

increase to over I percent in the early eighties. - This increase

may be the consequence of the support price policies recommended

by _the Megxican Food System which resulted, az it was mentioned
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above, for the first time in many years, in a subsidy .krathwr
than a tax) to corn producers, but also of some miscealculations
in the total imports required ;o satisfy internal demand (which
seemns to bé what hadppenned in 1981). |

Since CONASUFD Ffipances ite deficit with transfers and
borvrowed Jfunds, perhaps & better estimate of the size of +the
total ﬁubﬁid? iz the share mf the total Hinancial deficit of
CONASUFD  as a proportion, for example, of GDF. In Table 24 we
can observe that, however iarge CONASUPO "= deficit has been, it
has not exceeded 1.4 percent of GDP., even when the - agency s
capital outlays are included, and it has on the-gverage stayved
_helow 0.3 pﬁrcentu

CONABLIFO = de%icit could be treated asm if it vonsisted of
what the government spends in providing food to  the Mexican
population (analegausly with using expenditures on health az  a
way to measure the supply of health services that the government
gives to thé population?. The guestion to ask, then, iz -——
indeﬁendently of the efficienty with which CONASURG cperates as
an enterprise (a subject which has not been addressed for any of
the other agencies that were analyzed)-— whether the amount epent
by  the gmvernmenﬁ in improving the food intake of ite citizens
actually reachas thoae-whﬂ need it more and in what proportion.

As before, here there are twa'tyﬁés of indicators that rére

relevant. One has to do with the incidﬁncé of the subsidy by

income strata, and the otRer with the distribution of the subsidy

among different income strata. The firet indicator measures the

size of the =zubsidy in proportion to the stratum®s income and how




thig ratio behaves across strata. A progressive incidence would

occur if the ratio declines az income rises.

The second indicator measuwres the allocation of the subsidy.

A strictly progressive allocation would result if the lower

income strata are able to apropriate a higher proportion of

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

the

the

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

However, an  allocation can be considered progressive from

distributive point of view when the mentiched Lorenz-like curve

the

“lies above the Lorenr curve that deszcribes the distribution of
income.

Since the major subsidies provided by COMNASUPD are in  the

form a{r general prite subsidies {(as opposed to targetted

- of

subsidies), one way 1o measure the degree of progressivensss

the allocation of the subsidies is by talculating the Intensity

of Consumption Coefficient (ICC) which is equal to the raticoc

the area of  the Lorenz-like curve depicting the behavior

consumption expenditures on the any particular good by income

of

of

deciles, *o the areld of the perfect equality triangle (Mclarthy,

197&). When this ratic is greater than unity, it means that the

poar tonsume proportionately sore than the rich of that good and,

thus, if the good iz subsidized they are getting a larger cut of

the total subsidy on thzt cood.

‘According  to the estimates presented on Table 2%, the only

Sfoodetuffts that  satisfy this condition are (raw) corn

and

"pmiloncille! {(urrefined sugar), neither of which is subject to an

explicit subsidy (although, in the case of corn, the impldicit

on producers mentioned above couwld be viewsd as a subsidy to

tay

net




buyers of corn in the agricultural areas).

The rest of the basic staples have an I0C below unity, but

in some cases the value iz very close to one. The further away
from unity the ICC is, indicates the lesser degree of
progressivity of the allocation of the subsidy. For the set of

foodstuffe  that this index was calculated and which are subject
to a subsidy scheme, the order of importance is: beans, rice and
tortillas.

;f" we how lopk at Table 26 wg can observe that CONASURD
dedicates a much lower szhare of the subsidies to beans and rice
{belaw 10 percent) compared to what is allocated to maize!
Moreover, over time the share going te the latter has declined
Eiwhile that going tm-ﬂofghum and oilseeds has risen. The first
one is a major input in the pﬁoduttion of beef and poultry, both
of which are more intensively consumed by the higher incomes
{though they may represent a very high prcportipn of the amount
spent on food by the poor). This result iz indiceting that the
generral price subsidies on some products entail an important
"leakage”, in the sense that the largest portion of the heﬁefit
of the subsidy ie captured by hiaher income groups. Thus, a lot
could be ,ééined in terms of equity if the subsidies an- food
products were targetted to the lower income groups (such as is
the Caﬁelﬁith the milk coupons program LICOMNSA: see Lustiq, op.
cit., and Martin dél Campm; op. wit.).

e vﬂﬁremvef; in Table 27 we can ohserve that, basing ourselves
on  the budget shares allocated to the most subsidized fobdstuffs

by income decile,  with the esxception of beans and rice, the

r
=8
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incidence of the subsidies on corn (tortillas), sorghum (beef,
poultry and eggs) and opilseeds J(cooking oil) tends to he
regressive. The situation changes for the case of tortilla if
we take the urban population separately: the incidence of the
subsidy becomes progressive (Lustig, 1984, op. cit.).

The results on the incidence 5% the food subsidies cdmbined
with the ﬁrevimus ones on the character of the allocation of fhe
those subsidies, give strong support For thanging the current
schemes to target oriented ones. The only ?xceptiqn to this are
the cames of bheans ance vice, and the case of toartillas in  the

from the

urban argas, which are self-targetiting in both senses:
eguity as well as the incidence point of view.
Faced with very stringent budget goals: after the ouitburst

of the orisis in 1582 and the implementation of ithe  adiustnent

program in L 19RE,  the government ha5 pre§umah1y mede 5 great
effort to Trationalize" the fond subsidy schemes and make  Lhem
more btargegtted {(for example, the tortilla coupon was introducnsd?
{Martin del Campo, op. cit.). However, so far it is not clear to
-
what ﬁxtenﬁ 5avings 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 commercialized foodstufis, If
the latter is the case:. the problem is that it is not -Elear

whether those zople who stop having access to the subsidy are

those who should actually be excluded on distributive grounds.

npenditures on Housing

It has been estimated that in 1970 around  39%  of total

households had drinkable water (bubt only 17 % of the rural

v
i
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_dwellings), 424 had sewage system {(but only 14% in . the rural
sector) and 394 had electrigity (but only Z8 % in the rural
sector) (COPFLAMAR, 15825 Vol. 3, p. 43). For 1940 the analogous
numbers wér@ 24%,  29% and 28%, respectively, which ﬁeans that in
the ten- year pérind between this vear and the aarlyl seventies
there had been considerable efforts te expand the housing
services to the population: nonetheless, the situation was still
lacking by the end ot the 1970 s {COFLAMAR, ibid.);

