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THE MEXTCAIV BUDGET:

RE.AL POLTCIES AI{D TUTURE NEEDS

Introduct,ion

This study examines and seeks to resolve Mexico's predicament of
int,erpreting presidential expenditure policy in a situation where

since the 1at.e 1970s budgetary officials have developed

inconsj-stent, and misleading concepts for presenting data to the
public as well as to planners in the government agencies. fn
proposing future policy to resolve Mexico's unmet budgetary
needs, this study seeks to overcome confusion about how funds are

realIy spent rather than apparently spent by clarifying and

revising in important ways definitions and concepts to develop a

consistent method for interpreting expendit.ure before and since
the 1970s.

The major problems of mexico's budgetary analysis are at
least five and date from the fact that t,he Secretariat of
Programming and Budget

justify t,he expansion

activit,y as hrell as to
F, irst, I although

(SPP) hras organized implicitly in L977 t,o

of the stat,e into all spheres of nat ional
control explicitly expenditure .

expenditufe r

r^rhi ch Publ i c

subsequent Iy
¡

( SHCP )

agenc ies
SPP hAs

the Mexican Treasury Department

formerly sought to measure the extent to which Cent,ral

make policy decisions over

sought to assess t,he extent to Sector agencies spend
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funds for program impact. Where the "policy" approach involves
CentraL decisions about how funds will be spent (including the
determínation of amounts of funding t,o be t,ransferred to
Decentral agencies), the "amount spent" approach ignores the
locus of power to assess the "impact" of each agency. SPP has

measured impact by deducting transfers from Central government

agencies and adding those transfers to the Decentral agenci-es

that spend them.

Second, SPP has omitted data on funds expended to pay the
domestic and foreign debt, and shifted repeatedly its criteria for
functional analysis of expenditure categories. Thus, SPP has

broken the continuity of definitions necessary for meaningful

analysis from year to year and has inflat.ed the share of the
social expenditure function, downplaying the share devoted to the
economic function.

Íhird, SPP has shifted the traditional Mexican focus from

measuring the total public sector expenditure and its two

separate components of Central agencies and Decentral (Parastate)

agencies to analyze only the total outlay. Because SPP now

analyzes the sum of Central and Decentral outlay rather than its
components, data for Central expenditure prior to and since L970

are no longer comparable.



Fourth, the problematic result,
only the total Public Sector expendj-ture and

been to give the erroneous impression that the
the Decentral subsector. Thus, the role of

Wilkie, Real PoIicies, F . 3

of SPP' s shift t,o analyze

not its parts has

president controls
the presidency in

Mexico has been distorted concerning about that for which it is
really responsible and that which is capable of really doing.

by SPPNeedless to sa'y, presidents
budgetary data into thinking
do.

t.hemselves have been confused

t,hey have had more power t,hat they

Fifth, ironically, SPP's present budgetary focus on impact
and its insistence on consolidated analysis is incongruent with
current programs of President Carlos Salinas de Gortari (CSG) to
streamline the role of the state. By obfuscating policy
decisions, SPP's budgetary system hinders CSG,s program of state
"modernization, " which involves the privatization and/or closing
of inefficient and money losing DecentraL operations harmful to
national development.

Erom inception of SPP budgeting in the late 1-970s,

consolidaEion of the Central and Decentral spheres of government

On the oneinto one Public Sector account has had mixed results.
hand, consolidation seemed to behoove the presi-dency

Decentral subsector had come to rival the Central
because the

subsector in
size and influence. Yet the decision to consolidate expenditure
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r^ras problematic because it sanctioned implicitly the growth of
the Parastate activity, which mainly involves nationalized
agencies and companies that autonomously expend more funds than

they collect. Because this Parastate subsector has required
subsidy from the Central subsect.or and has drained discretj-onary
funds a$¡ay from the presidency of Mexj-co, since L982 the Central
government has been selling, mergingr of, closing Parastate

companies and agencies.
SPP's shift from analyzing Central policy decisions about

expenditure to measuri-ng impact of Public Sector outlay has had
aSCTIOUS

series
consequences .

of data needed

The shift not only
for long-t,erm analysis
allows policymakers and

has broken the t, ime

of federal budgetary
analysts to measurepor^rer but it

the fuII size

necessary

budgetary
social

My

ne ithe r
and impact of the Publ1c Sector in relation to GDP

as had been expected, nor does

decisions for funds under direct,
The purpose of this study

it reveal the pattern in policy
presidential control.
is to recommend. t,he framer^rork

for undertaking policy
analys i s in t,he Mexi can cas€,

analysis for
especially with

re focus ing
regard to

expenditure .

t,asks here are several. They

1. Review the background of
Mexico to show the problems

organ ization in
emerged.

are to
budgetary
which have
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2. Present SPP's view of "programmable" expenditure by the
Public Sector and to show how it is distorted.

3. Offer a consistent framework for refocusing issues.
4. Examine Mexico's budgetary data since 1980 in terms

cons i stent wit,h t,he past, .

about the5 future course of Mexico, sSpeculate

expenditure .

1. Background

Until the mid-1970s Mexican budgets (both as planned and

actually disbursed) r^rere presented with a historical series that
r^ras relatively consistent. to help us understand the role of
Central government as defined in terms of cent,ralized activity.
The Central government includes the agencies over which the
president has direct budgetary role: The secretariats (including
Treasury which makes payment on the Central government debt), t.he

legislature, and the judiciary. The central government

administers the police, military, public schools, public health,
and public works. fn terms of outlay, Central expenditures
become more powerful year by year after L920 and especially after
L940. As part of the public sector, the Mexican Central
government sa$, continued budget,ary growt,h until the f inancial
crisis beginning j-n L982.



V,üithin t,he Mexican

government subsector,

Parastate "government,, tt

V{i1kie, ReaI

Public Sector and parallel
a Mexican DecentraLLzed

Policies, p. 6

to the Central
subsector, or

had grohrn slowly but steadilyt especially

after the presidential expropriation of the foreign-owned

railroads in 1937 and oiI industry in L938. Such government-

owned industries operated out.side of Cent,ral grovernment, budgetary

control until 1965, when there was a real move to try to audit
the companies and agencies of the Parastate subsector and bring
it, under planning scruti.ny. Although t,his Decentralized
government subsect.or was incorporated into Public Sector
budgeting when financially it, came in the 1960s to rival in size
the outlay of the Central subsector, many Decentralized companies

and agencies have remained outside of the budget, and its audit
controls. The projection and audit figures available for "off-
budget" units mainly involve the subsidies given to some by the

Central government.

The public and private relationship in the Mexico si.nce the
late 1970s is shown in Chart 1. By L976r BS sre will see, the

d.efinition of the Public Sector became complicated, especially
because of the de facto emergence of the "extended Public

Sector, " which includes off-budget Decentralized Governmental

uniLs and state and local government.
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Off-budget Parastate companies and agencies

alia the National Telephone Company (TELMEX), the
of Public Works and Services (BANOBRAS), Nationai-

Bank (BANRURAL) , National Aut,onomous Univers ity
(UA¡,f) , the

PoI icies,
inc lude

p. 7

inter
National Bank

RuraI

of Mexico

Credit
(UNA},I) ,

of theAutonomous Universit,y of Mexico City Depart,ment

Federal District (DDF), and the Mexico City Metro. (For list of
abbreviations used in this study, see Appendix A. ) For example,

TELMEX merely reports to the Central government its financial
activities, all of which are beyond budgetary control. The

Central government can only lrorry about TELMEX's inefficiency,
corruption, and lack of working capital, factors that presumably

will be resolved with the company's privatization in the early
l-990s. Three off-budget agencies alone (TELMEX, DDF, and Metro)

accounted for an amount equal to 6.0 percent of the on-budget

Public Sector in L979 and 4.3 percent in 1989, BS is shown in
Tab1e 1.

The Decentralized agencies and companies have remained

without real accountability to central aut,horities because they
collect and spend their o$¡n funds. Although in theory this
ParastaLe subsector was supposed Lo be accountable as its units
gene rat, e

subsector
profits
in order

and pay taxes to the Central government

to support such as acLivit j-es as national
t.he spending by government-owned industry hassocial development,



Wilkie, Real

exceeded collections. The result has

Folicies, p. I
been that t,henormally far

companies and agencies have requi red

ahray the

subsidies from the CenLral

government ( thus drainingr pres ident,' s

funds and limiting his abilit,y to undertake new

The result also has been that implicitly these

units have challenged the political po$¡er of
government by developingr their own constituencj-es.

Mexican State Oil

discretionary
initiatives ) .

Decentralized
t,he Central

Especially
Corporat, ion )when an agency such as PEMEX (the

in some years since the lat,e 1970s has reached the point where it
pays taxes to offset subsidies I that, agency tends to remain a

PEMEX, for example, not only has major

is imporLant for the nation but it has a

power unto itself.
clients whose success

self-contained technical bureaucracy upon whose loyalty the flow
of Mexican energy depends.

With regard t,o Central government budget,ing, until the mid-
budget,s according to1970s Mexico reported its

1 " adrninistrative
the categories

category, that is
of public debt

by secretariat and by

hrel l as general or

adicionales ) . The

t,o prevent inf ormed

together rather
t,he part icular

AS

unclassified items (erogaciones

general cat,egory

analysis because

increasingly came

it lumped expenditures
than showing t,heir allocations to
secretariats that act,ually expend Lhe money);



IrIilkie, Real policies, p. 9

2. major funetion, according to 9 categories (education,

health, promotion of industry, public debt, etc.),
grouping secretariats by function and disaggregating
the greneral cat,egory,'

3. economic puryose, divided between current (including
personal services) and capital out,lay.

The Mexican Central government has not published the results
of expenditure but only the p1ans. Such an approach has allowed
presidents much discretion. fn underestimating Central outgo by

up to 160 percent, presidents disbursed the absolute amount

promised to each secretariat and used the percentage surplus for
their o!.rn initiatives. On t.he negative side of this process, the

citizens debated, for example, whether or not education should

receive 25 percent, of the budqet when in reality it never got

more than half that. On the positive side, the military has

received t,he absolute amount budgeted but seen its percentage

share of actual spending decline from over 6 to about L percent.
(For the book that exposed the difference between Mexico's
planned and actual outlay, see Wilkie, L970, which provides the
basis for carrying forward budgetary data to L976 in V{iIkie,
r978) .

SHCP analysis of categories by function did
strongly until the L950s, closely matching my

not emerge

oi\nln later



independent

hi st ori ca1

general category back

four decades for which

government--t,hi s
percent of actual
From the mid-1960s

through t,ime t,o 1900, t,hus

f unct ional analys i s hras not

vüi1kie, Real Policies, p. l0
analysis of Mexj-can Central government, budgets. My

approach involved disaggregating the unclassified or

account,ed for

covering the

done by the
up to L6.2general category

expenditure by t,he Cent ral government,

t o L97 t h/e hrere able t,o reliably use

functional summary to understand the historical trajectory of
Central grovernment expenditure.

2. SPP and the Establishment of Programmable Budgeting
When Mexico established SPP in L977 the goal was to develop

program budgeting that could depict the president to be in
control of the entire Public Sector, even though in reality the
Parastate subsect.or was hardly responsive to the president.
Furt,her, SPP' s development and program budgeting $¡as designed

ostensibly to "clarify" expenditures by dlstinguishing between

funds that the president directly controls (programmable funds)

and those that he does not (nonprogrammable) such as payment on

the debt.
Budget reforms were seen by the Mexican Central grovernment

to be necessary because of the dramatic growth of Mexico's
expendj-ture and debt obligat j-ons f rom 197 6 to L982. By

eliminating from public-sector analysis the increasipelV high

in 1954.

Mexico' s
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payments on the debt on the grounds that those payments are fixed
(that is, noE programmable) and because the debt "only involves a

revolving fund", SPP could hide patterns in expenditure, leaving
the president a free hand. SPP eliminated from analysis the
Central government role in transfer payments to all public-sector
agencies and companies not "off-budget" doing so on the grounds

that those budgets would otherwise be double-counted because such

transfers show up in t.he accounts of recipient government

agencies and companies. Too, it eliminated revenue sharing with
the states with the ratj-onal t.hat the funds merely are collect,ed
by Central authorities.

The implicit result of SPP

t,o hide the Central governrnent' s

budget,ary " reformn' was

decisions on the share

dedicated to pay the debt but also to obscure its

not only
of funds

role in
determj-ning where transfers will go. Eurther, these moves broke

the functional dat,a series, divorcing past from present. Havj-ng

made major deductions from budgetary analysis for the Central
government, then, SPP has focused public budgetary dj-scussion on

"progrrammable" funds of the PubIic Sector, ignoring the
presumably "nonprogrammable. " Ironically, then, policymakers

lost the analysis of data needed to understand the Central
government's role in making decisions about the DecentraL

subsector beyond its direct control
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removed payments

Real Policies, p. \2
on the debt fromFurther, when SPP

published analysis, t,he

tremendous increase in
public lost t,he ability to discern the
funds "al1ocated" t,o pay interest and

amortization, "allocation" serving as SPP's euphemism to avoid
the fact that debt payments are indeed programmed. SPP has

argued that budgetary pract.ice in developed countries such as the
United States omits payments on the debt because the debt is only
a revolving fund. However t.hat, may be, Mexico needs to know how

much the debt is diverting from other programs; and in any case,

SPP omits more that amortization of the debt (as is the standard,

U.S. practi-ce) but al-so omits interest, commissions, and costs.
With regrard to "programmable" funds, their shares of the

budget are astoundingly low for functional or sectoral analysis,
as is shown in Table 2. Where in 1980 the act,ual "programmable"

CentraL government expenditure was about 54 percent of all
Central government expenditure, in l-989 that share fell to less
than l-B percent. The "programmable" shares for the entire Public
Sector were 67.8 percent in 1980 and 33.7 percent in 1989. These

figures mean that the great majority of funds are hidden from

functional analysis, hidden not only to the public but to Central
government officials.

Complicatj-ng int,erpretation is t,he fact Lhat SPP has ceased

calculating functional analysis for the Cent,ral government.



Since t,he late 1970s

Decentra Lized government

by function only for
sector.

Secto r" ,

Cent ral

v{i1kie, ReaI Policies, p. l_3

it, lumps t,he programmable Central and

expenditure together to calculate outlay
what is essentially a mythical public

Let us examine in Tab1e 3 SPP's view of actual Public Sector

outlay by program. Alt,hough social expenditure and rural
development outlay have been relatively st.able since 1970

(holdingr in the upper 20 percents and below 10 percent,
respectively), the categories for j-ndustry and administration
have varied tremendously, the latter falling from about 18

percent to below 10. The industrial category has increased
greatly through time (from .4 percent to usually over 10),
perhaps in part because the parameters used to define the
Decentral subsector have changed almost yearly.

Given the lack of consistency in SPP's prograrnmable view

because Decentral companies and agencies, many of long-standing
operation which r^rere only brought into functional analysis as

shown in Chart 2, it is not possible to calculat,e a reasonable

assessment of Decentral outlay and its role in the "Pub1ic
hence t.he need here is to

po1icy decisions about where

develop a cons ist.ent
t.o expend funds. To

viehr o f
develop

PubI ictnis consistent view, we need to rethink the component.s of
Sector expendit,ure.
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3. Developing a Consistent Framework for Refocusing fssues

To help overcome the above problems in SPP budgetary

presentation for Mexico | Í have here developed the policy
approach which is based upon two premises. First,, t,he Central
government. is the focus for analysis because it determines

emphasis for expenditure by function and it is the only subsector
of government directly controlled by the President of Mexico.

Second, r^re need to distingruish between the relat,ively cohesive

policy of the Central government subsector and the uncohesive

role of the Decentral subsector, over which the president has

mainly influence rather than clear budgetary control.
With regard to presidential influence over the Parastate

units, the influence is ]imited. Although the president has the
power to name officials, usually they are named to work within
the standard operating procedures established for their unit, and

those officials must accept, the history of economic constraints
under which t.heir unit emerged. Beyond such authority, t,he

president also has the power to establish general policy within
which t,he Decentral units function (e.9., t,he setting of exchange

rate policy), but those broad powers effect, the economy as a

whole and play a role beyond the scope of this study.
Whereas agencies of the Mexj-can Central government subsector

on t,ax revenue
I

do not generate their own income but are dependent
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and income generated and disbursed to them by t,he Treasury

of the DecentralDepartment, most of the agencies and companies

subsector do generate and collect their o!.rn income as well as

make their own expenditures. Eurther, when the Decentral units
spend beyond their means, the central glovernment must make up the
difference--public units can seldom be permitted to go bankrupt.

(Aeroméxico was allowed to go bankrupt in 1988 as a way of
privatizing it, but the long-term gain r¡¡as high in medium-term

damage to the national economy; many regions lost air
communication for over a year, others permanently Iost direct
routes or saw suspension of ftights for over t$ro years--e.9.
Monterrey to Los Angeles--, and all lost timely service.)

Decentral units do not in any case operat,e with much regard

to overall plans developed by SPP. Normally SPP approves of
Decentral budgets as submitted, only trying to reduce the
qovernment subsidy--notably except for PEMEX. Until the mid-

1960s the Decentral subsector could borrow funds without the

approval of Treasury. During the 1970s, Ehe Central government

sought, to coordinate borrowing, but only since 1982 has SPP

gained the authority and knowledge to set some limits and

regulate some procedures. (Eor a review of the federal
legislation attempting to bring the Decent,ral sector under

Central government supervision and audit, see Rosario, Marinez,
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Entidades Paraestatales, rr E1 Cot,idiano"81 Origén de

3:L4, L986, p.

Ia Ley de

15ff.)
The components needed to understand the trajectory of

Central expendi-ture policy are given in Tab1e 4, Part L, where I
show the categories used to arrive at gross Central outlay (Co1.

g). fn addition to adding the debt, back into analysis, I include
also the cat,egory for revenue sharing and fiscal incentives. In
my view, this category involves more than a "pass through" of
funds collected by the Central government for distribution to the
states. The so-called pass-through process not only involves
Central policy about the formula of dist,ribution accordj-ng to
which states will benefit but also takes collection out of the
hands of the states. On the one hand, the Central government

claims that it, can do the j ob of col lect ion
with }ess corruption; on t,he ot,her hand,

deprived of pohrer to collect revenu€s,

dependent upon

deconcent rat i on

t.he Cent, ral powe r at the
of pohrer is the stated Central

rhe

more efficiently and

more the states are

the more they

t, imevery
goal .

remain

that
For the

total gross Central outlay in Table 4, Part L, Col. A., transfers
to decentral off-budget agencies are included as are transfers to
on-budget agencies (in CoI. D) because they involve policy
choices about where to spend funds.

i



l^Iith t,he calcu1at,ion

available (Tab1e 4, Part 1

expenditure (CoI. F) , Lhe

Decentral outlay viewed in
impact " The importance of
Table 4. First, &s a share

Decentral reached over 50 percent in
Decent raI rat, io to Central
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avai1able of gross CentraI out, lay
, Co1. E) to deduct from gross public
result yields a residual that equals

terms of policy choices rather than

central outlay is shohrn in two ways in
in gross public expenditure (CoI.

L97 I and 1976. Second,

H),

the

in
andThat,

out, lay was 105

ratio feII t,o 50

and 101 percent
percent by L982those years (CoI. I).

to about 3 0 percent, by

Revi s ions dohlnward

are shown in Tab1e 4,

1989.

in the size of
Part 2, which

viehr suggest s that
than SPP r^rou1d have

Decentral budgetary outlay
reveals several factors.
t,he Decentral "pohrer" is
us believe. Second, the

First my residual
cons id.erably

role of debt

Iess
payments in Decentral

by SPP, having reached over

outlay is
3 B percent

higher than t,hat

in 1 983 . ft nowplot,ted
st ands at

The

one-quarter of Decentral outlay.
costs of Parast.ate units to the Central government have

been very high, making the Decentral activities a luxury to
support. As seen in Table 5, I calculate the "costs'r to the
Central government by adding its transfers or direct costs in
CoI. B. (that is its total transfers to the Decent,ral subsector,
including heavy subsidies to cover working ]osses ási well as
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shortfalls in debt payments) to its indirect costs in Col. C.,

that, is to the Decentral financial deficit for each year. The

Central government is ult.imately responsible to make sure that
deficits are covered--mainly by borrowing for t.he Parastate

accounts as well as f or itself . The rat,io of these di.rect and

indirect costs rose from about

in 1 98 1, as shown in CoI . E "

precipitate the economic crisis
Central government, decided

burdensome Parastat,e units !

in 1 980 to 34 percent

ratio of 1 98 L helped

Smal1 wond.er that the

28 percent

The high
in 1982.

t o begin privat,izat,ion of the

Central policy to divest itself of
Decentral costs has been successful.

mid-1980s cutbacks in Decentral expenditures and a
the PEMEX deficit reduced the Central total costs of
Parastate units to a ratio of about 10

By the
decline in
support ing
they did not faII below unt,iI 1987 even

surplus rat,her

i s no doubt t,hat

percent, but,

though after
than deficit.
the Parastate

5 percent

increas ing
Yet, there

1 983 PEMEX produced an

(See Tab1e

units stiLl
5 CoI. E. )

constitute a drain
the president,' s mental peace .

could be reprogrammed to meet

budgets as weII as

were cut,
pressing social needs

on presidential
If those costs savings

that. are

presently sacrificed to the losses and inefficiency of Decentral
government. (Some of the costs are off-budget and not, included
here. ) That the Central costs to cover Parastate losses feIl to



a ratio of about,

surplus turned to 1 9I 9 ( Tab1e

t,he extent to which the level of Decentral
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1988 and 1989 even as t,he PEMEX

5, Co1 . F) suggests

expendit,ure decl ined

3 percent in
a deficit in

by 1989.

The Decentral role
the Decentral share in
percent

during
Cent raL (CoI . F) .

of Mexico hasThat, the budgetary power of t,he President,

gro!.¡n importantly is shown in real terms per capita given in
Table 7. this power over gross actual funds available per
person, which in 1950 stood at 272 pesos standardized in terms of
1 950, rose to

(CoI. G) , PubIic
t,he 1980s from 38

in policy is shor^rn

PubIic expenditure
Sector expenditure
to over 54 percent,

in Tab1e 6. Althouqh
feIl from 46 to 23

grew in share of GDP

(CoI. D) because the

E.) From a
decl- ined

share in GDP doubled--frorn 2L t,o 42 percent,

over 500 by L974 and over 1,000 by L981. (See CoI.
post-l960 high of 1,445 in L982, p€r capita funds

25 percent during the next two years, after which

percent to stabilize in the 1,50O-peso level fromrose

by

40they

1987 t,o 1989.

During these gains of the L980s, Mexico's presidents no

longer used projected expenditures to make the propaganda favored
by earlier presidents. Indeed, projected outlay has been

presented in a way that seems deliberately confusi-ng.

t,ended t, o turn
t

Ironically, then, SPP's presentations have
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budgetary plans into a form that is at once so detailed that
overall meaning is lost and so vague in summary that it is no

longer possible for analysts even

pro j ect,ed and actual plans .

Reconstruction of Mexican actual

t,o contrast explicitly

expenditures through the
al l ohrs us t, o see in Tab1epolicy analysis approach

B the rising importance

Central subsector outlay.

in this study
of debt payments in Pub1ic Sector and

The Central Share Cevoted t,o the debt

rose from 2L percent in 1980 to
(Row F. ) Those Central payments

over 7L percent by 19BB and 1989

rose from 4 .4 percent of
almost 30 percent, during the same span. (The share of
Sector outlay
vier^r of Tab1e

GDP rose from

The SPP

sector, ás is

to t,he debt, rose, in
26 to 6L percenL,'

to about,

the

GDP To

PubI i c

the policy-analysis
share in relation to

percent

also hides the importance

Table 9. Data on gross actual
for the Secretariats of Education, Health, and Labor

devoted

B, from

about 10

approach

shohrn in

on€-t.hird of out lay. )

of the social

are

expenditure
as weII as

shohrn withthe cat,egory for social security expenditures
transfers deducted (TD--the SPP method) and with transfers (tüT--

my system). In the SPP view, for the l-980s t,he social sector had

an importance of less than 2 percent in GDP, but in my view it
had a policy role nearer 3.5 percent.
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SPP's view of programmable data for selected subtotals in
relation to GDP is shown in Appendix E. These data for the 1980s

show the social sector as holding even at about S-7 percent of
GDP even as the share in Public Sector expenditure fel1 from tj
percent to 10 percent. IMSS saw its share in GDp hold at about z

percent, with its share in Public Sector outlay falling from near
6 to near half that percentage. l'Ihile it is important to know

the impact, of expenditure in relation to GDp, we must also
understand policy options.
Defining Mexico's Budgets in ferms of'policy Function Tb,rough Time

The problem of understanding budgetary policy in Mexico for
the period sj-nce L970 is complicated, as suggested above. First,
the statist-oriented bureaucratic reorganization under presidents
Echeverrla and L6pez Portillo meant confusion in data for Central
expendj-ture, actual expenditure per capita for which increased
LL? percent between 1969 and L979. (See Table 7) . Given

confusion in the Central government, it became difficult if not,

impossible for me to disaggregate the General category of
expenditure for t,he 1970s, which rose from 23 percent through
L979. (See Appendix G.)