In additioh, actording to some estimates the housing deficit
far 1970 cmuld'range from 2.3 million wnits up to O.6 million
units (Eilva Herzog, 1973 and Garza and Schteingart, 1974,
5, réspectively; cited in Moore, 1984), depending on the assumptions
made  about replacement needs and about the qualitative .da¥icit
resuiting from below standard housina. Although government
ﬁarticipatimn in the area of housing ooes bhack as far as 1925, it
iz not wuntil +the nineteen seventies in whi&h they acquire
significance. ﬁccmrding to some eztimates, betweenIEQEE ard 19460
the pﬁblic sector uhdertamk {ewer-”actionﬁ“ (the actions measure
both  the rumber of coredits inen or the number d% ‘huuses
constructed) than between 1970 and 1980 (500 thousand and 709
thousand, respectively) (COFLAMAR, 1982, val. 3, p. 770,

Pubiic'hmusihg programs have utilized as its legal bazis the
Constitution of 1917, In-article 127 there is a clear statement

about the fundamental right of housing for workers. According to

Moore (1984, p. 344): " .. Most Housing programs. for the first

thirty vears of the "new republic" focused on (1) private credit

rarkets providing access (mortgage credit) within the private
v.

_____ - Oy



sectorg and (2) gpecific institutions of relatively minor
imporﬁance that provided subsidized rental payments £D employees.
Fublig ‘participatimn in the control or regularization of 'the
prices, 1In -terms of oredit, or in land {in the huuginglﬁectur)
iteself was indeed contemplated, but not actualized during this
time period.”

In 1925, within the Dgpartment of Civil 8Service Fensions,
the government Stérted a program to prgvidé housing for federal
empl oyees. In 1?59,‘ A% wWe saw in Chapter I1I1.5 this Department
was transformed into the ISSSTE which in 1972 created its housing
fund (FGVISEETE)._ In 73%3,  the National Urban Mortgage  and
FPublic Works Banbk (Bancg Macional Hipotecario Urﬁana v de {(bras
Publicas, later BANUOERAS) was created. In 1934 the Department of
the Faderal District Efarteﬁ the construction of papular housing.
(COFPLAMAR, 1982, Vol. %, p. 78). In i?455 under President Aviila
{Zlan'\at:hc;_4 the EHanco de Fomento de la Habitacion (Housing Promotion
Bank) was created and ". ... (Tihie institution for the first
time contemplated the uvtilization of public capital for housing
construction ..." (M;oreg op. ecit., p. 3244). The allocated sum
was distributed among several institutions among whiﬁh we find

.

IMES and the Department of Civil Service Pensions.
However, the real beginning of government action in housing
policy is in the 1900z, " ... Housing policy during the period

n? 1?50*19&0 consisted primarily of:s {1} lending programss; (2}

- rental subsidy programs; (3 _programs oriented toward those who

legitimately could gain access to the exzisting private mortgage

markets based on income;  and (4) .programs that fimnanced housing
access  for  public employees. The principal focus of programs

N




aimed at stimulating pfﬁvate—se:tnr activities. .;.. The effect,
in  many ways, was to prmvidedfinancing capabilities for middlé“
income houvseholds., especially in urban areas. . The -period
from the 1980"s suggests & new shift in the Drientétinn of pubic
policy toward housing in Mexico, away-{rmm rental  subsidy  and
toward increased direct construction. ..."  {(Moore, mp.'cit;, P
J44) .,

Initially government réspnnse to the "housing problem" of
the central-city poor was rent control (begun in 1942). As  the
pected deterioration of frozen rent placeé has  taken place,
policies of renewal  were gstablished in  favor of commercial
housing. In addition: the typical responses to land invasion of

eviction and eradicetion were replaced by M"regularization" of

low—income peripheral zones of especially Mexico City.

The participation of the public sector in housing
construction rose from 5.4 percent in the 19311960 period te 18
parcent in the 19701974 period; while that of the private sector

declined from Z8.8 percent to 16.5 percent, respectively. In the

19711974 period, however, the major supplier in the housing
mar ket cmnt;nméd “to - be the self-constructed popular housing
{around 635 percent  in both periods) {(Garza and Schteingart,
1??6). Puhlic sector ac%ivity in the area of housing construction
hasz been concentrated in Mexico City.

In general the government has dealt with the housing

.

prrobl ems as if it were mainly a financial problem and public-

sector intervention was viewed as a stimulation of private

initiative. The reliance on private institutional lending meant

v




that only the top of the lower income groups could be“reached_
For example, in the 1960°'s the social—interest housing had. an
average cost of § &0,00 while, according to the Income
Expencditure Survey of 1943, twe thirds of the wban families
earned % 1,500 o less per month. |

fAs & consequence of the new labor law enacted in 19270 under

Echeverria®s government, the INFONAVIT (Institute of HNational.

Funds of Housing for Workers), was created in 1973 and it is the

mast important institution of the 1970°s designed to meet housing

demands. "... The progran administers cretdit to workers under a
variety of schemes or ‘credit lines®. The majority of funds are

allocated to direct fiﬁancing of the construction of housing for
workars, ces  The IMFOMAVIT program has provided a @ wvaluable
alternstive in  the housing market over aextisting programs. e
However, it should be noted thet the program ... does net reach
the wurban poor with any degres of sucoess. The assumpticon of
housing for those in the formal labor marbet and earning at least

the minimum wage, exdcludes the majority of the population, -
(Moore, op. cit., p. 349, 350 and 251).
All in all, then, housing policies have concentrated mainly

in the capital and, less so, in other metropolitan areas. In the

rural sector housing policy is almest absent. In Mexico City, in

addition, the majority of actions have centered on solving the

o

housing problems of the "working poor”, hut has been unable to

satisfy the. housing needs of the "really™ poor. - - - e

v,



Table 1

Mexico: Clazsification of agovernment

expenditures

ECONOMIC EXPENDITURES:

Commerce and industey
Communications and public works
Agricultuwre, cattle and forestry
Agricultural credit

fgrarian department

Water and irrigation

Tourism ‘

Investments in shares, equities,
electricity, oil, ste=l, etc,

bonds, railroats,

Transfers te industry and commerce, support for prices
(CONASUFD) , subsidies to descentralized agencies (Fuertos
Libres Mericanos, Comizsion Nacional

les, etc.)

SOCTAL. EXFERDITURES:

Education and physical sducation
Indian affairs

Fubliec healths and welfare
Drinkable water and sewage

Labor

Trnefers to National Institute of
Institute of Social Sezurity

de VYalores, Ferrocarri-

Housing and National

Social and cultural assistance (includes agricultural
inswrance, RBanec Nacipnal Hipetecario y Obras Fublicas,

Fatrimonio Indigena del Velle del

Me:

Fayments for medical care for state emplovees

zquital .

Inswrance programs for the military and civilians

ADMINISTRATIVE EXFERDITURES:

Fublic debt {interests and szmortization)

Military, legislative, Executive
Foreign relations

Attorney General

All the ministries

General edpenditures

and

sy

Judicial branches

dransteyrs (subsidies to state and municipal governments) .,

and pensions for governmeEnt employees

a4
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Table 2.a
Mexico: Average alliocation of government
enpendi ture: 1920-19&3
{(in percentages)

AT P T S Y — L ek SO ikl SR 418 S ek SO e S84 e Akl g, S ke LY B WL e S S 4T oo o g1t ST S Py e — et s e
- —_— oo g D144 pbrt P e W — ———— g D ot e e $r- e T ra

1920

1521-1924
1925-1928
1929

1980-1932
1935-1984
1935-1940
1941-1946
1047-1952
1955-1958
1956-1963

s B . i e e Al ikt b Pt ek mane il e o e e o e o e Sl e e e R e T e S et S Atk e e e e

Soutrce:

‘Dela Huerta  100.0  17.2 2.3 80.5
Obregén . -100.¢ - 17.9 9.7 72.4
Calles 100.0 0248  _ 10.1 65.1
Portes Gil . 100.0  23.2 12.9 63.9
Ortiz Rubie - 100.0 28.1 15.8 56.1
Rodriguez 100.0 21.7 /15.4 62.9
Cirdenas 100.0 37.6 ; 18.8 44.1
Avila Camacho 100.0 . 39.2 [ 16.5 44.8
Alemin 100.0 51.9 13.3 34.8

i i 100.0 52.7 - 14.4 52.
Ruiz Cortines 192 e

Lépez Mateos  100.0 39.0 .

Wilkie,

19789, p. 66

—— et b o e it
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Econaomic
Social

Administ.

——— - o b b i ke
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: Table 2.

Mexico: Allocation of government expenditures:
19441976

(in percentages)

b

2, Matural resocurces
2. Industrvy and commerce
4, Education and culture

H. Fublic health and

19464 1945 12466 1947 19466 1949 1970
39.4 42.5 40,7 A 40, 4 a3, = 40,1
21.1 8.2 22.4 20,3 21.4 21.3 22.0
I29.5 39.3 6.9 42.1 8.0 S&.4 27.9
1971 1872 1973 1974 1975 1974
402 T 466 T 455 TTT 448 TTU o467 T 48 TUTTTTTTTTTTT
(123) (119 (11.8) { 9.7 { 7.8) { 7.9)
( 9.9) (18.5) {15.3) (18.1) (21.0) (12.2)
(18.0) {(16.2) {18.9) (16.5) (17.9) (28.6)
. o RS s S - L -
24.3 236 28.6 23.5 23.1 22.9
(15.9) {14.4) {14.0) {14.4) (14.8) (14.4)
{ 3.6 { 44) ( 4.2) { 3.5) { 3.4) { 3.2)
{ 4.8) { 1.8) { 54) { 5.6) { 4.9) { 5.38)
35.5 - 298 30.9 522 30.2 28.4
{ 4.8) ( 4.2) { 4.0 { 4.0 { 3.4) { 8.0)
(12.8) {11.2) (14.6) (14.8) {15.0) (14.1)
(17.9) . (144) -— (123) . (134) _. (1.8 __ (L8 .
o Communications and transport _
asogrial assistance
wity .

&4, Welfare and social sec
7. Military branch

8. General

administration

. Fublic debt {(interestz and amortizations)

e e e e i ey e

Souwrce:s Wilkie, 1978, p. 254 and

38

44



Table 2.c
Mexico: Structuwre of government expenditures
by sector: 1977-19350
{in percentages)

i/

1977 1578 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983  paasl! el

Total _ ———— 100,20 1000 100.0 100.0 100,60 100.0 100.0 100.0 (00.0

EnEr QY e 26,0 30.4 26,3 29.1 28,3 1.6 12,9 129 12,1
Communications and Transpart___ 6.4 6.2 6.3 &.2 5.9 2.4 a4 4.3 “s
Social development 22.2 203 19.5 17.4 166 138 12.4 128 134
Imdus e Y e 8 8.0 8.7 7.7 6.8 8.0 a2 6.8 6.1
Agriculture, cattle and fishing_ . se 74 - 60 s0 0835 S35 6.1 5.3 48

Administrative__ . . wo oa sce  se s
""""""""" 2.8 2.3 222 5, .3 . . . .

Commerce ——————
Touri - — - 8.9 7.2 8.8 5.3 3.9 3.4 $.0 4.9 3.4
G—L b e e e e —— 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1

Source: Samaniego, 198&, Table 16
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Total (in millions
of pesos)
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% Government expenditures include the
incorporated in 1972 and 1972 {(see tesxt).