Second, during the l-980s Spp revised three times the
tradit,ional SHCP method of analyzing the functions of
expenditure, as is seen in Chart, 3. Unfortunately these
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revisions disrupted SHCP's post-1,954 scheme, the view found to be

reliable as tested against my independent analysis. (SHCP's

valuable scheme Iasted over one-quarter of this century, and

begrinning in the 1960s SHCP also expanded the scheme for
funct,ional analysis to examine separate policy made by the
Decentral subsector and Public Sector as well as the Central
subsector. )

The three SPP revisions (here denominat,ed as SPP-A, SPP-B,

and SPP-C) have serious conceptual problems. Not only have they
shifted to the limited concept of "programmable" impact of outlay
and have eliminat.ed analysis of Central budgetary functions to
f ocus only on

have shifted
the role of the Public Sector, but the revisions
budget,ary outlay for some items back and forth

between the broad categories of Economic and Social expenditure.
classified RegionalFor exampl€,

Development, as

through 1 98 B,

involving Economic

SPP-C reclassified Regional

although the scheme

analys i s

Ecology

decisions from 1 98 L

SPP-A

po I icy

in nature,' yet SEP re j ect,ed

Urban Development, and. was classified as

expenditure in the scheme SPP-A and SPP-C, but

Development as Social
t,hat reclas s i f icat, ion .

involving Socia}
as Economi c in

SPP-B . Let us return to this issue below.

fn spite of these issues and problemsr vr€ can carry forward

to 1989 my summary view of functional long-term coverage (1900-
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L969) for analyzing Central policy according to Economic, Social,
and Administrative categories. This is done by (a) usi-ng the

SHCP scheme for the years L970-L976 as continued by SPP from L977

through L97 9 ; and then (b )

expenditure
funct i ona I

by secretariats
analysis of Central

in order to develop

usang my

and funds

categories since 1980.

ffith regard to linking my scheme of functional analysis to
that, of SHCP, it is important to note that for t,he two views

there are only minor differences, as shown in Table 10. These

differences were less than 2 percent for Economic and

Administrative, and only .3 percent for Social outlay. (I have

yet to be able to disaggregate the General cat,egory of the L970s

in order to clarify the role of each secretariat and fund. )

With regard to developing my ful1 scheme for the L980s, SPP

has made it possible once again to develop my analysis (stiIl
consistent with the SHCP method) because in 1980 and 1981 SPP

decided to itself disaggregate the General category. That

cat,egory feII from over 25 percent in l9'?9 to about 6 in L980 and

1981, and subsequently it fe]l to less than 1 or 2 percent of
have determined.gros s

that
Administrative outLay. (Not only did these percentages faI}, but

actual Central outlay. For the 1 980s, I
it is feasible to classify this declining General amount as

also Revenue Sharing and Fiscal Incent.ives have also been clearly
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demarkedr ás is also shown in Appendix G.)

To return to the issue of how to classify consistently funds

shifted functionally between Economic and Social
and SPP-C, Iet us not,e that I classify Urban

(1983--) as Economic because historically

in SPP-A, SPP-B,

Development and

it. has involvedEco I ogy

PubI i c Works, becoming known as Human Settlements and Public
trlorks (t977-L9821 . Rural Development is classified here as

Economicr ás it, r¡ras by SPP from L984 through 1988 when it !'¡as

discontinued as a category.
Perhaps the most, difficult to categorize functionally is

Regional Development, here classified as involving Economic

outlay because SPP classified it that way from L9SL through 1988.

Although in 1989 SPP reclassified Regional Development as

involving Social out,Iay, that assignment is erroneous. According

Eo Oaxaca's Secretary of Planning Diodoro Carrasco (Puerto

Escondido, June 22, 1990) :

Although Solidarity does concern social outlay, its
basic rust is economic. Forty percent of Solidarit,y
funds go to increase 'economically productive
activities' in agriculture, ranching, industry, and

irrigation, and 60 percent go to 'social
infrastructurer' a budgetary concept that includes the
economic activities of construct,ing roads, electrical
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production and distribution, and housing. The

providing of 'potable water' lines does not really
involve drinkable water but piped water which ends the
need for villagers and townspeople to spend time
physically transporting $rater for commercial and

household uses. Vühile Solidarity does include .social,
outlay for schools and rural clinics of high leveI,
even these out.Iays involve const,ruction rather than
operating costs.

Taking into account the above limitations, then, we can s4y

that the long-term analysis of expenditure extended here through
the 1980s yields a relatively consj.stent method for analyzing
real policy of the Central government. The possible
inconsistency is probably less than, sdy, 2 percent, with the
possibility going up Lo 3 percent for 1980 and L981 when the
General category still $ras near 6 percent.

With these understanding, then, Tab1e 11- shows the policy
analysis for gross actual Central outlay through the 1970s, which

Iinks with my scheme for the 1980s shown in Table L2. fn Table

L2 Lhere are 27 subcategories which explicate the 3 broad

categories.
(Because i-n Table 1L !.¡e are limited to 9 subfunctions, f

plan to continue my investigations to determine if j-t is now
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possible to disaggregate the General category for the 19?0s, thus
filling out the analysis by secretariat and fund. )

To draw the long-term view of policy analysis, f show in
Tab1e 13 the evolution of my 3 functional categories from 1959

through L989,' and I show within Administ,ration the subtotal for
debt. Payments on the public debt (including amortization,
interest, commissions, and costs as we]I as ADEEAS), reached 36

percent of gross actual expenditure in L961, feII to about 11

percent in 1976, and then soared: to 46 percent j-n L982 and to
7L.6 percent in 1988. It held at 71- percent in L989, Ieaving the
Economic and Socia1 shares increasj.ngly starved.

Where Economic policy options had generally been much higher
than Social, even through the popuList EcheverrÍa presidency from

1971 through L976, the López Portillo presidency saú¡ a surprising
shift in 197'7 before falling back into the pattern. (See Table

13 and Graphs l- and 2.) After surpassing Economic in L977 (34.4

to 32.8 percent), Social went into a decline. Although the
Social share feI1 faster than Economic, since L987 they have

achieved equal poverty. Central policy favored paying the debt

in a manner that make's Porfirio Dlaz's amount paid on the debt

seem low--28 percent,. (On Dlaz's expendi-ture, see Wilkie, L970,

p. L0B. )
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Table 14 shows the average policy emphases of Mexico, s

presidents since 1935. Only presidents Lázaro Cárdenas, L6pez

Mateos, and Díaz Ordaz sought balance in shares between the 3

broad categories. Since 1983 any idea of balance has been

abandoned, largely because of the rising schedule of debt
payments inherited from Echeverria and López portillo.
Regardless of that inherited schedule of payment.s, hor.rever,

Mexican presidents have the poe,rer to reprogram funds, and the
real policy of Economic and Social expenditure sj.nce 1983 seems

excessively Iow.

5. Future-Oriented Planning for Expenditure in Mexico

Given the above analysis which shows how confused budgeting
has become in Mexico, and how Iittle Central officials can know

from published data what policy entails, the future of planning
for the remainder of the Salinas term is clouded. Until Mexican

budgeting shifts from mythical analysis of impact to policy
choices, 1it,tle real planning can take place.

Indeed, interpretation of what. has happened to Mexj-co's

expenditure is especially befuddled by SPP's program analyses
which argue t,hat Economj.c share has been in the 60 percentiles
for Public Sector activity in the 1980s (Table 15), with Socia1

gaining from 23.3 to 31.4 percent in share. Further, total
planned socj.al expendit,ures for 1990 are set at an unrealistic 37
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percent (Tab1e L5) compared to less than 9 percent actually spent

for i-989 (Table L3) .

My method of analysis for 1990 suggests that the outlook for
Social outlay in 1990 and beyond is compromised by several
factors. Although the l-990 budget sets Social expenditure at 3'7

percent and reaggregation according to my met,hod suggests 16.5

percent (Table ]-6), if my view of actual data for 1989 are a

guide then Social outlay of 8.6 percent is a more realistic
figure (see Table 12).

fnterviews with budgetary officials who do the planning ia
various levels of government confirm that the actual outlay will
be much lower than projected, especially in light of inadequate

budgetary consultation between SPP and the Central agencies.

According to the official in charge of budget,ary control and

analysis at the Secretariat of Heal-th (SSA), Luis Humberto

Delgado Garcia (Mexico City, March 30)., his office does not have

the funds to employ a unit to do budgetary analysj-s. The

budgetary proposal that he sends to SPP for funding is based upon

the operational requirements as submitted by Health offices
without analysis and includes estimates only vaguely rooted in
empirical data about Lhe need of his agency to expand into the
poor areas of the nation. Delgado Garcia notes that SPP reduces

the Health budget without discussion with or appeal from the
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agency. Hence, planning in Mexico is at best a nominal process

that is reaIly adrift. Indeed the planning office of the
Secretariat of Health had been abolished in 1989 and is only

being reest,ablished in 1990 after great, difficulty and confusj-on.

wit.h regard to difficulties in planning in Mexico, let us

quote SPP's o!{n internal assessment of problems as expressed in
its document titled "Proyecto de Presupuesto 1989: Principales
ProblemBS, " dated December 5, 1988. According to SPP, because

the Secretariat of Hea1th was projected t,o spend 18 percent of
its resources on administrative activities (in comparison to the
5 to 7 percent, recommended by the World Health Organization), SPP

proposed (and later carried out) the abolishment of the
Subscretarla de Planif icación, thus leaving only t,v¡o

undersecretariats (Heal-th Services and Sanitation). But by early
1990 SSA had recognized the error of leaving planning to its
underfunded office of budgetary cont,rol and analysis which could

not afford to make any analyses, and it is attempting to
reorganize a planning function that can generate data from the
t Lefd.

According to t,he above f988 SPP confj.dent,ial view of some of
the principle budget problems for 1989:

To date SSA has decentraLized health services in
L4 stat,es. Nevertheless, this process is still being
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consolidated. V{hile it is good t,hat the number of
beneficiaries has increased, the quality of service has

not improved in all cases

It is the opinion of tSeel that decentralization
of health services for the uncovered population should

not proceed untiL the process has been consolidated in
the first L4 states and until IMSS-COPLAI{AR services
are rendered sat, i s f actori Iy .

Decline in f MSS income,

salaries and the increase
caused by

in costs
the faII in real

accelerated increase of demand for
generated by

IMS S services
the

and

the increase in cost of materials requires that the
premium for IMSS insurance be j-ncreased in order to
raise pensions and to eliminate short term financing.

ISSSTE requires a profound organizational change

in medical services in order to decentralize the
capacity to decide

works, and

supply and

should be

FOVISSSTE.

SEP

personnel
planning.

I imited by

upon acquisitions, maint,enanc€,

and to develop adeguate

ISSSTE administrative cost,s

Iaw at, the same rate as f or

funds necessary to cover
promot,ion of personnql in the

Iacks the
reclassificat,ion and,
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Higher Education Module .

The amount of transfer funds to CAPFCE does

not, contain funds

Nevertheless, . .

largrer class size,
can be adequately

some nehr schools.

to build any new schools.

operating double time and with
goal of consolidating schools

t,hus allowing the creation of

by

the
met,

with regard to road const,ruction and maintenance,

budgets for the period 1983-L988 were 40 pereent below

the amount needed, thereby leaving Iat least]
11,300 kilometers of pavement too thin and with lowered

useful life. Of Lr 500 unj-ts of machinery and

equipment, 50 percent is past its useful economic life,
thereby causing considerably higher maintenance costs.

Of 4,000 bridges in the road network, only 35

percent are in good condition, 360 t9 percentl

requiring major reconstruct.ion.
An emergency program for roads and bridges needs

to be instituted to combat the lag in work needed and

1-85 milLion dollars are needed annually in order to
prevent new lags from accumulating.

With regard to the federal microwave net,work, 80

percent of the equipment is obsol-ete; and the
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funds authorized for 1989 are 50 percent of what is
needed.

To overcome the deficit in outlay by the

Secret,ariat of Communications and Transport (SCT), in
L990 funds wilt have to be t,ransferred from investment

to current outlay.
Completion of the Nat j-onal SCT Center was

scheduled for 1988 but has not been possible because

necessary investment $ras not forthcoming in L986, L987,

L988, and 1989

Although TELMEX is raising its rates to mat,ch

inflation, domestic operating expenses are still
running a deficit and only the international service
makes a profit. tThere is urgent need to invest L0

billion dollars to digitalize the telephone system and

bring it up to modern standards. l

While use of the telegraph system for
communication has declined, use of the system for
wiring money has increased, converting the telegraph
into a national bankingr network. Although rate
increases did not, cover current, operat,ing costs through

1985, it is [hoped that the much needed

decentralizat,ion of servicel in 1989 telegraph income
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will finance current and capital costs.
The development of SCT's Computerized Airline and

Tourism Reservation System (SERTEL) is underfunded by

25 percent, mainly in personnel and general services.
Therefore it is not possible to complete the planned

consolidation of airline and travel agency

reservations.
With regard to railroads, the period 1983-1988

involved modification of laws to fuse the five national
companies into one, reclassify job descriptions and

terms of work, allow increase of rat.es according to
inflation, and sanitize financial activities. The

railroad now raises enouqrh income to cover current
expenses; but although the Icentral government] has

assumed 66 percent of the document railroad debt, it
will have to support payments on the railroad debt

through L992 as well as investments.
Although t,he railroads have achieved double-

tracking necessary to relieve t,raffic congestion in the
routes Mexj-co Cit,y-Querét,aro, Mexico City-Veracruz, and

Lecherla-Cd. Mendoza, Ithe direct route from

Guadalajara to Monterrey remains to be completed as

does electrification of the Mexico City-Veracruz
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routel.
Further, the vast majority of the raj-Iroad rolling stock is over

50 years old and must be replaced within the next five years, and

there are no real funds available to undertake this necessary

modernization.
Concerning grovernment planning of realj-stic budgets for the

period 1991-L994, T could locate only three agencies that claim
to have any future plans: Education, Labor, and fMSS. The first
t,wo admitted that their plans to 1994 are nor^r far outpaced by

inflation and are uncertain because of the possibility of a debt

"dividend" from the May 1990 round of internatj-onal banking

"settlements. " IMSS says t,hat it is in the process of preparing
for the first, time future projections, but they were not
available at the time of this writing.

SPP's emphasis on planning seems t,o focus on est,imat,ing what

will happen to GDP. As of April 1990, GDP hras expected to gro$r

at the real rates shown in Tab1e L7. The projected growth of GDP

in .5 percent increments yearly is arbitrary. Thusr. starting
with a 3.5 percent increase in GDP for 1-990, the gain would reach

6 percent, for t994. However, the assumptions for such gain are

tenuously based. Too, as long as inflation remains a question
and the peso is valued too high, planning at, all levels becomes

doubtful.
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Mexico's budgeting system needs to be refocused to examj-ne

the policymaking role of Central agencies in relation to their
power over budgetary decisions, not the ext.ent to which the

mythical Public Sector spends money. Mexico needs to develop a
consistent method for analyzing budgets from year to year for the
long term, as is suggested in the approach presented here which

aLlow interpretation of policy since L900.

6. Understanding Educational Budgetary Needs by the 1990s

Let us examine the current budgetary needs for educat,ion by

analyzing expenditures since 1970. (See Table 18, developed in
my consi-stent terms for the years from 1900 to 1989.) The actual
share of outlay devoted to Education (including transfers to
universities) reached Mexico's historical high under President
López Portillo, L6.4 percent in L978. JLP's average $¡as L5

percent for his six-year term compared to Echeveria's L4.7

average.

Following the initiat,ion of the economic crisis, education

fell to 9.L percent in 1983, but recovered to 10 for tshe years

L984 and 1985. Subsequently MMH 1et, it, fa11 in 1988 to 6.3

percent, the l-ow for education since President Alvaro Obregon's

4.0 percent in L921. From 1987 through 1989 MMH and CSG both
feII below Diaz's average of 7.5 percent for the years sampled
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between L900 and 1911. (See Table l-8. )

This shock to education in the L980s had tremendous impact

because the amount of Central real outlay per capita felI from

its high of L,445 standard pesos in L982 to L,078 in 1984 and, by

the time of the 1985 low percentage outlay of 7.4 percent, had

regained only to L,364 pesos. (For L950 pesos per capita, see

Table 7.1 Slight improvement in total Central expenditure came

in the years 1987-1989 when the capj-ta outlay rose to its
historical high of over 1r 500 pesos per capita, but the gain did
not accrue to education which saw its share of expenditure fall
to 6.3 percent.

For education in per capita terms of 1950 pesos, the high of
1-63 came in 1982, feI1 to L08 in L983, 101 in 1986, and 96 in
1988. (See table 18.) The fj-gure for 1989 regained slightly to
L02. Although this low figure for 1988 was 50 t,imes higher t,han

the Obregón figure of L.9 real pesos for L921, one can imagine

the blow to Mexico after L982 precisely because the population
had come to expect, an impressive Central outlay to educate

Mexico's booming growth in population and to upgrade schools

necessary for economic and socj-al modernizat,ion.
Based upon hist,orical precedent and Mexico's desperate

educational needs, Central outlay education should be increased

to 20 percent. If in 1989 it had reached the 1-5 percent level,
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which is the minimum requirement, that would have meant 239 real
pesos per capita for education, not the L02 received. This
minimum augmentation of educat.ion outlay would help meet the
general crisis in university education.

The problem of financing Mexico's university needs is more

complicated because by 1990 the Cent,ral government has

established successfully the augmentation of salaries for
selected professors in two ways. The two are Sistema Nacional de

Investigadores (SNI) and university bonuses for their meritorious
professors, both of the methods have advantages apd

disadvantages.
9'Iith regard to the SNI, professors may apply for salary to

support their research. National Peer Review committees accept

aplicants into the SNI if they meet qualifications of havíng

built a research record and if they present proposals deemed

worthy of funding. Salaries can range up to 10 minimum salarj-es
per month. fn positive terms, the SNI provides funds to scholars
who might otherwise leave Mexico in search of a livable salary.
Further, SNI is a merj-t system that implicitly attacks the power

of unions in higher education. Because unions focus on job

ownership in a context of politlcal maneuvering within the labor
scene in Mexico, they have not been interested in improving
education within the university, hence the reluctanqe of the
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Central government to provide sufficient funds to raise salaries
regardless of merit.

One negative side of the SNI solutlon is that it justifies
having the let the general leve1 of salaries for university
researchers faII as shown in Table 19. f{here in 1982, prior to
the economic crisis, the highest leveI professor/researcher
earned 2,500 dollars per month, that pay !.ras effectively halved
in real terms during the course of the same year. That pay level
was halved again by L983 (to 565) and continued its faII to as

low in L987 as 32L real doIIars. Subsequently it rose again to
reach about 600 dollars by 1989, but this amount was still 76

percent lower than its high in L982. Although income from the
SNI has offset some of this loss for top level profesors and

researchers, that income has come from outside their
universj-ties, diluting t,he traditional system of incentives and

loyalties within each university.
About the SNf's process of award, there is debate. Some

scholars argue that the SNI awards are based upon favoritism.
Other scholars argue that the SNI works weIl as an independent
body.

With regard to university bonuses, they have been

established to give each university rect,or the ability to
reinvigorate internal incentives and loyalties by payment of
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merit bonuses to top faculty. The faculty can receive bonuses in
additon to SNI awards, the two extra incomes if fully awarded

tending to restore the highest salary shown in Table 19.

Unfortunately, neither the bonuses nor the SNI funds are

automatically granted nor are they automatically renewed. Rather

they must be applied for and are granted. as contracts for
research that, must be fulfilled. Although the reserach is the
scholar's orrn, it must be completed in bureaucratically defined
time span, otherwise renewed funds will not be forthcoming. The

bureaucratic problem for the bonuses and for the SNI is that
while they allow a simple quanti-tative measure of output to
determine who should receive the bonuses, they involve time spans

that are frequently unrealistic to meet international standards

of qua1it,y. Too often, then, the bonus and the SNf, which have

been invented to reward meritorious scholars, discourage research

of much merj-t. Major research projects may take years and must

alIow for the need to change the parameters of hypothesis and

method, change that is discouraged by the bureaucratic contracts
as presently awarded.

As long as the faculty must rely on the SNI and bonuses to
be able to afford to hold a university positionr the underlying
efficiency of higher education in Mexj.co is threatened, as is
academic freedom. The need Lo rely on temporary butrrenewable
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SNI and bonus funds inhibit,s the flash of genius and mid-curse
corrections necesssary in major research projects " Constant peer

review can be stult,ifying and lead scholars ahray from the cutting
edge of research into the "safe" main stream of investigation.

Meanwhi Ie,
ridiculously low

in Jalisco earns

salaries of primary school teachers are at a

Ieve1. In mid-l-990 the averagre primary teacher
225 dollars monthly, according to the state, s

Director of Basic Education José Manuel Correa Ceceña. OnIy i f
and alsotwo primary teachers marry

T¡rork two fuI1-t,ime shift,s
and, join

in
their two incomes

( one the morning and one in t,he

afternoon), then as a couple they can make 900 per month--a

family $ragre of poverty. The primary teachers' wage is
supplemented by access to the state's medical care system, a

credit scheme, and a retirement plan, but aII are inadequate and

inefficient--a simple medical appoint,ment requires a day's leave
from work, credit has been squeezed to cover poor (if any)

housing, and the retirement, pension is a pittance.
Beyond salaries, the system of instruction from preschool to

the university has been overwhelmed by the growth of student
populat,ion Lhat has far outpaced budget to accommodate it. (See

Tab1e 20.) Vfhile the student population grew by 2L2 percent

during that ten-year span bet,ween L979/L980 and 1988/L989, real
per capita outlay decreased by 95 percent (as calculated from
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Table 18. )

Mexico's problem is st,affing and building for education when

the distribution of students needing dj.fferent levels is
shift.ing. In l-97 9, 7 0 percent, of Mexico' s L6 .4 million student,s

were enrolled in primary school, but by 1988 the primary students
made up only 58 percent of the country's 25.4 million students.
Although primary growth continued apace (73 percent, increase), it,
must compete with the bachi]lerto enrollment (which grew 74

percent), secondary (which grew 54 percent), and other categories
(141 percent, including vocational which gre$, at 34L percent. )

Secondary students which made up about 15 percent of total
enrollment saw their share go to l7 percent and the preschool

students saw their share more than double in size
The ratios shown in Table 20 for shares of students by leve1

of educat,j-on in relation to shares by out,lay have seen all but
higher education decline since 1979. (In the ratio 1.0, eguals

equilibrium). Indeed, the outlay for secondary and bachillerato
students had declined from a favorable L.2 and 1.3, respectively,
to .9 and .8. Where the ratios for for preschool and primary (at

.41 should be below L.0 because their share of students cannot

justifiably command a commensurate share of outlay, higher
education (at 4.6» is correctly much higher than 1.0 because of
the expense of research and degrees required for teaching.
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TwO ratios in Table 20 require imrnediate adjustment upward.

First, the ratio for higher education should be increased to 5 to
recover from t,he extreme shortages of the 1980's, for example to
allow research libraries to fill in the gaps in books and

journals sacrificed by SPP to help pay the national debt.

Second, the ratio for the bachillerato should be increased at
least to equi.librium in order to keep the bulge in students at
that age level flowing effectively from the primary level into
one university system.

Eor primary education, the achievements of schooling vary.
Although Mexj-co has nohr achieved an average sixth-grade level of
education, the variance of average levels is shown in Appendix H.

Where in 1988 the averagie for the Federal District $¡as nearly 9

grades, the average for Chiapas $ras less than half that figure.
For the state of Jalisco which stood near the national average

with about 6 years of schooling, researchers led by Jesús

Alejandre Arroyo at, the Universidad Autónoma de Guadalajara have

written that such an average does not, prePare t,he youth to become

productively active within the Mexican market, which is sat,urated

wit.h such low-skilled workers, hence the departure of yout,h to
work as braceros in the Unit.ed States. Jalisco provides L5

percent of all Mexican immigrants to the United St,ates, the

majority beingr men in t,he L6 to 20 age group who are employed in
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agriculture and who have no future in the Mexj.can educational
system. (Alejandre and his group estimate that braceros send 3

billion dollars yearly back t.o Mexico, ds quoted

Report, July 1990r P. L2.)

in U.S.-Mexico

For the uni-versity in Mexj-co, enrollment of persons in the

age bracket 20 to 24 years oId remains low even though it has

made gains. The enrollment in the university of university-age
population has tripled since L970. (See Appendix I.) At, the
onset, of the 1970's, 5.4 percent of the university-age group was

enrolled, a figure that doubled by L976 and reached 16 percent by

1988.

Within higher education, priorities of enrollment, for the

first year of the licenciate have changed gradually since L9?0.