B I R

S
6.
7.
a.
F

o

Table Z.d

Maxico: Allecation of government

expenditures: 19605-1974%

(in percentages)

-

~r

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1576

— b

64020 66054 79452 83422 9300{;}992QF 121 332 148768 191205 276 843 400650 52002

Total in % ________ 3000 . 100.0 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 - 100.0 1000 1000 1000  100.0
Ecomomic_____ 4806 610 554 B0 506 492 488 511 508 532 556 54l
é' ““““““““““““““““““ (08) (18.0) (121) (1L8) (110) (11.0) (08 (108 (106 (86 (80) (7.6
S e ) (38) (30)  (32)  (44)  (B0) (75 (122) (113) (152) (161  (1L.5)
S et e e (34.8) (447) (40.3) (35.6) (35.2) (80.2) (304) (281) (289) (294) (31.5) (85.0)
Social ______ .. 191 214 227 9254 225 228 242 w55 243 220 214 929
B (63) (1) (66 (69 (1.2 (68> (18 @5 @5 (AN (14~ (76
Se
4, " @8 (38 (32} @6 (¢4 (#3) (@) @89 @2 (32 (0 (@0
""""""""" (logy (05 (119) (109 @109) (LD (128 (186 (126 (126 (110) (116
:‘-gdminigtratw.e """"" $20 176 219 265 269 280 270 254 240 239 230 287
a —————— e @6 @) @3 @5 N @% @2 (@2 @) @9 @n (6
o i (80) (43 (@7 (67 (5 (68 (59 G 78 (18 (35 (15
B e . ©23) (106 (149 (17.3) (187 (19.1) (18Y) (155) (150) (147) (138) (4.6

Communications and transport

Natwral respurces '

Industry and commerce

Education and culture

Fubblic health and social assistance
Welfare and social secwrity

Military branch

General administration

Fublic debt {(interests and amortizations)

e ity s g —— i e it arim

Source: Wilkie, 1978, p. 527 -

A

29 descentralized agencies



Tabhle Z.a
Mexico: Government sxpenditures in
per capita terms:
1920-1970
(1950=100)

e o vy pome S I drfh Gl P L g ks Bl it e S o AR R s e Sl st

Year Total Econ. Social admin,
1920 25.3 4.8 .6 20.4
1921-1924 ' . 558 10.0 5.4 40.4
1925-1928 ' 67.9 16.8 6.9 44.2
1929 ‘ 61.5 14.3 7.9 9.3
1930-1032 ' 56.4 15.9 8.9 81.6
1958-1934 59.6 12.9 9.2 87.5
1935-1940 82.2 50.9 15.0 36.8
1941-1946 103.0  40.4 17.0 45.6
1847-1952 146.7 76.1 19.5 51.1
1953-195¢ 180.8 ° 95.83  26.0 59.5
1959 208.1 93,2 36.2 78.7
1960 - 271.8 1144 446 112.8
1961 263.5 85.8 49.3 130.4
1962 ‘ 249.8 87.8 52.2 109.9
1963 : 253.8 96.6 52.8 84.4
1964 811.3 122.6 65.7 _123.0
1565 8765 1600 68, 148.0
1966 : 3194 150.0 715 117.9
1967 3886 146.1 78.9 163.6
1968 8721 150.3 80.4 141.4
1969 4311 1824 918 156.9
1970 423.1 169.7 931 160.3

B ke o e g e i e rgr 40 b Pl e, Papen T S




Table Z.b
Mexico: Government expenditure in
social development in per
capita terms: 1977-1985
(1970=100)

e i TS e P G S04 P s i " . o B S e P S i . T —_— — - o e e e e e gy T Y G T P it S HAR g e B G P St

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

TOTAL 036.0 815.4  B8S7.6 876.9  992.3 1 002.8  708,7 700,3
Fesos )
Change % - =2.3 5.2 23 132 1.6 +29.6 0.4
EDUCATION 23%.0 22 326.0 2038 214.9
Feaos 210.4  219.4 2.0 . " . -
Change % - 4.2 6.8 0.3 3.0 1,27 ear.8 5.5
TH ;
HEGL 24.% 27.8 29.7 29.3 5.0 80.4 40.% a1.3
Fesos , '
Change % - 13.5 5.8 S W 100.7 2.7 =32.% 2.0

SOCIAL SEC.
Fesos 33,2 350.3  )70.8 98,6 3938 2.7 8.0 6.9

Change % - 6.2 8.8 7.9 12 84 08 68

e P e A it s L it ke P ey Ak LR bk i IR e ke St e ik S o ek b gy b R e UL S E Pty i MY A Y ST i S Ly SAre? TP S P i e e i e ey S e s e e ot e

Source: Samanieqo, 1986, Table 18
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Mexico:

Tabhle 4

Wellibedings

1940-1980

Indicators of Social

e Shr ey Bnts dmms e ey

1940 1950 19460 1970 1980
EDUCATION
Illiteracy
rate (1) 09I, 45,4 L 24,7 6.6
Total enrol-
ment as %
of tobt. pop. 8.0 11.1 14.0 22.0 0.2 .
Average
schooling (2) 1.7 2.1 2.8 Sa7 4.7
HEALTH
Mortality
rate/ 1000 22.8 16.2 11.5 10,1 bR
Zn{'death
due to in-
fectious
diseases 43.1 S & 25,50 23 13,7
Infant mor— _
tality /1000 125.7 2 74.2 &5. 6 8.8
(35 100.0 D9.0
Life expec— -
tancy at
birth {years) 1.45 49 . &9 part = P ) &£2.14 &8. 06
Source: Samanieqo, 1984, Table 1l except for (3) -

{1y #As
more.
2) Number of years in the population of fifteen or more.
(3 Infamt Mortality rates given by UMICEF, which coincide  with
the corrections made by the Matienal Council of Fopulation in
Mendico for unrsported births. :

apercentage of the total population of fiftesn years or

Loy




Table O , .
Mexice: Allocation of government

-

expenditure: 1940-1975

1940 1550 1940 1970 1975
ECONOMIC 34,1 A, 2 42,1 403, 1 4.7

Agriculture. {11. 42
Communic. ' . ,

and public worksg (10,1)
MNatural re- .
sources —— (21,10
Industry
commerce {&. 8} (17.9)

Other ¥ (5.8) ——

20,0

w oW e

16.4

‘socIaL 9.7 14.4

Education
Health and
s, SR iby RN

ADMINISTRATIVE
Defence
General

administration
Fublic debt

{12.4)

(7.32)

(19,7}

-

(14.
(L2,

w3

-
o
Nt

(7.1}

{10.0)

(10, 4)
{1&. 0

(F.7)

(4.7}

(5. 4)

(82.8)
(27.75)

(14.8)

(7.2

{4.4)

(12,0

1.3

(5.4)

{1%5.0)
(11.8)

A P gt b A e i i ks TS S —TT? S o1 AL T T A i S S Y iy S R (R U e S i Sl M b B8 S G V) ba) 2t e S PR i $PAY FPTY ot e S YT St i L M S e oy e