(See Appendix J.) Where in 1970 agricultural sciences enrolled
3.5 percent,, by 1980 that share had headed toward toward its 9.0

percent of L988. Nat,ura1 and exact sciences declined from 5.4

percent to 3.0 percent in the same 18-year period; and the share

enrolling in engineering and technology feI1 from about 34

percent to 28 percent. The big gain in share came in business

administration which rose from 38.5 to 42.0 percent (these

figures include social science, which may have actually
declined) . While education gained from 3 to 4 percent in share,

healt,h sciences declined from 15.7 percent to t4 percent.
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One ratio in Table 20 caI1s for adjustment sharply downward.

The category for other purposes of expenditure seems

unjustifiably high given the worsening ratios for the major

functions of primary, secondary, bachillerato and university
educat,ion. Although "other" has declined in ratio, its percent
of expenditure has increased from 25 to 29 percent, sugrglesting

the possibility for major paring.
V{ithin the category of other, it appears that administ,rative

outlay could be reduced. It. st,ood at 6.9 percent in L970 and 6.1

percent. in 1988, and the goal should be perhaps 3 percent. The

educat,ion bureaucracy has been notoriously bloated. and

inefficient, with the education unions using government funds to
run a paralled ad.minist,rative system that act,ually determj-nes the
posting of teachers. The administration of educat,ion should be

streamlined and the unions eliminated from participation in
affairs.

One budgetary share of expenditures shown in Table 20, 2.4

percent for culture and administration of museums and

archeol ogical
Secretariat of

sites, should be transferred from SEP to the
Tourism, Et least once those places are open to

of lrlexico's museumst,he public. Given t,he hrorld-class stature
and archeological sites, t,heir role in f oreign and domest, ic

foreign t,ourist,s being chargedt,ourism should be recognized, wit,h
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for visits to facilities. Once

complet,ed and facilities and ruins
use its budget to subsidLze culture

research and restoration are

are opened, then SEP

for foreigners, who

inf rast, ruct,ure .

f nvestment, in

need not
is any case should contribut,e to the t,ourism

education is yet another matter for us to
consider, but t,he parameters of the concept must, be redefined to
avoid the confusion caused by SPP. SPP gives investment, in
education as a share of total investment (that is the emphasis in
relation to an arbitrary and shrinking parameter) rather than as

a share of Central governments gross outlay (that, is the emphasis

placed on educational i-nvestment from among the fuII rangre of
policy choices available to Mexico's presidents) . SPP parameters

given here in Table l-5 inflate misleadingly the benefit of
investment in education, for example claiming that education
received 6 percent emphasis as late as 1985.

Although SPP does not give us figures on Central government

investment in education, in my view we can use its data on Public
Sector investment as a proxy, at Ieast, for education. f have

developed Tab1e 2L on the premise that virtually all Decentral
outlay for investment comes through transfers from the Central
government. (This premise is validat,ed by the data in Table 27

where we will see that the only selected Decentral, education
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units of note with their o!{n source of funds for investment are

CAPFACE with .L percent and UNAM with .03 percent--miniscule
amounts. )

Fj-gures in Table 2L show that, 1985 investment in education
as a share of gross Cent,ral outlay stood at, only L.4 percent in
the range of policy options, not 5.9 as suggested in Table 29.

Indeed, in my view, educational investment's .9 percent, did rise
to L.4 in L985, but then it collapsed after L986 to a share that
has averaged a disastrous .4 percent (not, 3 percent set forth in
Table 291.

Comparison of the SPP and !'Iilkj.e views of capital out,lay for
education suggests the extent to which SPP analysis overstates
the Central emphasis in Table 29. Table 2L corrects to show the
real emphasis. Given this revised view of investment, let me

suggest t,hat capital expenditure $ras deferred during the 1980s

and that if it is not quint,rupled for the 1990s Mexico will face

great difficulties in forging a labor force (including
engineering, management, marketing, and finance) that can compete

successfully in an opening worLd economy. rndeed the share of
enrollment in engineering and technology has declined L'7.4

percent during the Last, LB yearsr ds can be calculated from data

in Appendix J.
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That federal_ education has gained in expenditure in relation
to state and loca1 government and the private sector is shown in
Appendix K . In 195 9 the f ederal share r¡ras 62 percent . That

share reached about 80 percent by L982 and has held just under
that figure through L987. The combined rate and local government

share have fallen from 23.L to L2 percent during that 2g-year
period, with private education falling from LZ to less than LO

percent. This gror^rth of federal pott¡er is a crucial problem for
Mexico because it means t,hat non-federal giovernment is not
capable of balancing distortions in federal education policy.

7. Health Budgets for the 1990s:

Proposal for SAIiIIIATION

(a National Food and tfater Sanitation Carnpaign)

Because SSA's role and budget have been compromised, it is
appropriate no$¡ to rethink the Secretariat, s future,. and I
propose below the direction the agency should take. Before
taking up the future, let us consider SSArs past.

The Central share of gross outlay devotd to health reached
its twentieth-century high in the 6 percentiles under presidents
Cárdenas and Avila Camacho. (See Table 18.) presj-dent A1emán

began his Eerm with near 5 percent dedicated to health outlay but
left the share at 2.5 during his last year in office, LISZ.
Thence the share averaged 3 to 4 percent, until it ,began its
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t,o 2.\ percent, the

Calles low since L926. fronically, it !.ras JLP under whom

pesos per capita reached their high this century--z|.9 in
By the time JLP left office, he deemphasized health
by cutting it to t.4 percent, of gross Central outlay, 20

real pesos per capita. Health has fared even !{orse under MMH and

CSG, the share falling to .9 since 1987. In real pesos per

capita, the L4 pesos for health sj-nce L987 is a post, L97L Iow.
The picture of Central investment in health is not clear and

does not allow us to make the type of analysis developed above

for education. Shortfalls in health investment are difficult to
fathom because SPP budget analysis obscures the role of the
origin of investment funds. Eurther, investment in health
includes Decentral's IMSS and ISSSTE which have their own sources

of income for investment beyond the Central
IMS S and ISSSTE pension

to cover health
funds are borrowed

governmeflt,' further
internal ly in t,hose

agencies

In Mexico ' s

subordinated to

services.
bureaucratic battles the role of SSA has been

that of IMSS, which won the right to oversee

for the COPLA¡{AR and Solidarity programs to
care for the poor. Although theoretically the

health

Provide
Cent ra 1

without

coverage

medical

SSA should have expanded its coverage of the population
coverage, policymakers ostensibly argued that the IMSS
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and more efficiently run to
funds. fn realityI T.MSS

been diverted to cover nonsubscribers, saving the

Central government, from having to augment the SSA budget (ltli1kie,

1990b) .

Although Mexico has made PubIic health gains in innoculating
the population against disease and SSA's clinics comPete with
IMSS and ISSSTE to deliver improved curative treatment for
disease, the Pub1ic Sector health system in Mexico has failed to
offer any successful program of preventive attack on intestinal
j-nfection, the major disease that contributes to Mexico's high

rate of infant and child mortality, incapacites workers, and

di.scourages vis j-ts by foreign tourists. In light, of tnis
failure, there is urgent need for one Central agency to assume a

new role in developing national health.
The most important cause of death in alt ages in Mexico is

intestinal infection, according to the 1at,est, available data.
(See TabLe 22.1 Although the rate for such infection has

improved since L979, it has gone from the second-ranking cause of
mortality to first, t,he rate standing in 1986 at 37 .2 per 100,000

persons. The same ranking pattern hold for infant deaths from

intest,inal infection, but the rat,e in l-986 $ras an astounding

529.4 per L,000 registered live births. The number qne ranking

has income from subscribers
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of intest,inal infection holds for all age groups except the
adu1t, where it ranks seventh, worsening from eighth in L979.

Let me propose, then, that SSA set out to resolve Mexico, s

number one health problem: disease cuased by unhealthy food and

water, the safety of which have been also compromised by

inadequate sewagie and garbage disposal. It is my proposal that
SSA refocus iLs energies to undertake a National Food and Water

Sanitation Campaj-gn (SANITATION) . Because Mexico's public health
record is one of the least effect,ive in Latin America at assurS-ng

the safety of the food and

remi s s in monit,oring what

restaurants and food stands,

water supply and because it

Mexico suffers from serious
is made available by whom

illness. The campaign

has t,he added advantage

proposed here against intestinal
reducing hepatitis and typhoid fever.

In making this proposal, let us be a!{are that Mexico faces

four historically serious problems in monit,oring the food and

water supply to prevent gastric illness:
One, poor farmers cannot afford to purchase

artificial fertilizers and hence use "night soil" to
ferilize their fields.

Iwo, the Iow-1eve1 of health education of the
general population obviates against care in handling
food and disposing of sewage

has been

through
gast ri c

illness
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Three, Lhe poor who do not have j-ndoor toilets have

been accustomed to defecat.ing outdoors on vacant 1ots,

an ecologically serious problem in Mexico City where

the fecal mat,ter dries in the sun and then is blown

about in the form of what is called "fecal rain."
Fou::, the cities of central Mexico are hampered in

sewage disposal by the fact, that the underground sewer

lines run parallel to the water lines in an area where

constant smalI earthquakes and frequent large quakes

rupture the lines and aIlow intermixture. Federa|
state, and local qovernment offices have not been able
to keep up with const.ant repairs needed to keep the
water system safe let alone find the funds to
completely rebuild the lines to prevent se$ragie from

contaminating the water supply.
SSA's National Sanitation Campaign should involve developing

a coordinated plan and enforcing nat,ional policy designed to
eliminate the scourge of diarrhet,ic and diarrheal disease that
frequently weakens most of the population, the majority of which

has been debilitated by long-term affects of parasitic infection.
The elements of SANITATION require that extensive education must

be instituted along with licensing of markets and restaurants to
ensure that:



-fresh vegetables

-hraLer is safe,

-rest,aurant,s wash
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are free from night-soiI,

dishes with appropriately heat,ed

water,

-excessive and rancid grease are eliminated from

cooking,
-food is properly refrigerated,
-the adding of contaminated r^¡ater to food and milk
pruducts is stopped,

-restaurants kitchens are clean and infestation-
free,

-food handlers are provided with restrooms that
have functioning toilets, hot water for washing

hands, and a basic standard of cleanliness,
-publie toilets are provided strategically and

serviced by government and business,

-disposal of sewage and garbage is done

hygienically
Until the mass of Mexican population comes to understand the need

for increased hygiene and that gastric j-llness is not inevitable,
the population cannot be fulIy productive. SANITATION would have

the added advantage of reinforcing SSA's campaigns against the

adulturing of such foods as cheese and milk

52
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At present the public health scene is fragmented among many

Central and Decentral agencies and no positive plan exists to
bring together a coordinated approach against diarrheal illness.
For exampl€, development of the "potab1e" water system for Mexico

fa1ls under BAIi¡OBRAS, which notes that at best it is trying to
supply communities with "piped" water, regardless of potability.
A new approach at SSA would focus on helping communities to
realize that the piped water cannot be safely used for drinking
and cooking unless it is boiled. Communj-ties should be certified
as to their ability to monit,or, chlorinate, and maintain the
safety of the supply system under penalty of decertification.
Legally, markets of Mexico Cit,y are required to wash night-soil
from arriving veget,able shipments, but there is no real
enforcement of this Iaw.

The development of
advantages . First, t,he

the cost, of carrying out,

recruitment of st,udent,s

SANITATION aS called
plan can be f eas ible

and

for here has

financially
can be borne

their social
monit oring it

need to meetwho

several
because

by SSA

service
requirement in order to receive university degrees in public
health, sanitary engineering, medicine, and nursing. Second, SSA

will benefit from the prestige of taking on a major bat.tle to
improve living standards, restoring morale to an agency adrift.
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The expenditure basis for SANITA?ION barely exists in SSA, s

1990 budget, with at best 4.8 percent of agency outlay
identifiably dedlcated to the focus outLined here. (See Table

23.) Within this existing activity,2.4 percent goes for
regulation of sanitary and environmental affairs; and L.7 percent

for the National Nutrition Institute and .7 percent for health
education--items in which SANITATION is only a part. There is no

effort set apart in the 1990 budget for prevent,ion of food-and
water-borne disease, sanitary engineering, or construction of
public toilets. There is no Diarrheal Disease Control Center.
Although SSA plans to also call for instituting a health
education unit in its Family Planning division, that unit was not
funded in L990.

That the SSA has overemphasized curative medicine at the
expense of prevent,ive medicine and sanitary regulation is shown

in Table 24. The curative share is 46.9 for 1990. Such a figure
is at, once too high and not high enough. As long as the curative
medicine approach leaves meager funds for SAIiIITATf ON, curative
medicine does not, have enough money to cure Mexico, s population,
much of which is either dying from or opened t,o other infections
through weakness brought about by gastric illness.

To develop the SAI,IITATION campaign, the Secretari-at, of
Health budget should be increased so half of its budget can be
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allocated to SANfTATION, explicitly making sanitary engineering
into a major activity along with establishment of standards and

enforcement of the food and water supply as outlined above. This

refocusing and reenergizíng of SSA requires that its yearly share

of gross Central outlay be increased from its real .9 percent in
L989 and "p1anned" 3.5 percent, in 1990 to at. least, L2 percent,
with perhaps an additional 3 percent yearly being required to
launch act,ivit,ies for the first 5 years. Reorganization of SSA

will require increased personnel, salaries, and investment.
8. Central Salary Needs

by the Central subsector of government isExpenditure

conditioned by

investment, . Let

share of out, lay

of Central
subsect or,
While the

two major factors:
us analyze in Table 25

devoted Lo salaries;

salaries and

what has happened

and r^re wi 11 take

capital
to the
up the

matter of investment in Part 9, below. Where in 1979 the share

and, Decentral outlay stood
that relation

at the same level for each

began to change in 1982.

(except for
the Central

I7 percent,
Decent,ral share has held above 15 percent

1983 and L984) and again stands at near l7 percent,
share has declined to 7 percent .

Cent raJinThe

aspecLs.

to have

sharp drop

On the one

sought to

salary share has contradict,ory
hand, it seems to make sense for IrIMH and CSG

streamline government operations and reduce
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what can only be caIled "on-the-job-retirement. " 0n the other
hand, as the Central government regains the budgetary potrer that
had been lost to the Decentral sphere, it needs to have a working

core that can plan and carry out such important, policies as

educating the nation and upgrading health conditions. For

example, the elimination of whole floors of economists at SCHP

may have helped reduce

government, but also
intervent,ionist tendencies by the Central

it has meant that the government cannot

iL is now trying to do;evaluate, and analyze what

wages, too many bureaucrats must work two full-
properly p1En,

and given poor

time jobs.

Beyond the total salary shares in running the government,

the salary shares within selected agencies are quite revealing.
(See Table 26.1 There is an enormous discrepancy between SEP,

SSA, IMSS, and ISSSTE, which go from highest share to lowest
share in t,hat order. Because the biggest cost of SEP is paying

salaries to operate schools, the 60 percent ranges makes some

sense. By the same logic the largest, cost of SSA is paying

salaries to run clinics and hospitals, however, SSA has seen its
share of salaries go from an excessive 58 percent, in 1983 to 51.8

percent by l-989. Fina11y, although IMSS and ISSSTE do many of
t.he same activities, ISSSTE has always had to do with a smaller
share for salaries than fMSS. It is interesting to note that the
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IMSS share has fallen progressively from 55.3 percent in 1983 to
33.6 percent in L989, but that ISSSTE has held in the 20

percents. The exception for ISSSTE was 1985 when the share went

to 31.5 apparently to permit salarj-es to compensate for past

losses. (The "yo-yo" effect in salaries must have been

impressive for ISSSTE employees between 1983 and L985) .

If SPP seeks' a standard for government agencies to pay the
least salary to achieve productivity without waste, IMSS would

seem to be eliqrible for a prize. Indeed, with its share

consistently falling 15 to 20 percent below that of SSA, IMSS won

the bureaucratic battle with SSA to service the unprotected
population through Solidarity" Where inefficient productivity in
relation to salary at SSA and ISSSTE can be blamed on too high
and too low a salary share, respectively, IMSS results can be

faulted for having achieved much productivity at a relatively Iow

salary share by making patients wait for medical services.
Government efficiency is hampered by legal absence from work

of IMSS employees

of hours for any

workers also have

who work only 33 hours weekly, the least number

major enterprise sampled in Appendix L. IMSS

t,he most t ime of f work f or vacation (24 days )

have more( 9 days ) OnIy TELMEX employeesand for personal leave

time for vacation (31 days) and personal leave (lL days) .
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social service

one-fourth of

low cost . hlhen

to control Solidarity, it increased its need

for and ability to hj-re socj-a1 service workers at token pay while
they complete their degrees. The refocusing of SSA with a

national mission of SANITATION would a1low SSA to operate more

efficiently because national missions are att.ractive to students
who want to participate in the new activity.

9. The Myth of Public Investment in Mexico and

Reconceptualtion of the Central Government Ro1e in Capital Outlay
In order to make policy effectively and to allow public

evaluation of that policy, the Central subsector needs to
separate its investment outlay from that of the Decentral
subsector. Although the Central government originally thought
that it could appear to be doubly important by pretending to be

in control of Decentral fundsr w€ need to realize that t.he public
Sector investment data do not, jibe wit.h SPP reporting on public
sector total gross expenditure. WhiIe the investment figures are

for on- and off-budget agencies and funds, the totaL gross

expenditure
Let us

excludes of f-budget d,ata.

turn to my analysis of t,he real investment, pi ct,ure

PubI i cfor 1 9BB, as is given in Table 27 . Fully
off-budget,Sector investment, has remained the main reasons for
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which are several. On the one hand, the Secretariat of the
Controller General neither has enough qualified staff to audit
hundreds of Decentral agencies nor do the agencies operate with
standardized budgeting rules; on the other hand, the agrencies

generate their own income through fares, fees, sa1es, contracts,
rentals, leases, licenses, royalties, etc., and in many of these

agencies the government is a minority-share holder. In any case,

if Decentral agrencies are supposed to autonomous, the very real
question always exists as to what financial control the
government should have over the Decentral sector,

In argruing here that the ent ire Decentral
taken out of t,he budget,, it

Public Sector

i s impo rt ant, t o

if any.

sector should be

note that 47 .6

percent of act,ual investment in 19BB came from the

agencies'
increase

own revenue sources. The 20 percent off-budget will
in the 1990s because the Central government is selling

off its shares in or closing plants many of which were doubtful
investments from the outset or hurt, the country in round-about

ways.

In relat,ion
social harIII,

Tabasco built
pet, rochemi cal
rise in oil

1 9B0s because

pl ant in
prices of
it was

during the
aband,oned

ha I cyon

in the

I
to SANITATION, to give an

am ahrare of a 5O-mi11ion

by PEMEX

example of round-about

the 1970s but which was

producing chemical fertilizers inefficiently and at inflationary



Wilkie, Real Policies, p. 60

prices. ffithout market incentives, the costs of producing

fertiLizers rose beyond the ability of domestic farmers to buy

them, 1et alone foreign farmers. 'rNational ownership" in this
typical case did not mean subsidizing fertilizers for Mexico's

farmers; rather it meant Central subsidization of poor

productivity at the expense of the rural masses, who could not
foreswear the use of night-soiI even if they wanted, and who must

live with the resulting sanitatj-on problems, as have the urban

masses of central and south Mexico. The need for the SANITATION

campaign discussed above must begin with substituting chemical

fertilizers for night-soi1 to stem diarrheal disease, hepatits,
and typhoid as well as to prevent further depletion of the soil.
(Earmers routinely abandon depleted soil and move on to use

slash-and-burn techniques, further contributing to the erosion
problem that plagues Mexico) . If Mexico's fertilizer plants can

be sold--or even given--to the private sector, the possibility
exists that they can be renovated to yet partially save the
national investment, which to date has deprived the country of
competitively priced fertilizers. Rather than subsidizing
fertilizer plants, the giovernment should subsidize its end use on

Mexi-co's farms.
That the government cannot meet many of Mexico's investment

needs by itseLf is evident in other areas as weII. Beyond the
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need for railroad capital discussed above, there is urgent need

for L0 billion do]lars investment in a phone system that can

enable Mexico t.o participate fulIy in the world's computerized

information revolution, The need for investment funds in TELMEX

was hardly met in l-988. (See Tab1e 27, Part 2.1 For example,

TELMEX invested 4.3 billion pesos or 1-.9 million dollars at the
L988 average exchange rate. In reality, 1.9 million dolLars did
not allow TELMEX even Lo replace much worn-ouL equipment.

Given Mexico's deferred investment needs di-scussed above in
Part 5, the decline in investment since L979 is ast,ounding. (See

Table 28) Although Public Sector on- and off-budget, investment

is only part,ially included in gross Central outlay, the ratio is
reveal j.ng. Where in L97 9 investment $¡as equal to nearly B0

percent of actual gross Central budgetary power, by 1983 the

fi-gure !.¡as 25 percent, and by 1988 it r¡ras t2 percent. This

collapse in investment was not made-up by the privat,e sector.
During the 1990s private builders, for example, ñay construct
roads in return for the right to collect toIIs, but that wilI
never cover the huge infrast,ructural needs of roads throughout

the country.
SPP data on actual Public Sect,or invest,ment is summarized by

through 198B "program in Table 29

AIt,hough the f igures
for the period
seem impressive,

from L982

they involve much myth
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because they are mostly beyond Central control.
The functional distribution of investment is shown in SPP, s

view given in Table 30 and in my view gi-ven in Table 31. Quite
different in definit,ion (Public Sector vs. Central outlay; and

off-budget agencies included vs. excluded, respect,ively) , t,he

shares are closer than s{e may have imagined. SPP sets the
Economic share for 1988 at 85.1 percent as against my 83.9

percent. In my view edministratj.on is 84 percent more costly
than in SPP's view, but the absolute difference is only 2.L
percentage points. Socia1 is within .9 percentage points.

The big difference in my view of investment compared to that
of SPP is that SPP overstates the government role--by 54 percent
for 1988r ás can be calculated from Tabl-e 32. SPP claims that
8.8 percent of Pub1ic Sector gross outlay went for investment in
1988. In my view the only meaningful figure is for Central
outlay, 5.7 percent of which went for investment, in L988.

Refocusing of concepts about the nature of "investment" is
in order, and SPP should nolv separate and redefine the concept as

involving only Central activity. Transfers for investment should
be counted in the Central sector and not in the mythical Public
Sector.
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CHART 1
ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SECTOR EXPENDITURE IN MEXICO SINCE THE l-980s:

A. Public Sector (On-Budget Central and Decentral Subsectors);
B. "Extended" Pub1ic Sector ("A' + Off-Budget Decentral and State

and Local Governments) ;C. Central Benefits to Private Sector: Transfers, Fiscal
Incentives, Minority Shares

Category
Included in Analysis

SPP
Program
Impact

hli Ikie
Policy

FunctionLrrre Category of Expenditure

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
l-0
11"
L2
1"3
L4
I5
r6
L7
.i. B
19
?0
l1
22
23
z4
25
26
27
28
29
30
t1

A. Public Sector (A1 + e2lA1. Central Subsector
Central Outlay by Federal Units:

Executive (secretariats)
Legislature
Judiciary
General Account ("unclassifiable" items)

Central Transfers to:A2. Decentral Units On-budget81. Decentral Units Off-budget
B2. DDF and, State Governments83. Local GovernmentsC. Private

Central Revenue Sharing
DDF and State Government

Central Fiscal Incentives
C. Private

Central fnvest in Minority Decentral Shares
Central Payments on:

Public debt (including amortization,interest, commissj-ons, expenses)
and "sanamiento financiero"

ADEFAS (debts owed from previous
fiscal years)

A2. Decentral Subsector (On-Budget)
Decentral Outlay by Parastate Units:

Agencies
Companies with Majority Decentral Shares

Decentral Expenditure of Central Transfers
Funds and Trust EundsPublic Debt

yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes

no
yes
yes
yes
yes

no

no
yes

no

no

yes
yes
yes
yes
no N.B

no
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes'yes
yes
yes

yes

yes
yes

yes

yes

no
no
no
no

(1)
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CHART 1 (Continued)
ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SECTOR EXPENDITURE IN MEXICO SINCE THE 1980S:

A. Public Sector (On-Budget Central and Decentral Subsectors);
B. "Extended" Public Sector (nAr' + Off-Budget Decentral and State

and Local Governments) ;C. Central Benefits to Private Sector: Transfers, Fisca1
Incentives, Minority Shares

Category
fncluded in Analysis

SPP
Program
f mpact

Wi Ikie
Policy

Funct ionline Category of Expenditure

Extended Pub1ic Sector Total Outlay (A + B)
Decentral Units Off-budget Outlay

Agencies (e.9. TELMEX)
Banks (deveLopment and commercial)
Companies with Majority Decetral shares

Decentral Expendj-ture of Central Transfers to
Units
Sub-Nationa1 Government (DDF, State, Local)

Sub-National Expend Central Revenue Sharing
Private Expenditure of
Central Tranfers and Fiscal fncentives to:

CL. Companies (personal, corporate, nonprofit)
C2. Companies with Minority Central/Decentral

Shares

32
33
34
3s
36
31

3B
39

40
4T
42
43

B.
BL.

no
no
no
no
no

no
no
no

no (2)

no (21

no
no
no
no
no

no (2)

no (2)

2
2
2

no
no
no

2
2
2

U

1-) N.B. = Taken into account for informational purposes, the Decentralpublic debt ultimately being the responsibility of the Central
government.