Source: Wilkie, 1978, several pages.
¥ The "other” (additional supenditures) category wWas

subzequently  and
irvestment in
public works.

e

¥¥ We have added together health and sodial security becauvse
definition

to changes  of
compar abl e,

Note: - The -
a}lmcatian
Comparison

did not
sog Tab

ites components alloceted to the
irrigation

ircluce
lez 2. b

eliminated
other

ttemes

waz transterred from agriculture o

Tl

the 2%
and 2.d

two

total. government expenditure used to
agencles added

o

@,

would

calculate
i 1973

FRC AR

ciue

ot fye

the
Far a



Tablm &

Mericor Government expendituwre
bry type: 1965, 1970, 1975 and 1980
{in percentages)

1965 1970 1975 1930

L b LA 4 4R e B it o T IS B S0 b fnin e o bt b e oo e

e e e s P i W L £5008 Bk bdets b b e 3eim o o S ettt e o o Saian fopet oy ey povas RS b

TOTAL 100.0 100,70 100, O 100G, 0
V2.7 &7 7i.6 &9 . &

S

CURRENT
Hages & salaries (34.%5) (37.4) (30, 7) (29,1
Interests S 5,2 EE G B {( 9.5) (14.7)

States % Municip. ( 1.4) Co0.2 { E.0) ( 7.2

Transfers { 8.8 ( ¢,9) (1.4 1. 4)
ER.E on, 8 L2

CARITAL 2045 S2.3

ot o b . i S AR, 8. bt bt bk b e v o LR i 4 s e o e T e Tt e At B R SLn b i rrrrs e e e e e e St 454 P e by b e Bk e e e iy L B W

tte Macierds vy Oredito Fublico, ESTADISTICAS
oo N § ot}

S0URCE: =
. BECTOR FLBLICO, 19451985,

=
HACENDAR IAE




Table 7

Mexico: Net ficscal incidence

by income stratum, 1968
(in percentages)

Income Strata Families Income
{in yearly Accumul ated coumul ated
pasos per {percent) (percent)
family)

Before Hfter
Up to 2,700 4,731 0,39 0. 50

2.F00,01 to

4,800 | | 2.87 1.67 1.96

4,800.01 to
g, 400 T0. &7 Gt &.70

8,400,011 to _
15, 000 55,72 17.07 17.89

15, 000, 01 to
Dé, 400 TE. B T.62 TR ET

P&, E400.01 to
45, 000 . 89 .01 H50.01 S0.46%

'q\..h, Q0,01 to
84, 000 G & b, A2 56.91

84, 000,01 to

151,200 28, 20 77.85 7. 04
more than -

151, 200 100, 20 100, OO 100, 0
ifotal

Gource: Reyves Heroles, 1974, pap. 277, 287 and

Net incidence

{percent)

Z2.856

20,21

10,12

5. 91

- -
3.735

4




Table 8- ,
- Mexico: Allocation of net fiscal
resowrces by income stratum, 19&8
{in percentages)

Income Strata Families Income ‘ Net allocation
lin yearly fAccumul ated Accumul ated Accumul ated
pesos per fpercent) {paircent) {(percent)
family)

Beftore After

Up to 2,700 4,731 0. 79 0. 5O 4.0

2,700.01 to
4,800 12.87 1.47 1.9 11,7

4,800,011 to
g, 400 30, &7 b1 6.70 T4, D

8, 400.01 to _
15, 000 B, 72 17.07 17.8% %5

18,000,021 to
25, 400 78. 46 Zl. 6% 22,83 &0. 8

26,400.01 to
4, 000 ge.0l 50,01 S0, 65 70,5

48,000,021 to _
B4 OO G5 & b6, 47 66,21 g1.1

24, 000,01 to
151,200 SE. 20 77.805 7604 .9

oy

mor e than o
151,200 100, Q0 105, O 100, O 100,

Souwrcer. Afultkor s calcoculations with data presented in- Feves
Heroles, 197&, p. 275

Mate: 311 the net fiscal allocations can positive because  the
public egctor held a detficit. - _ -




_ Table 9
Mexico: Expenditure on education
‘ 1935-1980

{miilions of pesos) 5
2 ri Federal public
i Federal 3 Toral investment
-GDP government SEP public in education 31 312 K17
Years {nominal) expenditures expenditures investment and research oz 12 %
1915 4,279 301 I8 137 2z 0.9 12.6 1.5
£936 5,038 406 L1} 168 2 1.0 12.7 i
1937 6,409 479 63 192 2 1.0 13.3 1.0
1938 6,862 04 64 198 2 0.9 2.8 B0
1939 1337 N 67 233 2 0.9 PEY 0%
1940 7,774 610 75 290 3 0.9 12.3 5.0
1941 8,701 689 v KXY i 0.9 1.y .3
1942 10,066 845 86 464 1 0.8 10.% 0.2
1943 12,283 1,085 94 568 i 0.8 8.7 0.2
1944 17,719 5,505 i3 657 9 0.7 B.6 i.4
1945 19,382 1,633 170 B48 9 0.9 10.4 b3
i948 26,322 1,829 199 099 10 0.8 0.8 1.0
1047 29,237 2,343 216 1,210 i3 0.7 9.2 k.G
1948 31,196 2,7 237 i,539 17 0.8 8.4 b
1949 .31 3,741 282 1,956 15 0.5 7.8 0.8
1950 39.736 3,700 314 2,672 29 0.8 8.5 1.4
1951 51,245 5,075 366 2,836 (17 7 7.2 35 .
1952 57,482 6,603 459 3.280 bl | 08 7.0 6.7
1953 57472 5825 07 3,076 109 0.9 8.7 38
. 1954 69,680 2,471 651 4,183 136 i.0 8.2 K
s 1955 84,870 9,25% 73 4,408 74 ne 1.9 1.7
1956 26,996 10,567 201 4,57 131 09 g.5 2.9
1957 111,402 11,815 £,035 3,628 129 0.9 8.6 2.5
1958 123,815 13,841 1,273 6,190 155 1.0 4 2.5
1959 132,669 14,777 1,506 6,362 08 1.1 0.2 1
1960 150.511 20,778 1,959 8,376 192 1.3 9.4 2.3
195t 163,265 20,946 2,196 10,372 273 . 10.5 16
1962 176,030 21.42¢ 2,512 10,823 175 1.4 1.7 L6
1963 195,983 2§,371 2,877 13.821 438 1.5 13.5 A2
1964 231,320 29,660 3,728 17,436 610 1.6 12.6 s
1965 252,028 36,979 - 75 13,048 774 t6 11.0 59
1566 280,090 33,06t 4,697 15.475 589 1.7 14.2 1.8
1967 306.317 40,860 5,260 21,057 1,021 v 12.9 4.8
1958 339,145 . 42,980 5,819 . 23,314 1,136 1.7 13.5 4.9
1969 374,900 49775 - 7.073 26.319 1,472 to 4.2 5.6
970 418,700 52,656 7.817 29,205 1,060 1.9 14.8 16
197 452,400 55,736 9,445 22,392 1.230 2.t T16.9 8.5
1972 312,300 77,230 11,760 33,248 2,034 2.3 5.2 6.1
1973 619,600 102,245 15,140 49,778 2,199 2.4 14.8 4.4
1974 813,700 135,795 20,795 64 817 3,022 2.5 5.3 4.7
1975 988,300 200,416 L6 95,767 4,602 33 5.4 4.8
1976 1,227,900 238,733 42,496 108,611 4,885 35 i7.8 4.5
977 1,674,700 355,132 61,761 140,102 5,874 37 124 4.2
978 2,122,800 442,034 77.562 217,382 8,606 3.7 17.5 o ,
1979 2,767,000 652,100 102,955 313,750 5,689 3.7 158 1.8
1980 3,760 *00 1,002,013 131,130 486,178 9,809 3.5 134 2.0