2) Except as included in lines 9 through 18.

^OURCE: Budgetary-data categories adapted from CSG, 1989r pp. 31-58.

(

(

(

)

)
)

(

(

(
)

)

)
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C}TART 2
THE UNSTABLE DECENTRALTZED
CHANGING BUDGETARY CONTROL

SUBSECTCR.:
S INCE L91 3

1 Companj-es and Agencies Brought Under Central Budgetary "ConLrol-"
L973: CONARRIL--Constructora Nacj-onal- de Carros de Eerrocarril,

DfNA--DieseI Nacional, S.A.
FFCC Son/eC--Ferrocarril Sonora/Baja California, S.A. de C

FERTI¡4EX--Fertili z antes Mexicanos

FORVIGRO--Eorestal Vicente Guerrero
INMECAFE--fnstituto Mexicano del Cafe
PROPEMEX--Productos Pesqueros Mexicanos, S.A. de C.V.
SICARTSA--Sider{:rgica Lázaro Cárdenas 1as Truchas, S.A.

SIDENA: Sider{rrgica Nacional, S.A.
L975: IMCE--Instituto Mexicano de Comercio Exterior
L977: PlPSA--Productora e Importadora de Pape1, S.A.
1984: AHMSA--AItos Hornos de México, S.A.

FUMOSA--Fundidora Monterrey, S.A.
f985: AZUCAR, S.A. DE C.V.

(1)

S.A.

V

t9B2:

1985:

198 6 :

19BB:

2. Companies and Agencies Liquidated
INDECO--Instit.uto Nacional para el- Desarrollo de l-a

Comunidad Rural y Vivienda Popular
fMCE--fnstituto Mexicano de Comercio Exterior
EUMOSA--Fundidora Monterr€y, S.A.

AEROMEXICO-Aeronaves de México

DINA--Diesel Nacional, S.A.
PROPEMEX--Productos Pesqueros Mexicanos, S.A. de C.V

SIDENA-Siderúrgica Nacional, S.A.1989:

(1) Control = selective and/or sample audit.
SOURCE: Adapted from SPP, 1988, pp. 47-76; and CSG, 1989, pp. 31-39.
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CHART 3

SCHEMES FOR ANALYZING MEXICO,S EXPENDITURE BY FUNCTIONAI. CATEGORIES
I. SHCP;2. SPP-A; 3. SPP-B; 4. SPP-C; AND 5. IIIILKIE

1. SHCP (1g54-19go) 1

I Economic ]
Communications and Transport:

Roads. railroads, buildings, markets, ports, airports, maj-I, teleeommuni-
6cations, public works (human settlements. L977-L98L)--shifts to Social in SPP-A.

DeveJ.opment and Conservat,ion of Natural Resources:
Agrícu1ture, ranching, forestry, irrigatj-on, agrarian reform, fishing, etc.

Devel-opment and Promotion of Industry and Commerce:
Subsidy and investment, regulati-on, electric energy, tourism, etc.

ISocial ]
Education and culture:

Presehool, primary, secondary, normal, university, Ij-braries, construction, etc.
Health and Welfare:

Pub1ic health serviees, hospitals, construction, social and maternal assistance etc.
!{el-fare and Social Security:

Medical and hospital service, pensions and retirement, support to Indian groups, etc

Iadministrative ]
Military Services, Army and Navy

Salarj-es, purchase and maintain equipment, construction, social coverages, etc.
General Administration

Executive (inc security), legislative, judieiary, aid to state and l-ocal- government
Public Debt

Foreign and domestic amortization, interst, conunissions, costs, and ADEFAS.

2. SPP-A (1gg1-1gg3) 2

(Shift to Programmable Concept, 1981--) 3

Social, as in 1, above, except:
Human Settlements (198I-1983) --was Econ<¡mic in SHCP 6becomes Urban Development and Ecology in SPP-B Economic.

Administrative, as in 1, above, except
Debt eategor.]r excluded (1981--) .

3. SPP-B (1984-1ggg)

[Economic], as in l- and 2, above, except:
Urban Development and Ecology (1984-1988)--was Social in Spp-A, i-s Social in Spp-C.
Rura1 Development (1984-1988) .

Basj-c Supply (l-984--) .

Social, as in 1, above

Administrative, as in L and 2, above.
Military Services downgraded from major category to a subcategory (1984--)

Economic, as above, except new functional categories added as follows:
Eishing (1981--)
Tourism (f981--)
Energy (1983--)
Regional Development (1981-l-988) --shifts ro Socia1 in SSP-C
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Chart 3 ( Cont inued )

4. SPP-C (1989--)
(See Table 3)

I n.onomi. ] r ás in 1 and 2 , abov€ .

ISociaI], as in L abov€, except:
Urban Deve lopment and Eco logy ( t gB9-- ) , \^ras Economic in SPP-B "6 4Regional Development and Solidarity (1989--), was Economic in SPP-A.

Inaministrative], 3s in 1 abov€, except:
Jusrice and securiry (1989--)

5. Iüilkie (Since 19OO)
(See TabIe 12)

Economic
Economic Secretariats5

Agr icu I ture
and Development, (19L7-t946)
and Ranching (t946-L976)
and Hydraulic Resources Ilrrigarion] (t977--)

Hydraulic Resources (L947-7976)
Agrarian Reform

(Department, 1934-1958)
AgrarÍan Affairs and Colonization (7959-L975)
Agrarian Reform (1975--)

Communicat ions
and Public lüorks (1891-1958)
and Transportat,ion (1959--)

PubIÍc Works (L958-1976)
and Human Settlements (1977-1983)

Commerce
National Economy (7936-1946)
Economy (t947-t958)
Industry and Commerce (1958-L976)
Commerce (1976-L892)
Commerce and Industry (1983--)

Fishing
(Department, 7977 -L978)Fishing (1979--)

Tourism
(Department, L959-L975)
Tourism (1975--)

SEMIP
National Patrimony (t947 -L976)Narional Parrimony and lndusrry (L917-1"982)
Energy, Mines, and Parstate Industry (1933--)

Economic Fund
Investment,s (7947 -L9BO)
Earthquake Reconstruction (1986-1989)
Regional Development (1982--) 1Economic Share of General Category'
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SociaI
Social Secretariats5

HeaIth
(Department, f930-1943\
Health (L943-- )

Education
Social Fund

Social Share of General Category

Chart 3 (Continued)
(Wi 11<i- e , Cont inued )

7

Administrative
Administrative Secretariats5

Treasury and Pub1ic Credit
SPP

Confidential Secretary (f946-1958)
Presidency (1958-1976)
Programming and Budget (1976--)

Controller General (1983--)
Foreign ReLations
Interior
National Defense (including Military Industry)

Army
Navy

Administrative Branches
Judiciary
Attorney General of Mexico

Administrative E'unds
Revenue Sharing and Fiscal Incentives
Public Debt (including amortization, interest, commissions, costs)

including "Sanamiento Fiscal" (mid-1980s)
ADEFAS 7Administrative Share in General Category'

SPP continued the SHCP scheme from 1976 through 198O. The SCHP scheme is adapted from
Ílilkie, L97O, Appendix A.

The designations SPP-A, SPP-B, and SPP-C are developed here.

SPP excluded the categories of Public Debt and ADEEAS beginning in 1981.

But Regional Devlopment cl-assífied as Economic (not Social) in SEP, CEGE, p. 27--see
Table 15.

E'or a chronology of Mexico's secretariats, see [filkie, 1970, Part I; Camp, 1982, pp
407-423); MIvtH, 1986, p. 95; and SPP, 1988.

Dates of secretariats may differ from how they classified by function, e.g. The
Secretariat of Public V{orks became Human Settlements (1977-L982'l and Urban Development
and Ecology (1983--).

7. General Category = erogaciones adicionales; this category \^ras eliminated in the 1980s.

SOURCE: SHCP, CP, yearly; SPP, CP, yearly; SPP, PE, yearly; Ml"lH, 1985, p.95; sPP 1988,
pp. 79ff . i MV, .Ianuary 15, 1989; !{il-kie, L97O (Appendix D), and lVilkie, L978 (Appen<iix D
and pp. 355-360) .

I

2

3

4

5

6
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TABLE 1
PUBLIC SECTOR GROSS ACTUAL ON-BUDGET OUTLAY COMPARED TO

AVATLABLE EXTENDED PUBLIC SECTOR OFF-BUDGET OUTLAY
rN MEXTCO, 1980 AND 1989

(Billion Current Pesos and Percent)
1980 1989Item

msolute OutIaY (MMP)
A. On-Budget Pub1ic Sector Total
B. Available Data on Off-Budget

Public Sector (TELMEX, DDF,

(L,2)
Extended
Metro) ( 3, 4)

1,77]..1
L02 .0

261 ,995.1 (a)

L\, 42I.1

Percentage
C. B/A

Out 1 ay

6.0 4.3

(1) PubI ic Sector total = (Central subsector on-budget) minus

(2)

(Central transfers to unj-ts on-budget) plus (Decentral subsector
on-budget, includinqr Central transfers) --see Chart 1 - For
definition of "gross" terms, see Tab1e 5, note 2- Actua1
expenditure contrasts with projected expenditure-
Excludes extended Public Sector outlay, except includes Central
transfers to extended public sector and private sector-

(s)

(4)

Includes trans fers f rom Cent.ral subsector -

Excludes outlay in other off-budget units such as BANOBRAS,
BANRURAL, commercial banking system, etc.

( a ) SPP .' , f*\ '7"r'r'-':''€ '

SOURCE: Adapted and calculated from data in CSG, l-989, PP.3L,53-55'
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TABLE 2

ANALYZABLE (1) FUNDS AS A SHARE OF MEXICO'S PUBLIC SECTOR AND

CENTRAL AND DECENTRAL SUBSECTOR ACTUAL EXPENDITURE, 1980 AND ].989

(Bi11ions of Current Pesos and Percent)

Part L.

SPP's Analysis of Programmable Impact of Outlay
1_980

a\

1989 r;;
MMP Percent.

. Pub1ic Sector Gross Tot aI (A1 +A2
less double-counted transfers
and adjustments ) (2)

A1

Al-a.

A2"

Percent

L,7tL.7 (a) 100.0 267 ,995.1 (b) 100.0

6-l .B 90,442.3Progranrmable Share (Ala+A2a) ( 3 ) L, L59 ."7

Central Subsector Gross Total
including Lrans fers ( 4 ) 933.5

503.3Programmable Share (5)

Decentral Subsector Gros s Tot.al
including Central- trans fers 905.5

656 .4

100.0

12 .5

1A , 460 . 5

54,915. B

100.0

53. 9

207, B0 6.2
36,893.5

33.7

100.0

T7.B

100.0

11 "g

100.0

100.0

AZa. Programmable Share ( 6)

Part 2.
Wilkie Analysis of Policy Function of Outlay

A1. Central Government Gross Total- (7) 933.5 100.0 207,806.2
A1. Policy Eunction Share (8) 933.5 1-00.0 207 ,806.2

MMP
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(1) For analysis
areas ( según
industrial,

TABLE 2 (Continued) , p.2

o f impact , funds are di st,ributed by SPP
classificación sectorial) , e.g. social,

etc. See Table 3.

into 10 program
rural,

(2) Gross Public Sector total deducts Central subsector transfers which
are included in Decentral subsectori includes Central transfers to
Decentral off-budget agencies; see notes a and b, below.

(3)

(4)

V{eighted by subsect or .

Central subsector g'ross total- includes transfers to Decentral
subsector and to off-budget agencíes.

(5) Central programmable = Al-'s glross Centra]- total minus payments ondebt (amortization, interest, commj-ssions, expenses, and. ADEFAS),
minus revenue sharing and fiscal incentives, and minus Central
transfers to Decentral on-budget units.

(6) Decentral programmable = A2's Decentral grross minus payments onpublic debt (amortization, interest, commissions, expenses) .
Includes transfers from A1's Central qross total.

(7) Gross Central subsector total includes transfers to Decent.ral
subsector and includes transfers to off-budgret agencies.

(B) Functiona1ly funds are distributed
(economic, social, administ.rative)
see Table 72 , below.

into Lhree broad categories
and over 25 subcategories;

(a) Public Sector Total for 1980 = (A1: 933.5) plus (A2:
(Central subsector transfers to Decentral subsector:

905.5) Iess
L21.3)

(b) Publ-ic Sector Total- for 1989 = (Al-: 207,806.2) plus (A2
l-ess 8r904.6 (Central subsector transfers to Decentral)
adjustments: 1,367 .0) .

Lc \ !,)i' -r+,*'t..,;|t .

SOURCE: Adapted and calculated from data in CSG, 1989, p. 31.

10 , 460 .2)Iess ( other
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TABLE 3
SPP'S VIEW OE THE PUBLIC SECTOR' S PROGRAMMABLE ACTUAL EXPENDITURErN L0 MEXTCAN EUNCTTONS, r970-1989

Tot,al Percent = 100.0 (a)

Total
Impact Rural & Urban Fishing . Comm. &

Sociat i,1 lransport
Regi ona].

Year

r-970
797 L
L97 2
1,97 3
L97 4
1975
L97 6
L97 1
797 B
L97 9
r_980
1981
1982
1983
T9B 4
r_985
1986
T981
19BB
1989,*i,i

100.
100.
100.
100.
l_00.
l_00.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
l-00.
100.
100.
l-00.
l-00.
l-00.
100.
100.

10. B
LL.2
8.9
9.1
7 .L
7.0
B.t
1 .2
6.4
6.8
6.9
6.5
6.9
8.2
8.3
B .7
8.5
B.B
7.0
5.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
1.1
l-.1
L.3
1.3
L.2
L.2
1.1
1.3
L.7
1.9
l-.6
1.5
1.8
1.8
0.7
0.2

3.3
2.9
5.6
4.5
3.3
2.9
3.6
3.7
3.9
5.6
5.4
6.5
6.3
3.9
4.4
5.8
4 .'l
4.L
3.4
4.2

q,o
-)¡J

6.9
8.4
9.0
9.2

10. B
10.7

9.1
9.1
9 .7

L2 .0
10.6
9.4
9.6
8.5
8.1
8.2
6.4
5.4
6.2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

100 26 .3
28.B
28.L
25 .1
27 .3
24.9
29 .3
30.0
28.B
27 .8
25 .6
24.1
2J .6
24.L
23.3
25 .3
26 .0
26.4
28.5
31.4
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TABLE 3 (Continued)
SPP' S VIEVI OF THE PUBLIC SECTOR' S PROGRAMMABLE ACTUAL EXPENDITUREIN 10 MEXTCAN FUNCTTONS, L971-tggg

Year
Basj-c ir¡Supply Tour j- sm Energy Indust ry Adm

1970
L97 L
L97 2
L97 3
r97 4
1975
L97 6
L97 7
1978
L97 9
1980
1981
L982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
19BB
1989 11,)

28.g
29.g
2'7 .2
25 .6
25.L
27 .3
24 .8
24 .7
27 .9
29 .3
27 .5
28 .6
26 .8
25 .9
24 .6
23.g
25 .3
26 .0
2J .3
25.g

0.4
l-.6
4.7
7.6
7.4
8.4
6.9
I .2
6.6
6.9
7.8
7.8
8.0

10.0
L3.2
12 .6
L2.2
13.0
L2.g

9.1-

17. B
t2 .7
lL.9tt .4
10.5
9.5
9.6
9.8
8.1
6.9
7 .3
6.1
6.0
6.1
6.1
1 .2
7.0
6.8
7.6
8.6

0.1-
0.2
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
a.2
4.2
0.L

6.4
5.8
4.8
5.3
8.6
7 .7
5.4
6"6
7 .L
5.3
5.9
7.5
7.0

10.0
9.3
6.7
6.2
6.4
7.0
8.6

i'l í.i*.¡-¿.-i.¡<i. '.1z.il-*h. ..:r:. .1 ,.'*. ,;,h+ , .)TT. 1 ibr.?.. :+. I.;-r* i- r. -'. ,,'-';,.-. ,:.;..)
(1") Abasto = supply and consumption of basic food via

industrialization process (e.9. growing, milling, storaqe,slaughtering, canning) transportation, marketing, (including
regulation of stores and prices), and consumer protection.

(ra) í:r :a!r¡tria¿r-!-..,-.r ] :rrlrr,¡. -,¡g¿.--.}r-s t;¿ 1.¡-;L j. --t'-r.r-- '.'M1
r( not add to totalr because of rounding.

Lil I .i iil z;¡,r,r'ii' .

SOURCE: Calculated from data in Appendix D.

1-r1.-t. .-- ¡i*

's!,t
I

.J

_.{
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TABLE 4
WILKIE METHOD FOR CALCULATING GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL AND DECENTRAL

ouTLAy rN TOTAL PUBLTC EXPENDTTURE, 1970-L989(MilLions of Current Pesos)
Part 1: Components

Cent raI

Year

L97 0

L97 L
L97 2
L97 3
L91 4
1,91 5
L91 6

L97 7
L97 B
r91 9 (b)
1-980
1-9BL
L982

1983
LgB 4
1985
1986
L987
19BB

A.
Central ( 1 )
Subsector

28 ,7 32

3 0, 532
46,51 4
58r159
13,238

109,980
L42, 685

L78
225
316
503
7BB

L,160
L,673,100
2,721 ,400
4,299,500
6,420,000

L4,4841300
26,165,500

B.
Revenue
Sharing
6, Fi s cal

Incent. ives

5,757
5,955
6, 924

12 ,397
18,989
23,156
26,21 6

28 , 935
36,549
62,200

107,500
178r 100
25Lr 000

585,800
922,800

1,367,500
2,0791700
5,213,800

L2,157r 700

Û.
Publ i c
Debt

L2,
13,
15,
20,
27,
38,

63 ,392
l" 19 , 459
l-75r 500
195,400
373,300

1r510r100
2,399 ,4 0 0
3r362,500
5,790,800

Ll ,626,200
53r 386,700

115,L36,800

D.
Trans fers

to
Decent ral
On-Bud.get

'7 ,237
10r 469
15, 323
22 ,1 21
39,306
29,L1 0

4T,
52,
7L,

L27 ,
1,93 ,
348,

708,500
r,0521700
1r562,800
2,260 ,0 0 0
4t 163r 700
5,192,800

E.
Gross

Cent ral
(A+B+C+D)

626,
933,

1r532,
3,269,
5
B

13
2B
77

67,
65
20
B5
4B

52 , 655

55,786
77 ,230r02,240

135,194
200 , 4L6
236, B 6B (a)

3L2, 929
434,688

L7,20L 6,965
062
263
16L
840
31 4
131

000
500
700
800

146
BB7
700
300
000
300

,856
,7 93
,600
,300
,300
,400

a
a
a

400
400
600
900
s00
80052

,3
,0
,a
,3
,2
,B159

I

I

,
I

,

)

)

)

1989 35,526,500 14,176,000 147,832t1A0 8,904,600 206,439,200 (a)

(a)
(a)
(a)
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TABLE 4 (Cont.inued)
WILKIE METHOD EOR CALCULATING GROSS ACTUAL DECENTRALIZED EXPENDITURE

AS A RESTDUAL OF TOTAL PUBLTC SECTOR EXPENDITURE, 1-970-1ggg(Millions of Current Pesos)
Part 1: Components

Decentral

Ye ar

L91 0

L91 L
L97 2
L91 3
L91 4
L91 5
191 6

L97 1
L97 Br979 (b)
1980
1981
L982

1983
LgB 4
1985
1986
L981
19BB

F¿-.
Gross
Tot aI
PubIic

lr4,2B2
l-40,29r
L94,313
260,01 4
37 6,585
450 ,804
630,254
861 ,879LtlALr 600

L,7LL,700
2, 644, 600
4t 911,100
Br 393,20o

13r 342,400
20,124,000
40,832, 600

105,609,000
2L6,188,500

G.
Decent ra1

R.esiCual (2)
(F E)

58r 496
63 ,0 61
92,073

L24,280
L1 6,L69
273,936
3L7 ,325
427 , LgL
515,600
778,240

L,111-,900
7,64Lr900

25,
11
03
46
60

H.
Decent raI
Share in
PubI i c

(G/E)

I.
De cent ral
Ration to

Gross Central
(G/E)

L02,106 50,051 48 .-7

5L .2
45. 0
41 .4
47 .8
46 . B
47 .5

50.3
49 .6
45 .2
45.5
42 .0
33.4
36.1
39.6
35.3
30.5
26.9
26.L
23 "0

95.1
104.9

BL .1
90.1
91 .5
Bl .9
90.3

101.4
98 .3
82 .4
83.4'72.5
50 .2

56.4
65 .4
54 .6
43. B

36 "1
35 .2

29.B

35

3,0
5,2
J,1

L2, 4
28 ,3
56,3

I

I

I

I

I

800
000
400
700
s00
700

198 9 . 267 ,995, 100 6L,555, 900
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
Part I

WILKIE METHOD FOR CALCULATING GROSS ACTUAL DECENTRAL]ZED EXPENDITURE
AS A RESTDUAL OF TOTAL PUBLTC SECTOR EXPENDTTURE, 1,970-l_989

SPP's revised view of Central expenditure here slightly differs
from original SSP data in Table 7, Column A. The data in
Tab1e 7 has the advantage of aIl-owing us to analyze policy
categories in detail-.

Data beginning in L979 are rounded.
.ji' ,i)^lrar-*€-,Includes transfers to off-budget DecentraL unit.s.
Note that CoI. D + col-. G: SPP's "Gasto Total Ejercido del
Sector Parestatal- Controlado Presupuestalmente por ClasificaciónAdministrativa"--€.g., L979z 7L.7 + 515.6 : 587.3 in CSG, L989,p. 32.

SCURCE: 1 91 0-L91 9: CoIs. A, B,
B/ F), p.
(CoI. I) ;

Col-s. Et G,csc, 1989,1980-1989:

(a)

(b)

lrr
(2)

Ct D/ F, f: SPP, L9BB, p. 13 (Cols. A
65 (CoI. D), p" 125 (Col. C), p. LZJ

H,
pp"

I: Calculated.
31- 32 .
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TABLE 4 (Continued)Part 2
VTEVü' S OE MEX]CO' S DECENTRAL (PARASTATE) GROSS ACTUAL EXPENDITURE

AND PAYMENT ON rTS DEBT, 1_97 0-1ggg(Millions of Current pesos and percent)

Decentral Out lay Decentral Debt
Share

sPP (1)

Year

A.
Original
View (2)

65,545
17,538

101,192
140,688
200,234
245, 0 65

375,
495,
6L4,

B.
Revi sed
View (3 )

C.
Wi lkie

Res idual
View (4 )

58,496
63,061
92,073

L24,280
L1 6, L6g
2L3,936
3L7 ,325
427 , LgL
515,600
178,200

L,111r 900
L,64L, 900

r¿-.
Wi Ikie

E. Residual
SPP View Vier^r(D/B) (D/c)

L91 0 56,582 5J,016 50r 051 L3, 925 24.4 21 .B

480
587
905

L,304
L,990

65,133
f 3,530

L01 , 396
t41 , 0 0 7
2L5,475
243,L06

,01 L
,078
,300
,500
,900
,200

D.
Debt

L3,
L4
2L
24
35

107
!40
136
249
289
507

27 "2lg .6
L9 .1
l-6.8
L6.4
20 .6

30.0
2g .3
23 .2
2J .5

A¿¿. ¿
25 .5

31.1
30.4
27 .6
26.J
23.g
23 .6

22.
23.
19.
20.
23"

34.0
32.g
26 .5
32 .0
26.L
30.9
38.4
36 .4
33.7
31.6
21 .5
26 .0

L97 L
L91 2
L91 3
r91 4
L97 5
191 6

L97 7
1978
L97 9
1980
1981
T9B2

1983
T9B 4
1985
198 6
1987
19BB

s0

f

I

I

,
f

972
396
190
681
297
100

785
46r
400
100
800
100

B
B

0
9
0
4

23

3s 946L
3 63
178
*
*
*

*
*
*

35

,0
,2
,L

A
fL

?¡J
2¡J

,329
, 666
,706
,524
, L2B

3
6
B

T4
32
62

**
**
**
**
**
**

f

f

I

I

I

I

,134, 300
700
200
700
200
s00

25,
11
03
46
60

800
000
400
700
500
700

3
5
1

L2
2B
56

I

I

I

I

I 12

1
9
3
9
1
6

1
1
2
3
1

L4

6r,900
2L,900
93,
29
B5

I

I

I

100
800
900
204

1
2
3
4

1989 *.j., ** 10 , 460, 500 6r,555, 900 15, 544,100 22.L 25 .3

SPP and its predecessor agency--Treasury.Including virtual- and compensatory debt transactions.
fncl-uding vj-rtual and compensatory debt transact j-ons.
Calculated by subtracting Central subsector data (except transfers)from public sector--see Part 1.
,1',',d^-.,.i' -,,' . ,''? ,.,.'*r"',r¡',;t! "

A. quot ed in U[i lkie, ]-
B. From Part L, Col " D
C. From Part 7, Col. G
D. E'rom Part L, CoI. I
E . Calculated,
F. CaIculated.