Source: Azpe and Beristain, 1984

Note:s

aQeEncies

1977;

Talil e

Federal government expenditures here do net include the 25
were added to the control led budget in
the shares alloceted to allocation with those 1n

-
o

theat
COmpar &

FidTi o

Table 10,29

e

1972 and



Table 10
Mexico: Students per teacher
19501581

Year Frimary Secondary Freparatory Higher
1950 44,7 78 Sed 4.9
1940 49.9 11.8 13,3 7
1970 47.7 16.2 14.2 : 10.8
1975 44.8 17.1 1. 4 11.6
128] 57,5 i8 17 1%3.4
Source: IMEGI, 19g4.

T T oy e,

[ =
i}




Table 11 :
Mexico: Students per schoo
and students per teacher
: 1970-1980

w-
ferti-pr! Jes-J981
Stidents Stdonr per Studoss Stitdernss por
per schiaol teacher poer school teueher
Pre-school 130 ki 84 RX!
Elunentery 2G5 a8 194 44}
Job traintng i n.a. 148 e
Terminal clemeantary 138 et} 7 130 16*
Busic secondary 267 1] ' 119 iR
Terminal seconid iy 151 & 254 &
Higher secoudary - 433 16 546 17
Teachor training Mz il 444 17
Higher® 73 11 1048 13

Sovack: La Poladion de Mexica op, civ. for W=7, Suppic e, Hiisioricud

Statisrics. Fish Steie-o tie- Nation Reprort, Feom As pe and -5“‘8'7.1'“,““;7-'“-11-

Ehumber s for 1678 ok,

Fincludes hizher 1o odar naining.

o Moy enalebhk




" Table 12
Mexico: Enrclment and teachers by type
of school, 1970 and 19635

(in percentages)
Year Total Fedgral State Private
FRIMARY
1970
Students 100,00 &5, 7 245 7.8
Teachers 1000 &35, 4 26.8 2.8
1985
Students  100.0 72.6 2.4 ‘ 5,0
Teachers 100.0 7i.8 1.3 4.9
SECONDARY
1970 _
Studentz  100.0 oy.8 201 2
Teachers 100,00 405, 7 Z2.0 7.3
1985
Students  100,.0 7i.5 19. 0 9.5
Teachers 100, 0 L0 21.8 15,2
HIEHER
1970
Students  100,0 2,6 &, 4 14,0
Teachers 100,90 16.0 E8.0 14,0

e85
Students 100,00 14,1 7. 15,8

Teachers 100,90 15,72 d

Scurce: Foe 1970, IMEGI, 1%284: +orr 1985, e la Madrid, 1984,



Table 13
Mexico: Incidence of expenditures
on education by income strata, 1748
(in percentages)

[

Income Strata Families Income Incidence
(in vearly coumal ated fAocumnl ated
pesns per {percent) (percent) (percent)
family) '
Primary Higher
Level L.evels

o e ey oo Gy bl e

Up to : . _ '
22700 ' 4,71 0,39 7. 54 0.8

2,700.01 to

4,800 12.87 1.67 5. 04 Q. OR

4,800,01 to -
g&,400 : 20067 bl D &S 0,09
B,400,01 to
15, 000 SS.72 17,07 2e 84 0,12
15, 000,01 to _ ‘
26400 o448 A1.62 1.44& 0.7
FELA00.01 to
48, DO0 ‘ g8%.01 S, 01 0. 82 0, 45
to
. &9 b, 42 Q.08 o.81
84, 000,01 to
151, 200 98,20 7785 0,15 0.45
move than
151,200 100, 00 _ 100,00 0, 0% 0,21
-
Toial 0,97 0.3
Sounree: heyves Heroles, 1974, p. 237 -

£




) Table 14 _
, : Mexico: Expenditures on health
- welfare and assistance, 1925-19243