985, F" BJ4 (1981 corrected here).+ Col. G.
SOURCE :



TABLE 5
,'COSTS '' TO THE CENTRAL SUBSECTOR. OF COVER.ING
DEFTCTTS OF THE DECENTRAL SECTOR , L 98 0- 1 98 9

(Billions of Current Pesos and Percent )

MMP Percent

i^Iilkie, Datar p. l6

MNIP

Year

A.
Central
Gross

Actual (2)
Exp.

B.
Central

Trans fers
to Decentral

U.
Decent ral
Financial
Deficit s

(3)

D.
Cent raI
Costs ( 1 )

(B+C )

F.l-J o

Cent. raI
Costs as
Rat io t o

Cent. raI
Gross
(D /A)

r
J-.

PEMEX
De fi cit

(3)

1980

1981

L9B2

l-983

LgB 4

1985

1986

1987

19BB

198 9

933 " 5

1r 532.1
3,269.8
5r367.5
8r065.3

L3,020.5
28 ,57 4 .6

17 ,154.9
L69,896.5
207,806"2

728 .4

193 . 5

348.3
1L'7 .0

1,0 60 . 3

1r561 .9

2,280.1
4,165 .4
5,804.6
8r 904.9

117.0

326 . g

82 .1

30. B

-255 . 5

-245 . 5
L22.L

-28 .4

-L, L7 6 .4

L,195 . B

254 .4

520 .4

431.0

747.8
B04. B

3L6 .4

402 .2

137.0

628 .2

100 .1

L,

2,

4l

4,

10,

21 .3

34.0
!3 .2
13.9
10.0
10.1
8.4
5.3
2.J
5.1

59 .4

224.2

9.1

-71 1

-542.3
-447 .l
-L2 .5

-21 L .1

-603.2
L,891.1

(1) Direct cost (col. e) and indirect cost (coI. B) - A. Central
subsector transfers to Decentral subsector + B. Decentral financiallosses (current savings l-ess deficit in capital account), losses
for which Central subsector is ultimately responsible. Preliminary
data for 1-989 are based on SPP preliminary figures.(2) Gross includes debt amortization and ADEFAS pending payment
(excluded in Net) i gross includes debt interest, commissions,
expenses and ADEEAS paid (also incl-uded in Net); gross includes
revenue sharing and fiscal incentives (aIso included in Net); qross
includes transfers (excluded in Net) . See, SPP, CPt 1,98'7,
pp. 119-L20.(3) Minus = Surplus (Losses or gaj-ns are calculated by deducting
current savings from capital account deficit) .

....) ,'i' ^--i¡ 1r.¡it
SOURCE: Adapted and calculated from CSG, 1989, p. 39.
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TABLE 6

MACRO ECONOMIC DATA F'OR. MEXICO:
GDP, PUBLIC SECTOR., CENTRAL SUBSECTOR.,

AND DECENTRAL SUBSECTOR., L9B 0-1 9B 9
(Billions of Current Pesos and Percent )

MMP Percent
Actual Expenditure

YEAr GDP

B.
PubI i c
Sect or

U.
Cent. raI

Gross

F
J-l o

Cent ra L

in GDP
(c /A)

rJ-.

Cent raI
in

PubI i c
(c/B)

G.
Decent raI
in PubI i c(100 F)

D.
PubI i c
in GDP
(B/A)

A

1980

r-9Bt-

L982

1983

L9B 4

1985

r-986

L987

19BB

198 9

4,41 0.L
6rL27.6
9,191 .B

LJ,B11.B
29,41 L.6
47 , 39L .'7

19,535.6
193 , 462 .4

3 95, B B 2 .9

494, 05 4.8

(a) L,

2,

4,

B,

L3,

20,

40,

105,

2L6,

261 ,

7TL.1

644 .6
97r " 

*l

393 "2

384 " 4

L24 .0

832 .6
609.0

188"5

995.1

38.3
43 .2

50.1
46.9

45 .4

42 .5

51.3
54 .6

54 .6

54.2

20 .9

25 .0

33.4
30.0
21 .4

21 .5

35. 9

40 .2

40 .6

42.L

54 .5

58.0
66 .6

64 .0

60.3

64 "7

70.0
J3.6
74.4

11 .5

45.5
42 .0

33.4

36 " 0

39 "l
35 " 3

30.0

26 .4

25 .6

22 .5

933.5

1r532.1
3,269.8
5r36J.5
B ,0 65 . 3

13r020.5
28,51 4.6
7J ,154.9

160 , 89 6 . 5

201 ,806.2

(a) Revised GDP series begins l-980; data for 1-980 are MMP193 higher than
unrevised series for 1980: ,r'i = +'1i i'¡¡p¿¡z: '-i -L:ri,''i4 '''".i¡"

SOURCE: Adapted and calculated from CSG, l-989, p. 31. Except col. A for
L979 from IMF-IES-Y, 1988; 1980-85 from cSG, 1989, p. 23; 1986-89 from
SPP /DGPES /DAM.
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TABLE 7
WILKIE VIEW OF GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE IN MEXICO,

CURRENT AND DEFLATED TERMS, L960-89

Year

A.
Actual

Thousands o f
Current Pesos

B.
DGE-BDM

Compo s it e
Price

rndex (1)
(1950:100)

C.
ActuaI

Thousands
of Pesos
of 1950

(A/B )

H
l-¡ .

ActuaI
Per Capita
Pesos of

19s0 (c/D)
D.

Pop.
(000)

1960
L9 6r
L9 62
L9 63
L964

1965
19 66
L9 67
1968
L9 69

L91 0
I91 L (b)
L91 2
r91 3
L91 4

L91 5
r91 6
L91 7
L91 B

L91 9

1980
1981
L982
1983
T9B 4

1985
1986
t987
19BB
1989

20,150,330
20,362,040
20 ,2L9, 15 9
20 ,294 , g0 6
28,285,590
36,1L5¡ 603
32, 495 , 961
40 , 852, g3g
4l ,124,294
49,8L6,139

2L2.3
2!4 .2
21,7 .2
22L.2
228 .4

244.6 (a)
255 .4
256 .9
263. 1
21 3.8

91, 44L
06,088
09,005
7 4, 9L2
84,234

15r 010 ,467
L2,723, 558
15, 902 , 27 3
15,630 ,61 0
18, L941 353

L7,372,485
L7 ,4 33 , r25
22,1L4,106
26,583,723
28,751r853
36, 692,7 Bl
42, L52, 844
4L ,1 40, 95 0
44,523 | L43
54,542, 4L3

60,675, gB3
7 B ,322, B5 B

103 ,625,531
B 8, 527 ,32L
82 ,221 ,1 92

86, 026,7 gB
108,501, 800
r23 , Lg6, 37 6
126 ,297 , 640
L34,47 5r 500

34,923
36,075
37 ,265
39,238
39,78L
4l ,557
43, 0L2
44,517
46,075
47,688

49,357
51,060
52 ,1 g6
53,565
56,366
58,198
60,060
67, 952
63,873
65, BzL

61 ,796
69 ,7 62
1L , 715
7 4,633
7 6,293
77 , 93B
19,563
B 1, 163
82,134
84,275

27L.8
263 .5
249 . B
233 .8
311.3
36r.2
295.8
351 .2
339 .2
381.5
352.0
34L .4
430 .2
496 .3
510.1
630 .5
701. B
673. B
697.L
B2B .6

B 95 . 0
l,122 .1
1, 445. 0
1, 186.2
L,077 .7

, 103. B

,363 .1
,517 .g
, 526 .6
,595 " 7

9,4
9,5
9,3
9r1

1,2,3

52,656,003
55r 1861 000
l1 ,230 ,0 0 0

L02,24r,000
135,195,000
200,4l.6,000
274,963,000
355,L32,000
442,4'7 1,000
652,000,000

933,500,000
1r532,700r000
3,269,800,000
5,367r500r000
B , 0 65, 3 0 0, 0 0 o

L3,020,500r000
28,514,600,000
17,754,900r 000

. 160,896,500,000
,''-., 207, 806, 200, 000

(c)

(d)

303.1
320.0
340.0
384.6
41 2.3
546 .2
652 .3
85O. B

993. B
t ,795 .4

1r538.5
1, 956 . g
3,155.4
6,0 63 . 1
9,809.2

15, 135.4
26, 335. 6
63, LLA .6

r27 ,394 .-7
154r530.9

1
1
1
1
1



I
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TABLE 7 (Continued)
W]LK]E V]EW OF GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDTTURE ]N MEXTCO,

CURRENT AND DEFLATED TERMS, 1960-89

Linkage of the two similar indexes at the year when the rate of
inflation in the DGE wholesale price index was permanently surpassed
by BDM's GDP deflator index.

(a) The choice of L965 as the linkage year means that since 1963 whenthe indexes were nearly the same, the BDM gives the consistenttyhigher result for the years of overlap up through DGE' s 1976
suppression of its index. On price indexes for Mexico, seeWilkie, 1985r p. 862-863.(b) Data are rounded beginning in 1971.(c) If virtual and compensatory debt transactions (administrative
expenditures) are excl-uded, the total is 626,000r000 or 96 percent
of the 652 bilti-on used here.(d) Beginning in 1980 data exclude virtual and compensatory debt
transactions.

r, -, .l
t,-'i L )Í1.\!-1L.

Source for budgets:
1960-63: Wilkie, L970, pp. 22-23.
1964-76: Wilkie, L978, p. 350, except data in pesos of 1950 revised

here with DGE-BDM composite Index of Prj-ces.
L977-'792 México, SPP, CP, yearly.
l-980-89: GSG, 1-989, p.39.

Source for price index:
t960-822 üfilkie, 1985, p. 872.
1983-89: SPP/DGPES/DAM (base recalculated here) .

Source f or populat. ion :
1960-63: Wilkie, 1967,
f 964-82: NAFINSA/ EMC/
1983-89: Ibid, 1988, p

p. 24.
1981, p

16.
3
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TABLE 8
$ITLKIE VrEW OE MEXICO', S DEBT PAYMENTS, (1_)

COMPARED TO GDP, GROSS ACTUAL OUTLAY OE PUBLIC SECTOR
AND CENTRAL SUBSECTOR, l_980-l-989(Billions of Pesos and Percent)

1980 1981 L9B2Cat egory

Macro Dat.a
A. GDP (MMP)
B. Pub1ic Sector (IO4P)
C. Central (MMP )

Cent,ral Payments
D. ON Public Debt (MMP )

D/C
E. On ADEFAS (MMP)

E/C
F " Total Central (MMP )

E/C
E/A

Public Sector Payments
G. Central+Decent,ra1 (MMP )

G/A
G/B

4r41 0.7
LrlLL.'7

933.5

157.3
L6.g
38.1
4.L

195.4
20.g
4.4

444 .5
9.9

26.0

6, L2'7 .6
2 r 644.6
1r532.'7

307 .2
20 .0
66.L
4.3

373.3
24 .4

6.1

663.0
10. B
25.r

9,197.8
4, 9rr .1
3,269.8

L,41 8.0
43 .4
92 .7
2.8

1r 510.1
46 .2
15.4

2,0L7 .2
20 .6
4L.L

1983

17,818.1
Br393.2
5r367.5

2,228.3
41.5

L7T.L
3.2

2,399.4
44.1
13.4

3r561.3
Lg.g
42 .4
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TABLE I (Continued)
IdILKTE VTEVI OF MEXICO'S DEBT PAYMENTS, (1)

COMPARED TO GDP, GROSS ACTUAL OUTLAY OE PUBLIC SECTOR
AND CENTRAL SUBSECTOR, 1980-1989

(Bi11ions of Pesos and Percent)

LgB 4 1985

CT
A
B

Ma

Category

o Data
. GDP (I\e{P )
. PubIic Sector (I\flvIP)
. Cent ra I (¡CtP )

Central Payments
D . ON Public Debt (b4}{P )

D/C
E . On ADEFAS ( l41t{P )

E/C
F, Total Central (I,IMP )

E/C
E/A

Public Sector Payments
G . Central+Decentral (I{II{P )

G/A
G/B

29,47L.6
L3 ,384 .4

B ,0 65 . 3

3, L97 .2
39 .6

165 . 3
2 "03r362.5

4I .l
LL .4

L7.
39.

47 , 39]- .1
20 , L24 .0
13r020.5

5, 446.L
41. B

344.1
2.6

5,190.8
44.5
L2.2

Br183.9
17 " 34A.J

1986

19,535.6
40 , 832 .6
28,5'74.6

L7 , L59 .1
60 " 1

446 .5
1.6

Ll , 626 .2
6T.J
22.2

2L,556.0
27 .t
52 " B

3
9
5

5,284.
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TABLE I (Continued)
WILKIE VIEVI OF MEXICO' S DEBT PAYMENTS, (1.)

COMPARED TO GDP, GROSS ACTUAL OUTLAY OE PUBLIC SECTOR
AND CENTRAL SUBSECTOR, 1980-1989

(BitIions of Pesos and Percent)

L987 19BB
\lg8g ,. -. i

Category

Macro Dat a
A. GDP (I4}{P)
B. Public Sector (MMP )

C . Cent ral (MMP )

Central Payments
D . ON Pub1ic Debt (I\n{P )

D/C
E . On ADEFAS (l,fb'IP )

E/C
F. TotaI Central (II{}'IP )

E/C
E/A

Public Sector Payments
G. Central+Decent ral (MUe ¡

G/A
G/B

193 , 462 .4
105,609.0

77 ,154.9
3 95, B B 2 .9
2L6, 188.5
160,846.5

494, 054. B
267,995.1
201 ,806.2

52,898.4
68.0

488.3
0.6

53, 386.1
68 .7
2-7.6

61,L72.6
31.6
57 .9

L14 ,234 . B
71.0

902 .0
0.5

115r136.8
1L.6
29.L

L29r809.0
32 .8
60.0

145,103.3
10.1

2,128.8
1.0

L47,832.L
17.L
29.g

163 ,37 6 . B
33.1
61.0

(1) Includes amortization, interest, commissions, and expenses
i ,, I ri, ií r*i :,,{ ; :.t .;Ji ¡'tt¿,_78i.
SOURCE: Rows. A, B, C: Table 6, above.

Rows D, E, E, I: CSG, 1989, p.3l-.



Catego ry

I^Iilkie, Data, p,'¿"J

TABLE 9

SOCTAL SHARES OF GDP AND CENTRAL ACTUAL GROSS OUTLAY,
V,IITH TRANSFERS (WT) AND TRANSFERS DEDUCTED (TD) , 1980-1989(Billions of Current Pesos and percent)

198 0 1981 L9B2 1983 LgB 4

GDP MMP

B. Central IO{P WT

Educat ion ( 1) I,FIP UIT
C/A
c/B

Education MMP TD
D/A

Healt.h (2) MMP WT
E/A
E/B

HealLh MMP TD
E/A

Labor(3) MMP WT
G/A
G/B

LAbOT MMP TD
HIA

SOC . SECURI TY }{I\{P
T/A
T/B

JW!ü-Socia1 ( 4 ) I\rytP I¡üT
( c+E+G+ I )

J/A
J/B

K SPP-SociaI(5) ¡eIP TD
(D+F+H)

K/A

1 1 1 I l.B I 1

933.5 1r 532.1 3,269. B 51 3 67 .5 8,065.3
4t41 ,

C 486.9
2.7
9.1

L02 .6
0.3
l_.3

60 .7
0"3
1.1

45.3
0.5
L.4

19 .6
0.4
2.L

E

11.3
0"0
0.1

6.0
0.0
0"1

8.1
0.1-
0.2

7.0
0.1-
0.5

26 .0
0.6
2.8

B.B
0"0

5.0
0.0

6.0
0.L

L.3
0.0

H

78.3
0.3
1.0

38. B

0.2
0.7

35 .2
0.4
1.1

**
**
**

**
**
**

I

140.0
3.1

15. 0

82.B
L.9

185.6
4.2

Lg .9

91.0

2.0

220 .5
3.6

L4 .4

L39 .4
2.3

28 .5
0.5
L.9

20. B
0.3

256.0

4.2
r6.1

166 "2

2.7

368. 6
3.8

11.3
234.1

2.4

38.0
0.4

6.8
0"1-

451 .2

4.7
14.0

279.5
2.9

298.5
1.1

50.6
0.3

592.4
3.3

11.0
354.1

2.0

826.1
2.8

10.3
531.0

1.8

87.0
0"3

L,018.9
3.5

!2"6
626 . B

2"L

D

F

\f

6.9
0.2

J



Category
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TABLE 9 (Continued)

SOCIAL SHARES OE GDP AND CENTRAL ACTUAL GROSS OUTLAY,
WITH TRANSFERS (WT) AND TRANSFERS DEDUCTED (TD), ].980-1.989(Bi1lions of Current Pesos and Percent)

1985 1986 L987 19BB 1989 --i )
A. GDP MMP 4lrJyL.l 19r535.6 LgSl 4 62. 39 gg2.g 494,054.B4 5,

B. CeNTrAl MMP WT

C. Education (1) MMP WT
C/A
C/B

Education MMP TD
D/A

Health (2) MMP WT
E/A
E/B

HeAlTh MMP TD
E/A

Labor(3) MMP vüT
G/A
G/B

LAboT MMP TD
H/A

SOC. SECURITY MMP
T/A do calc
T/B

JWW-SociaI (4) MMP
( c+E+G+ I )

J/A
J/B

K SPP-Socia1 (5) MMP
(D+F+H)

K/A

2.8
L0 .2

846.5 L,31 0.9L.B L.6

t_3,020.5 28,574.6 71 ,'154.9 160,946.5 207,906.2
10, L20.L

2.6
6.3

5r 034.3
2.6
6.5

2, LLz .1
2.1
7.4

L,B2g.0
0.4
0.9

1r 527 .B
0.4
0.9

3OB. B
0.4
1.1

L69.6
0.4
L.3

2L2.L
0.0
0.L

l-30. B
0.0
0.1

64 .8
0.0
0.1-

l-8.0
0.0
0.1

(J

2,482.4
0.5
t.2

L | 849 .2
0.5
1.1

833.5
0.4
1.1

238 .2
0.3
0.8

138.5
0.3
1.1

3.6
8.6

3.4
8.5

3.4
8.6

3.4
9.4

143.3
0.3

15.0
0.0

wr L,658.1
3.5

L2.7
TD L,004.8

2.L

233.2
0.3

27.g
0.0
0.1

2L .4
0.0

1r565.5
2.0

3,217 .3
L.7

737.4
0.4
0.9

5 63 . 9
0.3

49 .5
0.0

3,830.7
2.0

6,358.8
1.6

L,153 . 3
0.3

105.5
0.0

1t6L7.6
L.g

L3,300.8
2.7
6.4

B, 5 07 .7
1.7

1r391.5
0.3

L22 .7
0.0

10,02r.g
2"0

Lr332.0

D

E

F

H

I

2, 687 .6 6,670. 0 L3, 627 . g 71 ,824.3J

(1) Secretary of Publlc Educat.ion.(2) Secretary of Health.(3) Secretary of Labor.(4) Wilkie view of gross expenditure on social functions, includescentral por,rer over transfers.(5) Using here SPP's method of cal-culating proqrammable expenditure onsocial functions, excludes centraL power over transfers.
-r') ,{".g¿,{ ;.1 ji l' -.t"§}t.,-.;f-5,
SOURCE: Rows A and B: Table 6, above.

Rows C, E, G, and I: CSG, 1989, p. 31.
Rows D, E, and H: CSG, 1989, p. 34.
Rows J and K; calculated.

a



TABLE 10

POLICY ANALYSIS OF GR.OSS ACTUAL BUDGETAR.Y

BY SHCP AND T¡IILKIE

(Percent )

A. B

Category SHCP uüilkie

I4Iilkie, Data, p.25

.t.v
¡

FUCTIONS FOR 1 97 0 (a, b)¡i

Tot aI
Economic

S oci aI
Admini st,rat ive

100.0

4L .1

22.3
36"0

100.0

40.1
22 .0

37.g

(̂-, .

Wi 1ki-e

(-) = less than SHCP

(+) - greater than SHCP

(A Minus B)

-1. 6

-0.3
1.9

(a) Eor similarit,y in the SHCP and Íüilkie series for L954 through L976,
see Wj-Ikie, L978, pp. 48 and 360.

(b) The year L970 provides the overlap for transition from Wilkie to
SHCP functional data in Table 1l-.

SOURCE: Co1. A, Wilkie, 7978, pp. 354-355.CoI. B, SHCP , CP, 197 0 (a1so Banco Nacional de ComercioExterior, BNCE, L973, p. 2L7).
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TABLE 1-1
SHCP POLTCY ANALYSTS 0E GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL EXPENDTTURE, L97]--L919

(Economic + Social + Administrative = 100.0 Percent)

Cat egory L97L 1,972 L973 L97 4 1975 1,9'7 6 1977 1,97I L97 9

TotaI 1-00.0 1-00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 l-00.0 l-00.0 1-00.0 l-00.0

Economic
Commun & Tran
Nat Resources
Ind & Commerce

S oci al
Educat ion
HeaIth
Soc Sec

Admini strat. ive
Mi l it ary
General Adm
Debt

SOURCE : 1 91 I-J 6,
L977-79,

46.6 45.5 44.3
11.9 11"8 9.7
l-8.5 l-5.3 18.1
L6.2 18.4 16.5

40 .2
L2 .3

qq
Ja¿,

18.0

28 .4
6.2

10.0
L2 .2

26 .8
5.7

10.3
10. B

B
9
4
q

321
9
2
6

4B1
B
0
9

46
'7.

27.
L1 "

7.
12.
28.
22 .9
L4 .4
3.2
5.3

6.
L2.
13.

34 .4
16.1
3.5

14. B

24 .3 23 .6 23 .6 2L .3
L6"4
3.3
L.6

14.0
4.2
5.4

A
¿a

L4 "L2.

Wilkie, 1978, p. 358, based on SHCP, CP, yearly.
SHCP, CP, yearly.

23.1
14. B
3.4
AqLa¿,

23 .5
14.4
3.5
5.6

!4 .4
4.4
4.8

15. 9
3.6
4.8

51.9
2"8

22 .0
27 .L

32 .8
3.0

11. B
18.0

28 .4
3.0

L4.L
11.3

30 .2
3.4

15.0
1l-. B

32 .2
4.0

14. B
L3 .4

9
0
6
3

3029.B
4.2

lL .2
L4 .4

35.5
4.8

L2.B
11 .9

19.3
L4.l
3.0
L.6

23.
27.

52
2

3
2
1
0
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TABLE 1.2
VIILKIE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARIATS, SOCIAL SECURITY, DEBT,

AND REVENUE SHARTNG, L980-t_989
(Economic + Social + administrative : 1-00.0 Percent)

1980 1981 1,982

100.0 100.0 100.0

Category

TOTAL ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag 6, Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind & Commerce
SEMTP Q)
Fi shing
Urban

& Ecology
Regional Óév (v)
Touri sm

SOCIAL
Educat i on
HeaIth
Labor
Soc Sec

ADMINISTRATIVE
Legi s 1at. ive
Pres idency
Judicial
Attorney Gen
Interior
Foreign Rel-a
Treasury
SPP
Contro I ler
De f ense
Navy
Ot her
Rev Sharing/

Fiscal Incentives
Debt (3)

23 .8
4.L
0.4
4.3
2.9
9.4
0.4

23 .8
5.3
0.3
3.3
3.0
1.4
0.4

30.5
8.6
0.6
4.3
4.L
7 .7
0.8

32 .9
9.8
0.7
4.3
4.4
8.7
0.7

14.0
11.3

7 .7
46 .2

1983

100.0

10.9
44."7

77 .4
15.0
2.L
0.3**

11.5
20.g

0.5
1.6
0.2

1.9
L.B
0.3

4.4**
0.4

3.9**
0.5

1L.0
9.1
l-.1
0.1
0 .7

L.4
0.2
1.1-

L6 .7
L4 .4
1.9
0.5**

11.6
24 .4

65 .2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.3
4.8
0.4
0.1-
L.2
0.4
1.8

62 .2
0.0
0.4
0.1-
0.1-
0.3
0.2
3.9
l':
1.1
0.3
1.5

52 .8
0.1
0.5
0.1-
0.1
0.6
0.2
6.-7

??
1.5
0.5
5.8

49 .1
0.1
0.5
0.L
0.1-
0.5
0.3
J .3
?:
1.3
0.5
5.6
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TABLE 12 (Continued)
WILKTE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OE GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARIATS, SOCIAL SECURITY, DEBT,

AND REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989
(Economic + Social + administrative = 100.0 Percent)

198 4 19Bs 1986 (a)Category

TOTAL ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
fnd & Commerce
sEMrP (2)
F i shing
Urban

& Ecology
Regional Dev
Touri sm

100.0

12 .'7
10.3

LL .4
4L .7

16.1-
2.5
0.2
2.9
2.7
4.1
0.2

23"4
3.8
0.3
4.4
4.0
1 .3
0.3

26.L
4.2
0.4
5.0
4.9
1.4
0.4

100.0

63 .9

10.5
44 .5

L00.0

7

( q) 0.52.t
0.1

0.6
2.5
0.2

0.8
2.8
0.2

9.4
7.4
1.1_
0.1
0.8

L2 .1
L0 .2
1.3
0.L
1.L

1.3
0.1
1.0

SOCTAL
Educat, i on
Healt h
Labor
Soc Sec

ADMTI\TT S TRAT TVE
Legislative
Pres idency
Judicial
Attorney GenInterior
Foreign Rela
Treasury
SPP
Control 1er
De fense
Navy
Ot.her
Rev Sharing/

Fisca1 Incentives
Debt (3)

74.5
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
2.3
0.3
0.0
L.2
0.4
0.6

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.2
3.1
0.5
0.1
L.1
0.6
2.4

6\ .2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.4
0.3
3.6
0.5
0.1
L.1
0.4
0.8

3
76l_ .
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TABLE 12 (Continued)
VüILKIE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECPETARIATS, SOCIAL SECURITY, DEBT,

AND REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989
(Economic + Social + administrative : 100.0 Percent)

T987 19BB

100.0 100.0

.ri'\
1989 ,," *i rCategory

TOTAL ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind & Commerce
SEMIP (2)
F i shing
Urban

& Ecology
Regional Dev ( \
Touri sm

7.8
L.5
0.1_t.2
l-.9
t.7
0.1-

8.1
L.4
0.1
1.5t.4
2.2
0.1

11.9
l-.9
0.2
2.5
1.9
3.2
0.1-

100.0

6.8
7L.L

)
0.2
1.1
0.1

3
1
1

0
1
0

0.4
1.6
0.1

6
4
9
1
2

B
6
0
0
1

8.4
6.3
0.9
0.1
1.1

8.6
6.5
0.9
0.1
1.L

SOCIAL
Educat ion
HeaIt h
Labor
Soc Sec

ADMINISTRATIVE
Legislative
Pres idency
Judicial
Att.orney Gen
Interior
Foreign Rela
Treasury
SPP
Cont ro l- ler
De f ense
Navy
Other
Rev Sharing/

Fisca1 fncentives
Debt (3)

83.6
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
1.1
0.3
0.0
0.9
0.3
2.3

B3 .5
0.1-
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
L.2
0.3
0.0
0.9
0.4
0.8

19.5
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
L.4
0.3
0.0
1.0
0.3
0.4
6.1

68 .7
7.6

7L.6

a

a



TABLE L2 (Continued)
V,üTLKIE FUNCTTONAL ANALYSIS OF GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDTTURE
FOR SECR.ETARIATS, SOCIAL SECUR.I TY , DEBT,

A]\rD REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989

(a) Beginning in 1986 data are rounded.
( b ) '; i'i, --.r>,," ," r+t '(1) Tota1 = Economic + Soci-al + edministrative. For

Sub-Categories see Chart 3.(2) SEMIP = Secretary of Energy, Mines, and Parastate(3) fncludes amortization, interest, commissions, and
aS ADEFAS.

(i ) -r¿trv.,t ,

SOURCE: Calculated from Appendix E.

I^Iilkie, DaLá, p. 30

definition of
Industry.
expenses as well
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TABLE 1-3
ECONOMTC, SOCTAL AND ADMTNTSTRATTVE OUTLAY (1)

AS SHARES OF MEXICO' S GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL EXPENDITURE,
wrLKrE POLTCY VrEW, 1959-1989(A+B+Q=100.0Percent)

C. D.
Admni st,rat ive

Year

A.
Economic

Share

B.
S oci al

Share Share Debt-Subt ofaI (3)

1959
1960
L9 6L
1962
1963
L964

L9 65
L966
L9 61
1-968
L9 69
L97 0

L91 L
L97 2
r97 3
L91 4
L91 5
191 6

L97 7
T97 B
L97 9
t_980
1981
L982

1983
T9B 4
1985
1986
1987
1_988

1989

44 .8
42 .1-
31. B

35. 1
41 .3
39 .4

40.
3J.
40.
42.
40.

40 .2
46 .6
45.5
44 .3
46 .7
48 .1

32 .8
26 . B

28 .4
32 .9
30.5
23 .8

23 .8
26.L
23 .4
16.1
11.9
8.1
I .B

t6.
18.
20.
22.
2L.

LB .2
22 .4
20 .3
2L .6
2L.3
22 .0

24 .3
23 .6
23 .6
23 .5
23.1
22.g
34 .4
2l .3
19.3
77.4
L6.7
14.0

37. B
4L .5
49 .5
44 .0
36.1
39.5
39.3
36.9
42.L
38.0
36 .4
31 .9

29.
30.
32.
30.
28.
32 .8
51.9
52 .3
49 .7
52 .8
62 "2

22 .0
2-l .3
36 .2
27 .2
t7.L
24 .4

26 .9
2L.5
2B.g
2L.J
20 .4
2L.3
t1 .9
L4.4
L2.3
L3 .4
11. B
Ll-.3
18.0
27 .L
2l .0
20.g
24 .4
46.2

44.1
4L .1
44 .5
67 .1
68 .-7
7L.6
7L.L

4
4
7
9
6
1

L7.

1
6
4
3
1

42

5
B
9
2
2
4

35

65 .2
6L .2
63. 9
14.5
?o trlJo-)

83.5

11.0
L2.7
L2 .7

9.4
8.6
8.4

I
I 8.6 83. 6
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TABLE l-3 (Continued)
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE OUTLAY (1)

AS SHARES OF MEXTCO'S GROSS ACTUAL CENTRAL EXPENDTTURE,
üürLKrE POLTCY VrEW, 1959-1989

(1) For definition of sub-categrories, see Chart 3; for absolute totals,
see Table 7.(2) Includes Secretariats of Education, Hea1t,h, Labor, and category
for Central payments to social security.(3) Incl-uded in Administrative share; debt = amortization, interest,
commissions, and costs as well as ADEFAS.

i- rr \ ; ¡" 1¿ ¿-ii,,*, .,-f .

SOURCE: 1959-70, VüiIkie, L918, pp. 66, 13L-L32, L42, L62-163, L92,
354-35s

l97L-79, Table ]-L;
1980-89, Table 1"2.
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TABLE 14

A\/ERAGE ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURE

BY MEXICAN PRESIDENT,

1 935-r 98 9

(Economic + administratíve + Social : l-00.0 percent
of Central Gross Actual Expenditure) (1)

A B

31 .6

39 .2

51. 9

52 .7

39.1
40.6
45.3
29 .2

LB .2

7.8

(.- D

193s-1940
L941 -1946
L947 -L952
1953-1958

1959-1964

1965-r-970

L97 1-197 6

t91 1 -1982
1983-1988

1989-

Econ Social Administrative

Share Share Share Debt (2)Six-Year Term and President

Lázaro Cárdenas

Manuel Avila Camacho

Miguel Alemán

Adlolfo Ruiz Cortines
Ad.ol f o Lóp ez Mateos

Gustavo Dlaz Ordaz
Lui s Echeverri-a Alva rez
José López PortilLo
Miguel de la Madrid
Carlos Salinas de Gort ari ( 3 )

(1)

(2)

(3)

18.3

16.5
13.3
\4 .4
l_9.5

2L .0
23.5
20 .5

10.5

8.6

44 .I
44 "3
34. B

32.g
4I .4
38.4
3L.2
50.3
1r .3
83.6

10.4

17.0
l-5. 4

L6 .2

25 .1

23.5
13.5
21 .3

55.5
7L.6

A + B + C - 100.0 percent.
rncluded in Administrative share.

, '',t - ;)*"'4 li-''^-"J

Figures for Salinas de Gortari are. for the first year on1y.

SOURCE: Calculated from sources for and yearly data in Table 13.
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SPP SU}4MARY V

ACTUAL EXP

Year

rE\,I ( 1) :?"iiul?t sEcroR PR.GRAYIMABLE

ENDITURE IN THREE }'IAJOR FUNCTIONS '
L970-1989

(Year lY Tota I s = 1-00.0 Percent )

{ crrv{ , sociar É) Adm
i-r-dl¡.-áÁ

l- 97 0
L97 L
197 2
l_973
l_974

L975
197 6
1- 977
197I
1_ 97 9

t_980
1981
L982
r983
1984

t5.?
5*, 1
Éo,cr
trZ,l
b7,2.

26.3
28. B
28.L
25.7
21 .3
24 .9
29.3
30 .0
28.8
27 .8

25 .6

17.8
L2.7
1L.9
11.4
10.5

GS,G
ül.l
60t2-
Ír>'l
üt.?

9.5
9.6
9.8
8.7
6.9

L7,l
G7,2.
bL.V'
L ?,8
-? o,o

1985 iu1,l
19 B 6 {J,oL9B7 66.8L988 ir7.7
1989(o.\ 6o,o

l-. ImPIicit' division for Ec

al I categories in source
onomic is here made explicit by adding together
except Social and AdministratiVe '

24.7
2-7.6
24.r
23.3
25 .3
26.A
26 .4
29.5
31.4

7
6
6
6
6

1
7
6
7
8

a

a

a

3
1
0
1
7

2
0
I
6
6

2. The subcategory for Regional Development and'Ecology ís not incl

here unde' 'ol'1"i-;'^;:-;;;; 
t"it"o"!"t pra'tice ueginning in 198

ude d
9"

SOURCE: Calculated from Table 3' Cf' TabIe 30 which gives Public Sector

inve s trnent '



TABLE L6
MEXICO'S PLANNED EXPENDTTURES FOR 1990
(Billions of Current Pesos and Percent )

I^lilkie, Datá, p" 35

Subtotal Tota1

110,841_.5
l-00.0

36. B

63 .2

56,285.0
100.0
51.3

48.7
1B. g
29.B

130r019"3
100.0
43.3
L4 .2
42 .5

Terms Categrory

MMP
Percent.

MMP
Percent

}4I\{P
Percent.

2-8.
I&UP
Fercent

l--A. SPP Vj-ew of Public Sector ImpactTotal Public Programmable
Total by Sector

Subtotal Socia] Sector
Education
Health and Labor
Solidarity & Regional (1)
Urban Develop & Ecology (1)

Subtotal Non-Social Sectors
L-8. Implicit SPP View of Central Outlay

Central Programmable
TotaI

Subtotal Secretariats
Education
HeaIth
Labor
Regional Development,

Solidarity, Urban & Ecol
Social Security Category
General Category
Other Categories

Subtotal Transfers
To On-Budget Parastate
To Off-Budget Parastate (2')

2-A. Vüilkie View of Central Components
Central Gross Projected Outlay
Total

Subtotal Secretariats
Subtotal Revenue Sharing

and FiscaL lncenti-ves
Subtotal Debt Incl-uding ADEFAS

L6.g
Ll .g
1.8
t.2

20 .4
3.6
0.3
4.3
3.0
3.5

16 .2

üüiIkie View of Outlay by Secretariat Including Transfers
Central Gross Projected Outlay (from 2-A) 130,01-9.Subtotal Socia1 By Secretariat 16.Education ]-2.2Health 1-.8Labor 0.2Social Security Category 2.3Subtotal General Category 7.

Other Subtotals 76.

3
5

2
3

(1) Counted as "Social" outlay by SPP but as "Economic by Wilkie.(21 "Subsidados. "
SOURCE : SPP , PE, 1- 9 90 :1-A, According to SPP presentation on p. 26¡

1-B, Adapted from SPP data on p. 159;
2-A, Adapted from SPP data on pp. L59, 174, 181;
2-8, Adapted from non-tabular SPP data tpp. 185-L87l,

according to scheme in Chart 3.
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TABLE L7

PROJECTED GROI^ITH OF GDP , 1990 -L994

(ReaI Percent, )

Year Amount 1

19 90

1991

L992

199 3

L994

5.5

6.0

I. After a 1 percent gain from a rate of 3.5 percent in 1990 to 4.5 percent

in 1991 (presumably as a result of the debt "dividend), growth is

calculated to change j-n what appear to be arbi-trary .5 percent

increments.

3

4

5

5

5

0

SOURCE: SPP /DGPESIDAM, April 5 , 1990 .
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TABLE 1.8
CONSTSTENT ANALYSIS OF CENTRAL PERCENTAGE AND REAL PESOS PER CAPITA

ACTUALLY SPENT ON EDUCATTON AND HEALTH, 1900-1989

Education (1) Health

Year

1900-1901
1910-1911
1911-19L2
1912-1913

L913-1 9L6 (a)
L9t1
1918
L9L9

L920
L92L
L922
]-923
L924

7925
L926
r927
T92B
L929

1930
1931
r932
1933
L93 4

1935
193 6
!937
1938
L939

Percent
PeSoS

Per Capita Percent
Pesos

Per Capit a

0.1
0.7
0 .1
0.8

0.4
2.0
2.L
2.0

1.1-
2.5
2.6
2.-l

3.1
1 .2
7.8
6.9

;;
0.1-

;;
0.8
0.9

o.;
0.L

;
3
2

;
1
1

0.3
0.5
0.7
0.6
0.8

0
L
3
2
2

1
1
1
1
1

L.3
4.0
B.g
9.3
9.3

1.1t.4
L.6
1.6
1.8

1.6
2.0
2.3
2.4
2.9

7 .L
7 .7
8.0
9.3

10.0

L.9
L.1
L.6
1.5
1.6

1
2
9
6
7

3
3
2
2
2

6.9
7.5
7 .t
7 .5
-7 .L

11.5
l-3.9
L2.g
L2.7
11. B

2 "33.0
2.7
4.9
5 "2

3.5
3.6
3.3
6.L
5.8

13. 0
LT .7

3
9
L
0
0

7
5
5
1
2

a

0
1
5
5
6

4
5
5
6
6

72 .6
L2.B
13. 6

8.4
10.7
11.1
10.5
10.4
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TABLE 18 (Continued)
CONSISTENT ANALYSTS OE CENTRAL PERCENTAGE AND REAL PESOS PER CAPITA

ACTUALLY SPENT ON EDUCATION AND HEALTH, 1900-1_989

Education ( 1 ) HeaIth
PeSoS

Per Capit a Percent
PeSoS

Per Capit aYear Percent

L9 40
L9 4T
L9 42
L943
L944

5.8
6.1_
6.5
6.2
5.2

6.4
6.5
6.4
5"8
4.1

11.3
10.5
10 " 49.4
9.8

5.2
3.4
5.6
5.5
5.5

4.9
3.4
4.9
4.L
3.3

5.1
4.1
4.5
4.6
5.0

3.8
3.1
2.5
3.2
2.7

9.1
7.8
1 .L
9.3
8.7

4.9
5.4
6.2
6.7
1 .7

2.8
2.9
3.3
3.3
3.4

8.2
B.B
9.1
9.6

10.6

2.1
3.8
3.1-
3.3
2.9
3.1
3.6
4.4
4.2
3.5

1,2.4
LL.2
L0 .2

B.B
8.9

10. Blr .2
10.1
8.5
1 .5

9.7
10. B
L2 .4
L4 .2
13.2

11.1
14.5
L2.g
L4.L
L4 .2

l-4. B
l-5. 9
r4.4
14.0
L4 .4

L9 45
L9 46
L9 41
L9 48
L9 49

19s0
1 951
L952
1953
]-95 4

1 955
1 95 6
1957
1 95 B
1 95 9

1960
T9 6L
L9 62
1963
L9 64

19 65
1966
19 67
1968
L9 69

L97 0
r97 1
L97 2
L97 3
r97 4

L\ .4
11.1
11.5
1l-.5
L2 .6

12.2
11. B
12 .6
13.4
16.3
L4.4
L6 .4
17.0
L9 .6
22.r

28.
30.
33.
4L.

40 " 142.g
46.L
47 .B
54 .2

52.L
54 .3
6L .9
69.5
73.5

3.5
3.9
4.0
3.3
3.2

4
5
1
2
1

26. otr
Jo-)

10.3
10.0

1 .1
10.0

9.8
LL .2
11.l-
LL .2
11.1

10.9
72 .3
1B. g
20 .8
L1 .g
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TABLE 1-8 (Continued)
CONSISTENT AITALYSIS OF CENTRAL PERCENTAGE AND REAL PESOS PER CAPITA

ACTUALLY SPENT ON EDUCATTON AND HEALTH, 1900-1989

Educat,ion ( 1) Health

,'t'J

Year Percent

1975
r97 6
L97 7
T97 B
L97 9

1980
1981
T982
1983
L9B 4

1-985
LgB 6
1987
1988
L989 i,-,,

l-4. B
L4 .4
16.1
L6.4
L4.7
15.0
l4 .4
1L.3
9.r

10.3

PeSoS
Per Capita Percent

L99-2A A ;

LL, and L2, above.

Pesos
Per Capita

93.3
101.1
108.5
114.3
1,2L . B

134.3
L6L .1
163 . 3
707 .9
111.0

Ll2 .6
100.9

98 .7
96.2

TO2.L

3.4
3.2
3.5
3.3
3.0

2r .4
22 .5
23 .6
23 .0
24 .9

18.8
2L.3
20 .2
13.0
14.0

l-4.3
15.0
L3 .7
13.7
L4 .4

1
9
4
1
3

3
1
9
9
9

2
1
1
1
1

1
1
0
0
0

L0 .2-7.4
6.5
6.3
6.4

1-. Includes transfers to higher education, e.g. UNAM, UAM, etc.
a. No data owing to civil r^/ar.

, ,l-,. qi. i :''.'. ', :'J ----"r .', .,. ;,< ,, , , ' ...,.'i i-..,
SOURCE: 1900-1963: Wilkie, L978, pp. 193-L94,

L964-19702 Wilkie, 1978, pp. 354-355;
L97L-L989: Calculated from Tables 7,

;

I

a

a
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TABLE 19

EFT'ECT OF MEXICOIS ECONOMIC CRISIS ON TOP SALARY SCHEDULE AT THE

uNrvERsrDAD NACroNe¡, euróNotre os l,rÉxtco, :-ge2-rggg

(Pesos Converted to Real Dollars)

B. C. D. E.

Avg.

Pesos

Nominal U. S. Consumer ReaI

Salary

Date SaIary per Dollar Salary (L982 = f00) Salary

Pre-devaluation

Feb. L, 1982 63 ,7L2 26.0 2,450 100.0 2,450

Post-c¡evaluation

Feb. 18, L982 70 ,O84 56 .4 L ,243 100 .0 L ,243

Feb. l, 1983 87,604 150.3 583 103.2 565

Feb. 1, 1984u t13,OO8 L85.2 610 -LO7.7 566

Feb. 1,1985 176,800 310.2 57O lll.4 SLz

Feb. I, 1986 275 ,824 637 .4 433 113.7 38I

Feb. 1, L987 532,028 1,405.8 378 118.7 318

oct. 1, Lg87 1,1Or,840 L,677.Ob 657 ttg.Sd 550

Feb. 1, 1989 L,78L,352 2,336.0" 753 tZ6.l-" 5g7

1. Top Scale = Titular C, Tiempo Completo, Profesores/Investigadores.

a. Beginning in 1984, salaries $¡ere adjusted several times yearly rather
than once yearly.

b. Average for Oct. L987, according to Banco Nacional de México, Review of
the Economic Situation of Mexico, April 1988.

c. Average for for February 1989,

d. Fourth quarter "

"4. First quarter.

according to ibid, July 1989.

A

Peso Dollar Price Index Dollar
I

SOURCB : hlilkie , 1990 , p. 30 .
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TABLE 20
RATIOS FOR EXPENDITURE PERCENTAGES PER ENROLLMENT BY EDUCATTONAL LEVEL
AND SHARES FOR'OTHER rN TOTAL MEXTCAN EDUCATTONAL OUTLAY, 1g7g AND lggg(fncluding Transfers)

P art. I . Percent age s and Rat i o s

L91 9

It em

A. B

Student.s (1) Expenditure (2)

C.
Ratio: StuCent
Share Per Exp.(B/A) (3)

Tot al
Preschool
P rimary
Secondary
Bachri I1e rat o
i{igher ( 6 )

Other ( 7 )

Tot al
Preschool
Pr j-mary
S econdary
Bachillerato
Higher ( 6 )
Cther ( 7 )

100.0
4.2

70.1
14.0
4.7
5.2
1.8

100.0
2 "033.3

L4 . g
6.7

19.0
24.1

T9BB

**
0.5
0.5
L.2
1.3
3.7

13.7

D" E

Students (4) Expenditure (5)

F.
Rat io : Student
Share Per Exp.

(E/D) (3)

G.
St udent

Per Cent.
Change

197 9-B0 r::
19BB-89

(A/D -1x1

2L2 .0
4.0

73.0
54.0
14.0
24 .0

L47 .0

100.0
10.5
58.0
L1 .7

6"5
5.1
2.8

100.0
4.5

23 .0
15.0
5.4

23 .4
28 .1

**
0.4
0.4
0.9
0.8
4.6

10.3



TABLE 20 (Continued)
RATIOS FOR EXPENDITURE PERCENTAGES PER ENROLLMENT
AND SHARES FOR OTHER IN TOTAL MEXTCAN EDUCATIONAL

(fncluding Transfers)

Idilkie, Data, p. 42

BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
ourLAY, L91 9 AND 19BB

Part 2. Other Expenditure Percentages in Tot.al Outlay

L91 9 19BB

Library and Book Publication
Cult.ure and Museums
Yout,h Sport.s and Recreation
Admini st.rat ion and Services
Adult Educat ion
Indian Education
Const ruct ion

0.7
2.4
0.3
6.1
2.0
3.2
4.3

2
4
5
9
6
2
6

0
1
1
6
2
3
4

1
2
3

4
5
6
7

L91 9-1980: 16 444,J_ thousand sLudents .
L02 .6

SOUR.CE r A,
Br
C,

, curren
rl

t pesos ,i1 :i.'r1!
Ratio above 1.0 = greater share of outlay than share of
students.
l-53q-1990 : 25, 447 .7 thousand students.
L0,1,20 .L billion current pesos.
Including normal and postgraduate.
Including worker tralning, vocational- schools, adult and Indian
education, special and physical education, libraries and bookpublication, youth sports and recreation, administration
and services, and school construction.

I

I

I

D
E
F

Calculated from data provided
Calculated from data given in CSG, t989, p. 187.

G, Calcul-ated.
li?,"wttu lv,

a

a

a

a

a

a

a
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TABLE 2L
WTLKTE VIEVí OF CENTRAL ACTUAL TNVESTMENT TN EDUCATTON

AS SHARE OF TOTAL CENTRAL GROSS OUTLAY, L982-l-988(Current Pesos and Percent)

Millions of Pesos

Year

A.
Tot aI

Central Outlay
B.

f nvestment in
Education ( I )

30,204
6t ,7 23

115,938
L79,2BB
143,300
336,500
654, 51 9

C.
Per Cent

(B/A)

T9B2
1983
798 4
1985
1986
L987
19BB

0.9
1.3
1.4
1.4
0.5
4.4
0.4

,¿
,3
f0
,0

tr
¡J

,7
,B160

3
5
B

13
2B
77

69,800
67,500
65,300
20,500
74,600
54,900
96,500

1 Because virtually all Decentral outlay for investment in
education comes from transfers from the Central government,
such outlay is considered here to be Central investment.
That the Decentral subsector has virtually no income of its
own for investment in education and relies on taxes collected
and transferred by the Central government is evident in
MMH, 1,977, pp . 6L1-613, and CSG, L989 , p.320 . (Other Decentral
agencies such as Health do have their or^rn income, and are not
included in this tabIe.)

SOURCE: Adapted from yearly data on Central total expenditure gj-ven
in Appendix C and from yearly data on investment in
Education given in Table L"l,



TABLE 22

TNTESTTNAL INFECTION IN MEXTCO, 1979-1986

Part 1. Rank of Mortality by Principal Diseases
(Rank of Rate )

I^Ii lkie, Data, p. 44

Rank
L979 1986Age Group

All

Inf ants (under age 1)

Preschool (ages 1-4 )

School-age children (5-L4l

Adult Population ( 15 -64')

Age Group

All (1)

Inf ants ( under age I ) (2)

Preschool (ages L-4) ( 3 )

Schoo1 children (5-L4) (4)

Adults (15'64) (5 )

Name

Intestinal Infections
Pneumonia and f1u

Intestinal Infections
Pneumonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Pneunonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Pnuemonia and flu

Intestinal Infections
Pneumonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Pneumonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Pneunonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Pnuemonia and flu
Intestinal Infections
Heart and f1u
Mal-ignant tumors

I
)

I
2

t
2

1
2

7
2
I

2
1

2
1

1
2

1
2

B
I
1

Intestinal Infections
Heart and f1u
MaI j-gnant tumors

Part 2 " Rate of Mortality by Principal Disease

Rank
Name L979 1986

56.5
62 .5

819.3
831. B

37 .2
27 .O

529 .4
325 .5

85 .'l
57.0

0
5

5,5
2.4

7 .g
6.5

7
B
4

70
26

7
30
36

4
9
4

9
4L
34

I
2
3
4
5

Rate
Rate
Rate
Rate
Rate

per
per
per
per
per

I00,000 persons.
1,000 registered live births
I00,000 children ages L-4.
100,000 children 5-14.
100 r 000 persons ages 15-64.