———— ——————- 1 ——— o e b -

Year . F’arcehtage Pesos per capita
(1@30==100)

e e v Y b e v e

1925 Calles ' _ 1.6 1.1
1926 Calles 20 1.4
1927 Calles 2.3 1.6
1928 Calles : 2.4 1.6
1929 Portes Gil 29 1.8
1930 Portes Gil/Ortiz Rubio 8.1 19
1981 Ortiz Rubio 3.2 1.7
1982 OrtizRubio - 29 1.6
1933 Rodriguez 26 1.5
1934 Rodrfguez 2.7 1.6
1935 Cirdenas 35 : 23
1936 Cirdenas - 36 : 3.0
1987 Cirdenas | 33 2.7
1938 Cirdenas 6.1 oo 49
1939 Ci#rdenas ' 58 ' . 52
1940 Cirdenas : 6.4 58
1941 . Avila Camacho 6.5 6.1
1842 Avila Camacho 6.4 . 6.5
1943 Avila Camacho 5.8 . 6.2
1944 Avila Camacho ' 4.7 52
1945 Avila Camacho 4.9 52
1945 Avila Camacho , 34 34
1947 Alemin 4.9 5.6
1948 Alemin . 41 55
1949 Alemin __ 3.3 55
1950 Aleman - 38 5.1
1951 Alemin : 3.1 4.7
1952 Alemdn 25 4.5
1953 Ruiz Cortines 3.2 4.6
1954 Ruiz Cortines 29 - 5.0
1955 Ruiz Cortines 2.8 - 49
1956 Ruiz Cortines 29 . : 54
1957 - Ruiz Cortines 83 ' 6.2
1958 RuizCortines 33 6.7
1959  -Lépez Mateos 34 7.1
1960 Lépez Mateos 3.5 95
1961  Lépez Mateos 3.9 103
1962 Lépez Mateos 4.0 : 10.0
3.3 : 7.7

1963 Lépez Mateos . - -

Cource: Wilkie, 1978, pp. 199-200,

&1

LTI e e s



- Menico:

.-
Type - Form of Demand Ingtitutions

of . ) —

service financing in charaoe

Non—
personal Public

transfers

Private
sector

Personal

Fublic
sechor,
immtcli ate

payment
{very low?

Puklic

seot or
transfers
with
contribu—
tions from
empl oveess
and enploy-
ers

Fuhlic
transfers
without
contributio

Table 15

health

current structure o4
Services

Population
at large

Fopulation
with puwchasing
powar

Free demand
Fublic

Inswred popula-
lation

Fuwr-al beneficiarie

g}

Ministry of Weldf

bt
]
m

Fubhlic Health (SS5A2

Frivate medicine

Ministry of Welfare and
Haalth, Munici-
palities, State govern-

ment, Ministry of Edu-—
cation, Ministry of
Labor :

IMEg, ISSETE, other

= IMBS-UOPLAMAR

O

Source: Fased on

i £330
i A

VOLL. 4

LAMaR,

L

L

. po. 125 128, 13
.



Table 1&
Mexico: Fopulation attended
by type of institution, 1978
(in percentages)

s B e fk b S Y Lrbme LA SIS WA G S P M ke i S0 B LR B HPT T S faa e e i UPR Yy e e ot Rty ey ol S5 D aa s g R e o e e o o v wred ] M ke e e e P oy s Pamen o e o ke

Mominal Real
coverageX coveraneX s
SOCIAL SECURITY 9.3 24.0
IM&s : 29.9 18.1
1888TE 7.3 : E.9
Cthers ‘ . 2.2 2.0
SOCIAL ASSISTAMCE 13. & 8.4
FRIVATE 14.¢ 12.3
UNATTENDED ‘ ‘ 2.1 . 45. 3
Sources: ¥ From Ward, 1984, p. 113
¥ From COPLAMAR, 1982, vol. 4, p. 175



o Table 17
Mesico: Expenditure on health
by sector., 1940-1980%

1946 38 70 I 5
) . IE OETY Ry, L}
7 106G
1956 g @ne C242 099 hd ni
., : 109
1ﬁ;® 71T &g TR 604 % L
. lop
e = e S .
1 _;'. . 1% 8529 172 16d0 972 3 TES Lnd 4 1109 &nd
: 0.7 A2aR 2F.d
nTre o owAT Y R T
1 s a3 24T Ton B OSE Ton T TR SO0 14 S76 g0
- 10 £ STl T,
T nd gy = :
trs 10d 0T ona if 36@ dom SE £2d BOB Td S8 cap
’ e 4.5 1.5
FRCEET o 1 Tt
.M 124 134 19 £26 oo 16d A1 @0d L6 GAT G
, / 1o.7 56,7 Iz.e

Spurce: INEGI, 1984,

¥ In thousand current pescz and percentageé



Table 18

Mexico: Facilities and per capita expenditure by

health care sector, 1972-1983
Populatie:s Hopital hNurses Percaputa
tn b sitended Dortors by Al bevels) exgenditue
{mitions) (XiGy {1 {0emi; (1573 pesor)
55A 325 0.25 .64 nd 180
192 IASS 116 1. .77 1.8) 2366
ISSSTE 18 235G 1.57 239 3754
. E%A 4 nes HAZT nd L)
1978 INSN A 107 183 ‘173 QLED
{5557TE 5.0 | B 095 1.3 4%WH
. LSA 51.42 0.32 0.69 rd 1hbe
[933  IMSY 2 1.37 1.5¢ 175 L
ISSSTE ERY 1.82 0.95 2.3 X2

Source: Ward, 1986 p. 112.



: Table 19
Mevico: Facilities per health
care institution, 19451980

Year - 82A ImMss - 18887TE
19465 .
External consultation N 764 N. &
Hospital units Mude 104 e &
Doctors N.a. 7 .89 . &.
Faramedical T Ma B 14,794 N«a.
1970
External cornsultation 1,504 74z b04
Hoepital unite A7 1ag a0
Doctars _ G307 11,709 )
Faramedical 11,828 S0, 4733 4,267
L1980 ‘ 7
. External consultation 1,881 1,050 47
Hospital units ‘ 84T 18z 535
Doctors 13,491 23,952 7240
Faramedical 22,5630 52,811 7,961
Scurce: INERGI, 1984,
&




Mexico:
by state,

Table 20

1970

Distribution of personnel

hitiehiranis
et eledival

Inhabitants per

paraincdical

Inhuabitanty por

defiinistragive

Stare Frersonne! persenie] personnel
Apuiscalientes 1,77 1 875 1,076
Buju California 1,599 «i 76 1.113
Baja Catifornia Sur L32 649 577
Campeche 1.657 .2 B62 L1105
Coahuila 1039 % 517 709
Colma 1497 87y G0

- Chiapas 4,139 2.4%9 2753
Chinuahua 1,704 938 1. 185
Distrito Federal 474 - 23t 247
Durango 2432 s 1,146 1,683