SOURCE: Adapted from CSG, 1989, pp. 199-2OO.
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IIILKIE VIEhI OF SANITATION'S EXISTING SHARE

OF PLANNED SSA GROSS OUTLAY FOR 1990

(Mil1ion Current Pesos and Percent) (i)

P lanned

Items Amount

109 ,7 02 .5

Diarrhea I Disease Center

SSA gross out lay of 2 ,306 , Btg .7

pro jected budget consc itutes l- . B

outlay for L990) .

L6 r467 .2

53,2t8.1

1rB2t.4

39, L95.8

(a)

(a)

(a)

(a)

(a)

mi I I ion pe so s = L00 .0 percent ( thi s

percent of planned Central gross

2. These items cross divisional categories given in TabLe 24; subtotal

excludes BANOBRAS and Comisión Nacional deI Agua.

3. Focus is only partly on sanitation of food and hrater in relation to

se\^Iage disposal.
4. Theoretically the Family Planning subdivision in Table 24 contains

funds for a sanitary education unit, but, SSA's'rAnalítico de Claves por

Programa-Subprograma" indicates that the unit is unfunded.

5. Excludes ecological problems in causing disease, but includes

occupational causes.

6. Included wíthout focus in subdivision for "Infections Diseaserr (tab1e

24).

a. Division does noE exit in budget.

SOURCE: SPP, PE, 1990, Tomo II, Sector Salud; and note 4, above.

SANITATION subtota I (2)

Health education (3,4)

Sanitary regulat ion
f 'Environmenta l" hea lth ( 5 )

National NuErition Institute (3 )

Prevent ion of food-borne disease ( 6 )

Prevention of ser^/age-borne disease (6)

Sanitary engineering

Cons Eruct ion of Pub I ic To i let s

Pe rcen t
4.8

.7

2.3

.l-

L .7

o

o

0

0

o

1
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TABLE 24

SSA PLANNED OUTLAY BY FUNCTION, L99O

(21306r819,7 Million Current Pesos = L00.0 Percent)

Category Percent

Divisional Category Total Subtotal

Administration t7.2

Policy and Planning 1.7

Basic and Applied Research/Technology 7.7

Training of health workers 6.0

Sanitary regulation (1) 2.4

Preventive medicine 1.1 .4

Innoculations 2.2

Infectious disease 6.L

Disease detection .2

Family planning 2.2

Healch education .7

Curative Medicine (2) 46.9

Social services (3) 1.1

Construction 10.6

Health Eraining facilities .3

Healch care facilities to.z
Administrative facilities .1

Mfg. of medicines and supplies (4) 1.0

l-. Including licensing j and .1- percerrt f or rrenvironmentalrr health.
2. Including clinics, hospitals, outpatient care, and rehabilit,ation.
3. Including hanicapped and homeless care.
4. Including innoculations arrd prosthesis.

SOURCE: SPP, PE, 1-99O, Tomo II, Sector Sa1ud, I'Resumen Programático

Económico Financiero. rl
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TABLE lY
SALARIES (1) AS SHARE OF ACTUAL

CENTRAL AND DECENTRAL GROSS EXPENDTTURE, L97g-1ggg
(Percent )

A B

YEAR Central Decent raI (2)

191 9
1980
1981
L982
1983
LgB 4
1985
1986
L987
19BB
1989 (a)

16.5 17.0
14.5
15. 0
L7 .1
L4 .2
13.5
15.3
L5 .2
15. 6
L6 .2
16.5

L989, p. 32 and
Column B, above

L4 .4
17.3
L2 .3
10.4
L2 "2L2.T
8.4'7.4
1 .t
7 .2

a
1

2

SPP estimate.
Personal servicesi may exclude consultants and temporary
appointments but these do not carry benefits.
Excludes off-budget agencies.

SOUR.CE: A: calculated from salary data in CSG,
Central totals in Appendix C, below.
calculated from salary data in CSG,
Decent.ral tot.als in Table 4, Part 2,

L9B9 , p. 31 , and.

B:
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reer,r L6
SALARIES AS SHARE OF GROSS ACTUAL OUTLAY IN SELECTED SOCIAL AGENCIES,

1980-1989

(Percent)

Year SEP SSA IMSS I SSSTE

1980

1981

L9B2

I9B 3

I984

I985

1986

198 7

1988

56"6

64 .7

64 "g

60.1

6l " 6

61.5

62 .4

6L"2

60.0

6L "7

a

a

a

a

a

d,

a

a

ct

25 . B

24.L

31.5

23 .7

2L.g

25 .2

24.g

55. 368.0

66.0 53.9

63 .7 46 .7

60"4 45.9

54"9 41.3

54.0 39 .7

51. B 33.6

a Data not given in source

SOURCE: Adapted and calcuLated from data in SSA, DGPOP, computer printoutj
EVGASEDU for SEP, printout PE/SYNI/EJERSSA/01_ for SSA, printout
D/SQZ/TMSS,/01 for IMSS, and D/SQZ,/ISSSTE/01 for ISSSTE. Total
outlay for IMSS and ISSSTE is from CSG, 1989, p. 32.

.t



TABLE >-1

SOURCE OF ACTUAL INVESTMENT FUNDS FOR PUBLIC SECTOR

ON-BUDGET AND OEF-BUDGET AGENCIES, 1988

(Current Pesos and Percent)

I^Iilkie, Datá, p. 49

Totals for Central and Decentral- Subsectors
DECENTRAL

Subtotal = 69.L t (2)

On-Budget Cff-Budget
Item

100.0 Total (1) Subtotals 43 .9 25.2

Part 1

PercentMilIion
9,072,659.8
5,861,666.4
9,078,285.1
L,456r814.4
2,630,041 .0

30.7
41 .5

1 .-7
13. B

Tax revenue
Agencies' own
income source (3)
Domestic credits
Foreign credits

0.0
21 .5

6.L
10.3

0.
20.

0
1

6
5

1
3
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TABLE )1 (cont, d)

SOURCE OF ACTUAL INVESTMENT EUNDS FOR PUBLIC SECTOR

oN-BUDGET AND OFF-BUDGET AGENCTES, 1988

(Current Pesos and Percent)
Part 2. Selected Decentral Subtot.al-s for Agencies' Own Income

Subt ot a1 42 .1 eo

On-budget Off-budget

1 3 Select ed Subtotals ( 4 ) 27 . A, 15.7
PEMEX
Electricity
Air f ares and. road tol l s
TELMEX
FONHAPO
DDF
IMS S
ISSSTE
UNAI{
CAPFACE
FONATUR
CONASUPO and depositories
Nuevo Val-larta (5)

Ll .4
5.0
1.5

4.3
0.7

10.1
1.0
10
0.03
0.1-

0.3
0"3
0.03

1 Items equal 100.0 percent including .2 percent "cooperaciones" (not shown).
Decentral subtotal + Central tax revenue + cooperaciones = 1-00.0 percent.
Fees, fares, sa1es, contract payments, contributions i ..,. ,'- , ! .; , , i'

\ -rThis subtotal of 42.7 percent is included in Partf. L's subtotal- of 47.6percent for all- agencies with own income, subtotal for agencies not
selected here equals 4.9 percent.
Ejido dedicated to tourism and supervised under Secretariat of Land Reform.

-OURCE. Adapted and calculated from CSG, 1989¡ pp. 315-322.

A

5
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TABLE 28

I,TILKIE VIEI^T OF

PUBLIC SECTOR ACTUAL INVESTMENT

CENTRAL GROSS EXPENDITURE /

(Current Pesos and

AS PER.CENT OF

r91 6-1988

Percent )

A.
Public Sector
and Off- Budget
f nvestment ( 1)

(Billions)
1,23 . 6
146.1
231 .6
4 93 . B
473.2
143.0

,016.0
,365 .4
,262 .4
, 030 " 3
,869 .4
,797.t
,072.7

Percent. o f
Central Outlay (2)

44 .9
4L .3
52 .3
7B.g
50.7
48.5
31.1
25 .4
28 .0
23.3
17.0
13. 9
11.9

B

On-

YEAR

]97 6
L91 1
L91 B
791 9
1980
1981
7982
1983
LgB 4
1985
198 6
L987
19BB

1
1
2
3
4

10
L9

1

2

Central and Decentral- capital Expenditure (including
recoverable capital investment); data differs in NAEINSAT
EMC, 1988, p. 297, and in yearly presidential reports.
Yearly data
Appendix C.

in CoL. A divided by yearly Central outlay in

SOURCE: A: SPP, 19BB, p.13;
Table 15.

B: Calculated according to explanation in note 2

L97 6-1981:
1982-1 98B:

Note that this calculaLion
only part of Public Sector

i s intended to revea I a re lat ionship ;
investment i s inc luded in Centra I out lay.
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',' ¿" ".: TABLE t9 :-t'
puB],rc SECTOR TMPACT OF ACTUAL TNVESTMENT BY PROGRAM, L982-l-988(Millions of Current Pesos and Percent)

Terms and Proqram

A. MP

Part. t: Absolut.e Data:
L982

L47 ,925
l1 ,100

1 ,037
11,51 4
30,204
41 ,370**

148 ,628
6,345
9,098
4,611

(b)
3,724

l.¡*rr-n-.,v-r. * {};' *;-'rytl P'--i¿ }- ' ¡'
1983 L9B 4

r,365, 421 2,262,391
Rural- Development
Regional Dev & Ecology
Fi shing
S oci a1

iEducat ion
'Healt,h & Labor ".,:-)

Urban Development (H"*
Commun and Transport
Basic Consumption
Touri sm
Indust ry
Energy and Mining
Admini st.rat ion

B " Total Public Sector

P rogram

C. Total
Rural Development
Regional Dev & Ecology
r i shing
S oci aI

:Educat i on
Health & Labor '1-.

Urban Development 1-L4
Commun and Transport
Basic Consumption
Touri sm
Ind.ust ry
Ener gy and Mining
Admini st rat i on

Inve st. as a Share o f
Total Pub Sect (A/B)

4,911,1A0

¡{.Fart 2: Percent Data: "¡,(

!982

100.0

8,393,200 13,384,400

1983

7L9,
L25 ,

4,
L06,

67,
38,

6,
76,

110 ,
549,
38,

531
0sB
904
303
723

:u?
551
269
191
654
126
234

201,
115,

85,

3s
158
143

B2

278 ,320
258 , 832

LL,3B1
(-a). 096

938 ;"\
158 . :

620
91 L
802
295
582
492

s352BB,
16

52
)k*

2

L4.6
1.6
0.7

8'
2
4
8
0

?

1
5
2
1
2
B

B.
9.
0.
1.
5.
?

2r.
0.
1.
B.

40.
2.

ir)

100.0

LgB 4

100.0

9.6
L\ .4
0.5
8.9
5.1
i':

23.J
0.8
1.6
7.0

32.g
3.6

h-&,
I

I

'\
\, -. f

"-i \

3.0
Í'1

L4.6
0.6
0"9

51.6
ffi
2.3

D
20 .J

,tx

16.3 L6.g

L,016,042
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i;r;- '.tt(,! -t; TABLE 15 (Continued)
.puB],rc sEcroR TMPACT OF ACTUAL TNVESTMENT By PROGRAM, 1982-1988

(Millions of Current Pesos and Percent)
Part. l-: Absolute Data: )"r^rt*rr* , ull''\u''ot'i ':*''f{]"'-

Terms and Program r_985 1986

A. MP 3,030,26L 4,869,400
R"ural Development.
R.egional Dev 5, Ecology
F i shing
S oci al

rEducat ion
Health & Labor -L)

Urban Development f*)
Commun and Transport
Basic Consumption
Touri sm
f ndust ry
Ener gy and Mining
Admini st rat i on

B. TotaI Pub1ic Sector

Program

C. Tot al
Rural Development
R.egi onal Dev & Eco 1o gy
F i shing
SociaI

rEducat i on
IIeaIth & Labor '1r\

Urban Development. (I}
Commun and Transport
Basic Consumpt.ion
Touri sm
Industry
Energy and Mining
Admini st rat ion
Inve st as a Share o f
Tota1 Pub Sect (A/B )

20,L241000

Part 2: Percent Data'
1985

100 " 0 '/

B.
l-l_ "0.

5
\f+

i.'i
's" )

f* h-0'"1'"1
22 .0

40 , 832, 60 0

!'r,.Lo*:ü , i) ti1; t'',i'1 rl *r#'&i't

1986

100.0

It)¿ 'ffi i

21 L,
33s,

7,
308,
L-79,
728,

666,
25,
18,

L26,
L, L34,

L36,

015
B82
7 L4
000
28B

111
465
235
704
663
028
555

448,
L,026,

7L,
408,
L43,
264,

9L2,
42,
34,

320,
1r56L,

L04,

100
500
100
000
300

lo!
000
000
700
900
400
700

9.2
21 .L

0.2
B.?
2.9
ql,
\Ja¿

9
1
3
2
9
1

10

18.7
0.9
0.7
6.6

32.r
2.2

B
6
2
4
5

0
0
4

37
4

D
11.915 " 1
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)f i.,, \, .í.- ¡ i TABLE 15 (Continued)

puB],rc SECToR TMPACT OF ACTUAL TNVESTMENT BY PROGRAM, 1982-1988n 1Mi1lions of Current Pesos and Percent)
Part. 1: Absolute Data; -t-¡, ;*,iet "lh4,,.pt Ü'-&'-',

Terms and. Program 1-987 1988 (', d)

A. MP 10r 797,l-00 L9,072,660

Rural Development
Regional Dev & Ecology
F i shing
S oci aI

Fducat ion
Health & Labor 'J-t

Urban Development tPf
Commun and Transport.
Basic Consumption
Touri sm
Industry
Energy and Mining
Admini strat ion

B. Total Pub1ic Sector

Program

C. Tot.al

Rura1 Development.
Regional Dev & Ecology
Social

iEducat ion
Health & Labor 1)

Urban Development, (S
Commun and Transport
Basic Consumption
Tourism
f ndust,ry
Energy and Mining
Admini strat ion
Invest, as a Share of
Tot"l Pub Sect (A/B)

2L6,188,500

l-9BB (c, d)

100.0

8.8

882,200
2,051r 000

18,300
934, 90 0
336,500 -..;
59t,109 

.-',1,

1,g52, 100
103, L00
109,000
850, t-00

3,610,800
285, 60 0

105, 609,000

Part 2: Percent.

L987

100.0

L, L46, 892
2,7 97 , 932. i )

505
870
519
924
427
993
B82
367
542
6Bs
992

L7,
2 ,3 65,

654,
L, L09,

6AL,
3,494,

763,
L20,

L, 499 ,
6, 994,

470,

,

8.2
19.0
0.2B.{
3.1-

::
18.1
1.0
l-.0
7.9

33.4
2.6

6.0
L4.'7
0.1

L2 .4
3.4
5,8
3.2

18.3
0.9
0.6
7.9

36.7
2.5

,2

i*ú. I

i,.,\
i' ,. I

i ". 1

z\i-11 -r ,t'

D
L0 .2
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TABLE 29 (ContÍnued)

SPP PUBLIC SECTOR IMPACT OF ACTUAL INVESTMENT BY PROGRAM' 1982-1988

Includes ouEIay gained from tax revenue, borrowings' Central transfers

to Decentral agencies, and agenciest own income from sales' rentals'

fares, fees, licenses, royalties t contracrs ' contributions '

Includes social securitY and DIF'

Subtotals

Included in IndustrY.

Of the t,otal Public Sector Ínvestment, 27'4 percent úlent to the D'F"

according to CSG, 1989, P. 300'

Central share in total PubIic Sector investment' = 18'6 percent' of which

35.1 percent went Eo the D.F', according to CSG, L989' p' 300'

Shifted to Social in source, ex Post facto, but not shifted here'

SOURCE: Section A, lnvestment data are from SEP, CEGE, 1989' p' 27' excePt

1988 dara are from CSG, L989, P' 299'

Section B, Public Sector expenditure gross totals are from Table 8'

Row B.

Sect,ion C, Calculated here'

2

a

b

c

d

e
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TABLE 30

SPP VIEI^I OF PUBLIC SECTOR ACTUAL ]NVESTMENT
BY EUNCTIONAL SI.JMMARY ]N THREE MAJOR CATEGORIES, 1982-1988

(Yearly Totals = 100.0 Percenr)

Year Economic SociaL Adm.

L982

1 983
T9B4
1985
1 986
1987
1 9BB

90. 6

89 .4
87.5
85.3
99. 5
88 .8
85 . l-

7.t
7 .B
8.9

LO .2
8.3
8.6

12.4

2.3

2.8
3.6
4.5
2.2
2.6
2.5

(1) Implicit division for Economic is here made explicit by adding
together all categories in source except SociaI and Administrative.

SOURCE: Calculated from data in Table 29. Cf. TabIe 3, which gives public
Sector programmable expenditure.



TABLE 31
wrLKrE vrEr' 0F .ENTRAL ACTUAL our,,Ay FoR rNVES$tMLhf ' Data' p'
COMPARED TO CENTRAL GROSS ACTUAL EXPENDITURE, 1988

(Excludes Off-Budget Agencies and Decentral Agencies' Own Income) (1)

57

category

Part 1. Investment, Share
A. B.

Investment Total Central
Percent

AIB
BiIIion Pesos 8,9731834"4 1601845,5

Part 2. Cornparison of Investment and Total Central
(fconomic + Social + AdminisLrative = 100.0 Percent)

5 .7

Ca t egory
Econornic

Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind & Cornmerce
SEMIP (2)
Fishing
Urban

& Ecology (3)
Reg iona I Dev
Tour i sm

Socia 1
Educat ion
Hea I th
Labo r
Soc Sec (4)

Admini s trat ive
Legislative
Presidency
Judicial
Attorney Gen
Inter ior
Fore ign Re lat ions
Treasury ( 5 )
SPP (6)
Controller
Def ense ( 7 )
Navy (7 )
Other
Rev Sha rLngl
Fi sca I Incent .

Debr (B)

Inve s tment
g3 .9
L2 .4
(a)

l_8 .6
.4

4L .9
.2

4.6
.2
.J-

.)
tZ-

.1

.5

.t

.3

.8
(b)
1.6

.7
(b)

:k:k

Exp.
1
4
L
5
4
2
].

o

a

I
L
0
1
t
2
0

0.3
L.1
0.1,

3.2
6.9

.3

8.4
6.3
0.9
0.].
1".].

5
9
5
2
9

11.
5.
L.

3

83.5
0.L
0.L
0.].
0.L
0.2
0.2
L.2
0.3
0.0
0.9
0.4
0.8
7.6

7L.6
t. Includes tax revenue, borrowing, and Central transfers to on-budget

agencies; source shows no Central transfers for off-budget investment.
2. Secretary of Energy, Mines, and Parastate lndust,ry.
3. Includes 1.2 percent for FONAPHO.
4. Includes IMSS, ISSSTE, DIF, ISSFAM.
5. Includes .3 percent which could be considered as Economic outlay.
6. Includes .2 percent for research in science and Eechnology, which could

be considered as Education outLay.
7. Includes housing and assisEance services.
8. Includes amortization, interst, commissions, expenses, and ADEFAS.a. Agrarian Reform = .O2 percent.
b. Percent is smaller than units given here.
SOURCE: Investment adapted and calculaEed from CSG, 19A9, pp. 375-322.

Expenditure is from Table L2. Cf. Table 3.



TABLE 32 l^Iilkie, Data, p. 58

SUMMARY OF VIEI,IS ON GROSS ACTUAL EXPENDITURE
AND ]NVESTMENT DATA FOR 1988

( Perc ent )

Part 1. Views of Macro Factors

PercentCat ego ry

SPP: Public Sector gross outlay as share of GDP
I^Iilkie: Central Gross outL^y as share of GDP

A
B

C

D

E
F

SPP: Share of
I^IiIkie: Share

Public Sector gross ouELay anaLyzed
of Central gross outlay anaLyzed

54.6
40 .6

34.3
100"0

2L .4
74./+

78.6
25 .6

SPP: Cent.ral gross as share of PubIic Sector programmable
Íüilkie: Central gross as share of Public Sector gross

G. SPP: Decent.ral as share of Public Sector programmable
H. i,lilkie: Decent.ral as share of Publiic Gross Outlay

I. SPP: Investment (1) as share of Public Sector gross outlay
J. Ililkie: Investment (2) as share of Central gross outlay

Part 2. Comparison of Expenditure Functions

8.8
5.7

Category

K. SPP Pub I ic Sec tor programmab le
L. I^li tkie Centra I out laY

SPP Pub I ic Sec tor inve s tment
I^Ii lkie Centra I investment

Economic Social Adm.

5
4

2.5
4.6

M
N

63 .9
8.1

85. 1_

93"9

28"
B

L2 .4
11.5

7.6
83.5

L

2

SPP implicitly focuses on agencies'own funds and on inclusion of
Decentral off-budget funds for investment.

llilkie explicitly focuses on agencies' share in t,axes and borrowings for
investment and on excluding Decentral off-budgeE funds as \^Iell as on
exclusion of agenciest own funds.

SOURCE: A, Tab le 6
B, Table 6
C, Calculated
D, Chart 1 and
E, Calculated
F, Tab le 6
G, Calculated
H, Tab le 6
I, Table 29
J, Table 31
K, Tab le L5
L, Table 13
M, Tab le 30
N, Table 31

from Appendixes D

Tab le 2
frorn data in CSG,

and E; for L989, see Table 2

1,989, pp. 33-37.

as residual of data in line E.



CP

ADEFAS

BANOBRAS

BANRURAL

Billion
CAPFCE

CONACYT

CSG

DDF

DIF

DGE-BDM

EMC

FONAHPO

FOVI S STE

IMF

IMS S

I^lilkie, Dat&, p. 59

APPENDIX A

ABBREVIATIONS

(See Also Chart 3)

Adeudos de Ejercicios Fiscales AnEeriores--debts owed from

previous years (accounts payable)

Banco Nacional de Obras y Servicios Públicos

Banco Nacional de Crédito Rural

See, MMP

Comité Administrador del Programa Federal de Constucción de

Escue las

Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología

Cuenta Pública

Car los Sa I inas de Gortar i

Departamento del Distrito Federal

Sistema Nacional para el Desarrollo de

Distrito Federa I

Direcc ión Genera I de Estadíst ica-Banco

la Fami I ia

de México ( source s

used to develop linked composi[e price index)

La Econornía Mexicana en Cifras, published by NAFINSA

Fideicomiso Fondo Nacional de Habitaciones Populares

Inst ituto de I Fondo Nac iona I para Vivienda de los

Trab a iadore s de I Es Eado

lnternat iona I Monetary Fund

Inst ituto Mexicano de I Seguro Social

IMSS, Programa de So I idaridad Social por Cooperación

Comunitaría

DF

IMS S-COPLAMAR



I S SFAM

ISSSTE

Met ro

Mi l l ion pe sos

MMH

MP

I.{MP

NAFINA

SANITAT I ON

SCT

SEP

SHCP

SNI

SPP

SSA

PEMEX

RESM

STP S

TELMEX

I^lilkie, Data, p. 60

APPENDIX A ( ConE inued, 2)

Instituto de Seguridad SociaI para las Fuerzas Armadas

Mexicanas

Instituto de Seguridad y ServÍcios SocÍales de los

Trabajadores del Estado

Sistema de Transporte ColecEivo (Mexico Cíty)

See, MP

Miguel de la Madrid Hurtado

Millon de pesos (Million pesos in U.S. terms)

Mil millones de pesos (billion pesos in U.S. Eerms)

Nacional Financiera, S.A.