 Guanajuato 3z fi 210
Guerrero 370500 1935 2808
Hidalgs 3303 2.013 2,080
Juiisco 1513 844 1,794
Misico 44000 g 1] 3,087
hicheacin Y] J.E02 2,440
Morelos F.704 +41 1.151
Musarit 2550 {.riy 2734
Tuevo Loan us <56 763
{xuca A1 3427 4,315
Puebls 2T 1w 1,920
uciéliro 2.9 | |9 (,‘“J
{tintana Boo | . 6 e ].ix
San Luis Forosd RN bl 1 ?li
Sinalog Leos 1048 1334
Sanora K el 756,
Tahasco 20492 P 2182
Tamuukipoe 1,223 Hil 823
Tiaxcalz 307 RIS L 2753
Veracrur 1453 113y 1073
Yuontan 1.0 AN o7 BRG
Zovntecen IS 2330 I3

T otain, 1984, p. 15
Source: Aspe and Beristain, , 5 ‘ - .
&7
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Table 2
Mexico: Health care coverage
by State, 1978
{in percentages)

State . Fopulation Soccial secuwrity Open populaticn
' COVErage coverage
Total 1000 100, 0 100.0
Chi apas 3.1 1.1 1.5
Guerrero L 3.2 1.5 2.3
Ganaca ) 1.2 1.7
Hidalqgo ' 2.2 1.2 - )
Fuebla . 4,7 .1 4.4
-Tlaxcala 0.7 0.3 Q.8
Sarn Luie PFotosi 2.4 -9 2.1
facatecas 1.7 0.7 1.5
Guanajuato 4.3 Z.0 I. 4
Michoacan 4.7 2.1 T 4.8
Queretaro 1.0 0,9 0.8
Tabasco 1.7 .9 2.
Veragcruz 8.0 Ho7 5.7
Campeche & Q.7 0.5
fuintana Foo 0.3 0.3 0.3
Yucatan 1.5 2.1 2.2
Darango 1.8 1.2 1.3
Mayarit i.1 . .S 1.3
Sinaloa 2.9 3.1 1.7
Aguascalientes O.7 i.0 0.4
Colima 0.5 O.& 0.5
dJalisco 5.2 EeF 7.8
Coaghuila 2.1 4.4 2.3
Chibuahua A 3.2 E.7
Nuevo Leon 3. 5.7 T.9
Tamaulipas I.0 3.9 2.9
LBaia California
Horte 2.2 2.0 2.1
Eaja California
S ' 0.3 0. = Q.5
Sonora 2.k 2.9 D25
Morelos 1.4 1.2 1.9
Valley of B
MesicoX DAL EE.E B 3.1

T B TS 48040 Sl e b g Wb AP vt b S e hvne e i et bl (o s e AL ot e okl Tapte S it Y Y G e A e ST $ Ly o ey e S AT FYYY YT b Y B o e ek ke SRS e e S e e e

Scwrce: COFLAMAF, 1982, VOL. 4, p. 182

Yincludez +hHe Federal Dietrict and the State of Mesico
Notes: The states are ordered according o the degree of
marginality derived by COPLAMAR, :

™
52
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L=

aurces Aspe and

State,

Table
Mexico: Mortality rate by

e

Ao ks

1970-1975

(per 1,000 inhabitants)

e
S

Apwasealionte
Poge Caloini
B. .
Cinmedhie
{eahile
Lo

Cii P
Chihnebin
Tistrto Poedera?
Pyriripo

M PR T
RMuchoaods,
Mopehos
RS
Nusvo Jaon
()15" nvil

| SRR
oidiare
Crintains Ko
Sen b= Potess
Sincdan

Munori

Tehuscn
Turabipa -
The cula
Veiaorury
Yininn

Lacatuins

Heriehaing

Californg Sur

F

1".".1!(3

+

A, p. T0O9.

]




o v e g o Yot Y Py v S el

Income Strata
{(in vearly
pests per

family}
Up
to 2,700

2,700.01 to
4, 8O0

q'_q 80@- 01 tC)
8, 400

8,400.01 to
15, 000

15, 000.01 to
24,400

D&, 400,01 to
48, 000

42, 000. 01
84, 000

84, 000.01 to
151, 200

more than
151, 204

Total

Table

23

Lt

Mexico: Incidence of expenditure

on health by income stratum,

{in parcentages)

— o 1 e o Bt

—— ——_— o

Families

Accumul ated

(percent)

1

noome o

Accumul ated

{parcent)

i

707

F1.462

50,01

&L 42

77.683

100, OG0

1948

Incidence

(percent)

i ek bt ot e e e

16.78

0.18
.12

Q.04

I o . L B e Y s L p® S e e AP T iy S P s e ST T P (et M Akt e fednt

. i, S UAaTh e S - e Gt e S o e 4o A o ST A% e S T b ST S gy DT L B ke AR S St AP M St et TS S - S S ALY St Mt e [t S MM e e $ Y e R i gy e e

Source: Reyes Heroles, 1976,

Ty



Table 24
Fiscal cost of food
subsidies, 1945-1942°

Mexico:

Year

Operational
Daficit
uPG

of CONAS

Transfers to
CONASUPO as a
Share of Total :

Public Expenditures Outl

=
ey
[ @]
-t
o
i)
(%3]
gos
(.ﬂ
P
Inct
"
jin
b
Lep)

f
Wit Lithout
Capital Cepital

Y3 Cutlavs

1Qr7

i e e L B R e ST T [ W S O N [ T S
202 A0 WO Y 1D G WD D D st
Dt R B Bl B R R N T4
BN = 00D O~ O LN o ) DN b AT G0 Oy -

O LD D WDy

SO0 00y ~d

{current Mex

/million)

Sources

738 1.2
1,119 1.1
1,221 1.1
764 1.0
1,188 1.7 0.1% G, 28
£30 1.4 0.14 0.40
o0k 1.5 0.i% .21
55? 1.3 0.7 G.31
1,825 g.g 0,673 (.30
5,653 2.3 0. 76 150
£.731 1.7 _ U.Eé 0,27
3,261 0.9 6.0 .41
7,584 1.3 0,6k G.46
10,520 2.0 0.5 R
6,772 1.6 7,05 0.56
27,857 2.4 1,37 1.37
83,374 2.8 5% 0,30
Gz,832 - £.h
lustig, 1984, pp. 17 and 18.
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