National Sanitation Campaign (proposed here); see Table 23

Secret ar ía de Comun icac ione s y Transportes

Secretaría de Educación PúbIica

Secret aría de Hac ienda y Crédito Púb I ico

Sistema Nacional de Investigadores

Secretaría de Programación y PresupuesEo

Secret aría de Salud

PeEróleos Mexicano

Review of the Economic S ituat ion of Mexico , published by

BANAMEX

Secret aría de Trabajo y Previsión Social

Teléfonos de México

Univers idad Autónoma Met ropo I i tanaUAM



abasto

actua I budgec

administrative outlay

budget

Centra I government

Central subsector

Wilkie, Datar p" 6L

APPENDIX B

DEFINITIONS

basic supply and consumption (ittcluding

services and commodities )

amount expended (presupuesto ejercido) in

contrast to p lanned budget

amounts budgeted for the total operation of

secretariats ) agencies, funds, and branches

of government the primary purpose of which

is administrative; e.g. includes the total

budgets of Treasury and Defense and the

legis lat ive and jr.rdic ia I branches ; see

Chart 3, Part 5

see "p lanned budget s" and "actua I budget s"

see ttCentra I subsectorrf

one of Ewo divisions into which the Public

Sector is divided; includes executive,

jrdiciá1, and legislative branches of

government and funds contro I led by the

pres ident; the other subsector is
ttDecentraltt or ttparastatert subsector; cf.

"Extended Pub I ic Sec tor

foreign and domestic debt including

amorti zation, interest, ADEFAS, commissions

cost,s

debt payment s



Decentra I government

Decentra 1 subsector

Extended Pub I ic Sector

funct iona I budget ing

gross outlay

I^li lkie, Da t&, p " 62

APPENDIX B ( ConE inued, 2)

see ttDecentral subsecEortt

or Parastate subsector, one of the two

divisions in the Public Sector, the other

be ing 'f Centra ltt subsector; the Decentral

subsecEor includes agenci€sr funds, and

companies majoriLy-owned by the governrnent

and exc ludes minority ho ldings ; c f .

"ExEended Pub I ic Sectorf r

Public Sector (see belo\^/) plus DecenEral

subsector uniE s which are off-budget and

sub-national governmental uniEs (DDF,

StaEes, rnunicipios, and localities)
the group ing of out lry according Eo purpose ,

e.g. Economic, Social, Administrative--see

Chart 3

[oEal outlay including amortization of debt

and ADEFAS--see I'net ouE l"y, " be low, and

Tables 2 and 5); see, below, "virtual and

compensatory itemsr'f which are included in
gros s out lay



net out lry

nominal terrns

off-budget

t^/i lkie, Data, p. 63

APPENDIX B (continued, 3)

gros s out lry minus arnort i zaLion o f debt and

ADEFAS (see "gross outlryr" above, and

Tables 2 and 5); cf. Mann 1979, p. 522) who

def ines net by deduct ing f rorn gross the

fo I lowing budgetary categories : revo lving
deb t amort i zat ion , arnort i zat ion , t ax

compensated subsidies, noLes under account

of PEMEX, and accounts compensated for by

capital recoveries and by sales (ptann's neL

equa I s SHCP ' s "gastos presupues ta les

efectivos"); see, below, ttvirtual and

cornpensatory itemsr" which are excluded in

net outlay

non-deflated amounts of money

funds generated by agencies and trusts as

their oü/n income f rom sal€s r f ar€s r f ees,

etc. (see Table 2l); allocation and

administraIion of such funds without

lugis lat ive approva I and wirhout audit by

the Secretariat of the Contro I ler Genera I ;

and administration of Central Eransfer

funds , usual ly to companies in which the

Central government is a minority
share-holder



on-b udg e t

Paras tate subsector

p lanned budget

program budget ing

programmab le

projecEed budgets

Pub I ic Sec tor

I4Iilkie, Dat3, p. 64

APPENDIX B (Conrinued, 4)

funds in the Cent ra I and Decent ra I budge t s

generated by tax revenues and subject to
lugislative approval for allocation and

administrationr and subject to audit by Ehe

Sec retar iaE o f the ConEro I ler Genera I ;

usua 11y invo lves SecretariaE s , funds , and

programs directly administered by the
Cent ra I and DecenE ra I agenc ie s and by
Decencal uniEs that are majoricy owned by
the Central government

see ItDecenLra I subsectorrt

projected expendiEure in conLrasI to actua 1

expenditure ; cf. ac[ua I budgec

the grouping of expenditures by function;
Mexico's prograrn budgeting occurs within
secretariats and does noL cross theÍr
bureaucrat ic I ines

funds over which the president has direct and

"discret ionary" contro I ( see Tab Ie 2) ,

officially exctudirg payments on Ehe debt
and Eransfers thaE are osEensibly beyond

pres idental control
p lanne d out lay
CenEra I subsector plus DecenIral subsecEor;

cf . "Extended public Sector,r

deflated with price index to elirninate
inf lat ion i cf . rrnomina I budget,r

real terms



Solidarity

virt ua I and compens atory

iEems

I^lilkie, Datar p. 65

APPENDIX B (Continued, 5)

Programa Nacional de Solidaridad

involves government income and expenditure of

money which is neither col lected nor

expended exp I ic it ly because the operat ions

elf-cancelling; €.g. e virtual outlry

invo lves imp I icit expenditure offset by

taxes noL collected, by deductions

permitfed against taxes r tax compensated

subs idie s r or inves tment and amort i zation

compensaEed by sales or capital recoveries;

cf . ttgrosstt and ttnetr" above, and Mann,

1979, p. 522.
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(B/A)

APPENDIX C
CENTRAT GOVERNMENT GROS§ EXPENDI TIJRE§ A§

SHARE OF MEXr CO ' S GDP, 19 0 0 -19 I 9

A B
Current Pesos

Actual Central
Government

Expenditure
GDP

H1111ong Thousands

r

Year (1)

1900
19 01
L9 02
1903
1904
1905
1905
1907
1908
1909

1910

19 21
L922
1923
1924
L9 25
L926
L9 27
L928
L9 29

193t1
19 31
1932
19 3 3
1934
1935
L936
1937
1938
1939

95

1r 3
Lr7
Lr5
1r 8
1, B
2r2
2r2
2r3
2r4
2r6

5r4
4 r5
5r 0
4r6
5r2
5r4
4 r9
5ro
4r8

16, B
74,L
72.3
59.0
35,7
72.8
16,5
46.0
07 .6
43.1

3r100.5
55,0
94.2
13.5
32 .6
38.5
58,I
87.0
l_7.8
62 ,9

4r66?. ?
4r21 8.8

205,5
78L.7
150.9
540,3
345.7
800. 4
281.1
785. L

59r 832 (a)
63r081

4,5
3.6
4.L
4.1
4,3
3,5
3,9
4,0
3.9
3.5

f
f
,
I
f
,
,

1
0
7
0
8I
2
7
7

ü
4
5
5
4
5
5
ü
4
0

4
5
4
6
5
5
5
5
5

6
5
6
5
5
6
7
7
7
I

58,
76
79
79
85
93
92

223
382
t 53
474
477
L97
967
039

101 ,237
2261 353
2281 093
2351 354
?76 r 5?o
3O2rL64
324,938
31o ro82
287 ,9 46
275r54L

279,L73
226,478
?LL r 625
245r951
254t744
300,822
4A6ro98
478,756
535r955
62A ,29L

3.3

I
f
f
I
,
¡
,
,

3
3
4
4
5
6
7
7

I

a

a

a

t

t

t

o

a



Year (1)

APPENDIX C (Continued)
CENTRAT GOVERNMENT GROSS EXPENDITURE§ AS

§HARE 0F MEXTCO t § GDP, 1900-19 89

A B.
Current Pesos

Actual Central
Government

Expenditure
GDP

Mi 11i ons Thousands

Idilkie, Data, p.67

C

%
(B/A}

1940
1941
L9 42
1943
1,944
1945
1946
L9 47
1948
1949

1950
t 9 51
L952
1953
1_954
1955
1955
L9 57
1958
1959

1950
1951-
L9 52
1963
L964
L955
1_955
L9 67
l_958
1969

1970
197L
r97 2
1973
l"97 4
1975
L97 6
L977
1978
L979

I
9

10
13
18
2A
27
31
33
35

48, B
32"4
80, B

35.3
aL ,2
65 .7
29 ,6
22 .6
aL .2
11. B

42 , L52 .8
54r374.7
50r992.5
5 0, 653 .7
731935.5
90 r 053.3

LAz, 919 . 9
11 8 ,2A5 .7
131 ,37 6 . g
L40 ,?71.5
L59 ,703.2
173 ,235.1
L85 ,78A.7
207 ,952 .3
245r 500.5
2,67 , 42A .2
297r195.0
325, A24 . I
359r 957 .7
397r796.4
444r273-.4
490r0L1.0
554r725.5
590,891.5

8,0
8,4
9,4
9,?
?,8
8,1
6.9
7.L
8.4

10.3

",
¡L

,2
,5
,0
,B
,5
,9
r0
,L
,4

558r 335
777 t594

1r 005, 575
1r 195r 516
Lr453rB3g
Lr66orl_49
1r92ürg1ü
2r20gr6o1
2r773r355
3 ,7 40 ,597
3r463r294
4r67orog8
5r464r234
5r4gOr4A2
7 ,9L5,807grgg3rL?L

10r 27A t7L2
11r 303 t248
1 3, 287 ,7 A7
L4 , L57 ,7 42

20,l_50r 330
24r362r040
2Ar2L9r159
20 ,29 4 ,906
28 r 285r 590
35 r7Lsr 503
32r 495 t96"1
4A , 852 ,9 39
4Lr124r294
49 r 815r 139

9
4
7
B
1
2
L
2
9
4

11.

I
1r1
Lr3
Lr8
2r3
3rA

99 r 705.9
00r049.9
74 r 958.3
49 ,252 .7
37 ,397.967r500.5 (c)

52r6791
55r796,
77 ,23A I

LAz ¡ 24L r
135 r795,
200 ,4L5,
27 4 t953 |
355 t 132 ,
442t47L1
526 , AOA t

003
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

8.2
8.5

l-0.5
9.L

l_0. 7
9.9

10.0
9.6

10.1
L0.1
L2 .5
L1.8
10. I
9.8

11. 5
13.7
l_0.9
L2 .6
11. 4
L2 .5

11.
13.
14.
l-5.
18.
?4.
19.
18.
20,

(b)



Year (1)

AFFENI1IX E ( Cc,nt inr:ed )
CET{TRAt GOVERNHET,IT GROS § EXPEND I TIJRE§ AS

SHARE OF MEXTCO ' S GDP, 19 00-19 89

A. B,
Current Pesos

Actua1 üentral
Gove r nment

Expendlture
GDP

Hl111ons Th0usands

I^li lkie, Data, p. 68

C

§
(E/A}

933f 5
,532r7
,269 , I
,367 r5
,465r 3
, aTo, 5
,574r6
,754r9
,995r5
,806r2

1
3
trJI

13
28

4r470r1
6rL27 t5
9 r797 ¡g

L7 r877,8
2gr47L¡5
47,39Lr7
79 r 535r 5

193,462r 4
395r882r9
4941054r9

nl-
n1
beg
tha

E
e
R
R
R
a

)

1980
1981
1982
1983
L984
198s
1985
1987
1988
1989

00,0
00.0
00,0
00, ü
00.0
00,0
00.0
00. 0
00,0
00.0

(d)

77
150
207

00.0
00.0
00,0
00. 0
00. 0
00,0
00. 0
00,0
00.0
00.0

20,9
25 .0
33, 4
30,0
2'7.4
27 .5
35. 9
40 ,2
40.6
42.L

(1) No data on cDP for the years from 1911 through
1920.

(

(

xpendlture through 1910 is for flscal years,
(

a

b
C
d

)
)
)

.g. ¡ 1900-01.
ounded beginning i
ounded beg inn lng I
evised GDP ser ies
re 193 MHP higher

97]- .
979 .
ins 1"980; data for 1980
n unrevised series for

1980,
,§OURCE: 1900-78,

L979-99,
i{11k1e, L985, p, 875, cltlng
Table 6.
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APPENDIX D
SPP'S VIEW OF THE PUBLIC SECTORS' S PROGRAM}4ABLE ACTUAL EXPENDITURE

oN 10 MEXICAN FUNCTTONS, L97 0-1989(Mi1lions of Current Pesos)

Total
MP fmpact

Regional
& Urban

2, 4L7
5,926
6,490
6,490
Br 35B

!2,136

Year

197 0

L97 T
L97 2
!97 3
L97 4
L91 5
L91 6

L91 7
797 B
L979 (a)
1980
1981
T982

Rural

5
B

13
L1
31

, 641
, BB7
,103
,972
, 416
,173

39,228
51 , 292
74,300

L39,600
191, B 0 0
249,800
408
604

Fishing Sociali :

Comm. &
Transport

12,422 4,296 2,359 **

450
982
900
200
200
100

L9,075 l,817

L44
195
290
335

353
708
964
s63
158
69L

430 , I43
5 65, 409
767r500

1,159,100
7,803,400
2,6431500

L6, 025
22,284
43,200
63,200

rL1 ,200
165 , 400

100 t-65,100800 313,200800 613,800
000 801,800
800 L,62L,100
200 2,544,400

B2
105

**
** 23,700

2g ,1 0L
3l ,243
53, 440
12 , 242
98 ,255

tZB , ggg
762, 654
2r3 , 400
296,900
445, 60 0
728,900

9, L94
9,448

13,248
13,812
20 ,2rg
21 ,323

2,110
2, L64
3,254
4,2313s

5
6
B

13
24
45

f

,
I
,
,
f

24,900 347,40060,900 590,800
16,
69
74

3L,001
36, L1 6
52,500
19,800

LL1, 60 0
181,800

800 923,600
300 L,460, 100
000 3,470,400
700 5,L82,200

1983
1,98 4
1985
1986
L987
19BB

4 , 246 , 10 0
7 r1,411 300

10r 51 2,600
r-7,196,800 1
39 ,222,7 00 2
14,22L,800 4

856
, ALL
,500
,003

I
I
I
I
I
,

BO
113
155
303
109
533

400
800
300
400
000
300 B2

L,0
tr6
2r6
4,4

L0r 3
2L ,1

1989 90,442,3A0 5,61,8, 900 3,791,,700 149,900 29,390,500 5,264,700
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APPENDIX D (Continued)
SPP'S VIEW OF THE PUBLIC SECTORS' S PROGRAMI4ABLE ACTUAL EXPENDITURE

oN 1-0 MEXTCAN FUNCTTONS, L970-l-989(Millions of Current Pesos)

Basic :¡
Supply Tourísm Energy Industry Adm

4 | 638 106 20 , 974 313 L2, 904

Year

L97 0

L97 T
L97 2
L97 3
L97 4
r97 5
L97 6

L91 7
T91 B
]-979 (a)
1980
1981
1,982

1983
I9B 4
1985
1986
L981
19BB

4
5
7

t6
22
1B

802
079
7LB
841
292
037

28 ,342
39,990
40,900
68,400

L34,600
185,200
425, 90 0
665,7 00
7 09 ,7 00

,059,800
,515r 100
,223 ,200

L54
451
476
64L

L,272
1r 543

L,199
2,072
3,000
4,400
6,400
Br g00

10r 500 1L6,900 12L,700 2
27,600 4
f2,500 10

L32, 400 20

24, 629
28 ,7 28
37,045
49,063
79,L65
83, L27

106,225
L51 ,627
225 ,200
319,300
5L6,000
7 07 ,7 00

01,
56
22
49
95

I
,
,
,
I
I

1
4

11
L4
24
23

,350
, 935
,015
,558
,295
,0Bl-

10r 460
12,553
16 ,516
20 ,582
21 , 645
32, Ll 9

90
140
21,0

899
281
300
t 00
000
900

42
49
52
B4

110
1s9

175
045
800
900
000
800

30,
31
53

26

t1
,7
,5
,3
tt
,2

1
2
5

f

,
I

,
I

700
400
500
400
000
300

424, 60 0 257
940, 90 0 477

1r 32-7,900 764
2,104,200 r,210
5r091r800 2,672
9 ,531 ,7 0 0 5, 656

s00
900
500
200
400
400

t'\198 9 - ;= 7,822,800 l-06,500 23,364,r00 8,1-85,500 7,758,800

(aI B-eoinning in 7979 data are rounded.
'tb ' .. :'1' ;.*t..<".-*,( .

(r,1 Abasto : supply and. consumption of basic food via ind.ustrializati-on
process, a.g. growing, mi1Iing, storage, slaughtering, canninq,
transportation, marketing (including regulation of stores and

. prices), and consumer protection. j /4- -1-,it ,' : ...i^ a-rÁc,| ¡) 5r.,iJiilí ";-.1, ¡1,.., i.*, ;:--->ir , + hr','. ({ -;r:''i'- ' i 'r !jJ\¿'

SOURCE: L970-1978: Calculated from SPP, 1988, p. 79. :

L979-L989: Calculated from CSG, 1989, p. 33.
---.---"'

.- o 
''--i- 

"'_ '
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APPENDTX E
V{ILKIE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSTS OF GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARIAT S , SOC IAL SECURI TY, DEBT ,

AND REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989
(BiIIions of Pesos)

Category

rorAl ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind & Commerce
SEMIP (21
F i shing
Urban

& Ecology
Regional Dev L'. )
Touri sm

SOCIAL
Educat, ion
HeaIth
Labor
Soc Sec

ADMTNISTRATIVE
Legislative
Pres idency
Judi ci al
Att.orney Gen
fnterior
Foreign ReIa
Treasury
SPP
Cont ro11er
De fense
Navy
Other
Rev Shar Lnq /

Fiscal Incentives
Debr (3)

t-980 198L L9B2 1983

933,536 L,532,760 3,269t783 5,367,465
307 ,1

9L ,0
6r5

40,0
4I ,2
B1r 0

6,3

67
60
39
22
31
9B
95

36r?rf
4 t 486

L62, L64
139 ,940

L9, 626
2,598**

464,205
654

4 , B 90
L, r6r
L,204
5,016
2,595

68 ,31 6
1,7LL**

L2, 602
4,735

52,385
107,536
195 ,400

467 , 609
L32,067

B ,933
65 ,17 6
63 ,320

LL1,313
Lr ,1 4L

6L,?t:
6,47r

255,963
220 , 466

28 , 468
7,029**

809,
L,
6,
1l
1,,
B,
3,

L02,
LT,

1BB
066
983
790
853
678
548
750

\',:
408
962
B3L

178 , L45
373,300

177 ,937
1,73,97 4

10, B2B

L,27 6, 603
2LB,813

20 ,1 L4
232, L23
155 ,397
505 ,327
2L,205
28 , 495
84,071
10,458

592 , 3 64.
486, 85 6

6A , 646
6,042

38, B2A

3, 498 ,
3,
Ar.f
q\)f
3,

L2,
L4,

257 ,
23,

3,
66,
20,
97,

498
4 9s
77L
25L
9Br-
289
024
302
830
42r
982
184
756

585 ,834
2,399,438

106
96

242
t4

684
482
907
357

I
I
I
I

23,
6,

BB,

63,585
60 ,225
8, B 95

457 ,221
36B,6oB

45 , 313
8r 056

35r 244

2,034,625
L,451

L2,590
2, 599
2, 581

10, 0 93
6t74-l

L26 | 125
17,1',1

34,806
10,560
48 ,228

250,979
1r 510,l-00



APPENDfX E (Continued)
WILKIE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF GROSS ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARIATS , SOCIAL SECUR.I TY , DEBT,

AltD REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989
(Billions of Pesos)

LgB 4

I^Iilkie, Datár P. 72

1985 1986 (a)

8r065,349 13,020,462 28,51 4,600

Category

TOTAL ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind 6, Commerce
sEMrP (2)
Fi shing
Urban

& Ecology
Regional Dev (k)
Touri sm

SOCIAL
Educat ion
HeaIth
Labor
Soc Sec

ADMTNI STRAT TVE
Legislative
Presidency
Judi ci a1
At.torney Gen
Int,erior
Foreign Rela
Treasury
SPP
Controller
De f ense
Navy
Other
Rev Sharing /

Fiscal fncentives
Debr (3)

2, L01 | 847
339,513

32,556
404,730
395,614
593,000

29 ,292
66, 91 6

229 , 1,7 5
L6,93L

L,0l-9,040
826 ,7 12
L02, 628

LL,351
18,349

3,050r 224
496,

4T
576
52L
950

43

77,146
319,78t
2L, 693

L,658, 07 6
1r 332,034

7691 555
18,006

138 ,ABL
Br312,L62

10r 272
10,513
79,500
L2,52L
42,175
30,563

408,310
58,841

6,81 9
22r, 496
f5,383

257 ,454
,36J , 492
,7 90 ,7 63

4,588r300
728,200

54,600
B36,5oo
781,300

1r345,300
56,700

154 ,200
603,300
28,200

2,687r600
2,L72,700

308, Bo0
27,900

238 ,200
2L,298 ,

L7
2!
34
22
49
62

663
B3

9
353
111
162

978
760
645
841
285
489

4,938,
6,
B,

7L,

462
748
142
0 60
438
99L
251
360
s92
458
062
111
3 63

1,
30,
20,

2BB ,
39,
5,

137 ,
36,
6L,

f

I

I

,
I
I
,
I

I

,
,
I

700
700
900
s00
600
900
900
400
500
300
800
200
100

922,175
3r362,505

1
5

2 , 07 9 ,7 A0
L7 , 626,200
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APPENDIX E (Continued)
VüILKTE FUNCT IONAL ANALYS I S OF GROS S ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARIATS, SOCIAL SECURITY, DEBT,

AND REVENUE SHARTNG, 1980-1989
(BilIions of Pesos)

L981 19BB

77 ,7 54, 90 0 L60 , 846, 50 0 207, B 0 6, 200

Category

TOTAL ( 1)

ECONOMIC
Ag & Irr.
Ag Reform
Commun & Tran
Ind & Commerce
sEMrP (2)
F i shing
Urban

& Ecol ogy
R.egiona1 Dev (- * )
Touri- sm

SOCIAL
Educat i on
HeaIt.h
Labor'Soc Sec

ADMINISTRATIVE
Legislative
Presid.ency
Judicial
At,torney Gen
Interior
Foreign ReIa
Treasury
SPP
Cont rol ler
De f ense
Navy
Other
Rev Shar Lng /

Fiscal Incentives
Debt (3)

9, 264,100
476,600
L22,800
91 3, 100
455,100
523, 60 0

86,100

1

272,900
1,282,000

72,500

6,670,000
5r 034r 300

737 ,400
64 , B 0 0

833,500

61 , 820 ,200
46,400
57,500

102, 90 0
53 ,400

L34,800
161,400

L,095,300
216, 400

21 ,800
77 9, 400
263,800
286,600

5,21 3,800
53r 386r 700

,
L2, 97 6, 90 0
2,L'73r600

233,500
2,354,900
2,2L6,300
3,466,900

135 ,200
445 | 600

L,818r 600
r32r 300

13 , 621 ,90 0
L0,L20r100

1r 527 ,800
L30, Boo

L, 849,200
734,241 ,700

92,100
L23, 90 0
239, 90 0
L07,100
3L4 , 0 0 0
260,800

l, gBBr 000
451r 300

44,500
L,4761300

600r 700
1,248,600

L2,1-57r 700
115,L36,800

r6,145,200
3,105r 700

2r0,100
2,5f9,800
3,910,300
3,433r500

148,800

442, 10 0
2,208r 400

106r 500

L7 ,824, 300
!3,300,800

L,8291000
2r2,100

2,482,400
L73,836,700

155 ,200
130,800
228 ,1 0A
2L4,1-00
420, B 0 0
365,500

2,306,200
709,000

36,800
L,9341500

643, 100
4,683,900

L4,L761 000
L41 , 832 ,10 0

L,
L,
2,



(a)
'-h )(1)
(2)
(3)

APPENDIX E (Cont inued)
UTILKIE FUNCT IONAL ANALYS I S OF GROS S ACTUAL

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
FOR SECRETARTATS, SOCTAL SECURTTY, DEBT,

AlrD REVENUE SHARTNG , 198 0 -7989

Beginning in L986 data are rounded.
,; t'i ¿.Ltlr*..-1L.
Total = Economi-c + Social- + administrative.
SEMIP = Secretary of Energy, Mines, and Parastate
Includes amortization, interest, commissions, and

I^Iilkie, Datar p.74

Indust.ry.
expenses as well

AS ADEFAS./\-tf) rr¡t¿,.¡¡(,
SOURCE: 1980-1989, CSG, L989, p. 3l-.
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APPENDIX E
SPP VIEVü OF PROGRAIII{ABLE ACTUAL SOCIAL OUTLAY
AS SHARE OE GDp AND PUBLTC SECTOR, 1980-1989

(Bil1ions of Current Pesos and Percent)
1980 1981 L982Category

MMP
GDP
Total Public (1)
Social sector

P e rcent

o . Higher / c»p (F /A)
/Punl i c (F /B )

uAru / c»p (G/a)
/PunIic (G/B)

Q. UNAM / C»p (I{/A)
/puwic (H/B)

6
0
2
B
1
7
0

54.
5.

37.
?
Jo

7.

9
4
1
9
9
6
1

3.
24.

0.
4.

t-
3
4
2
9
*
3

2.
15.

*
2.

1.6
11.1**
1.8

A
B

D
E
F
G
H
I
J

K

Selected Subtotals
ISSTE
IMS S
Ma j or Higher Educ (2)

UAM
UNAIVT
R.e s e arch
CONACYT

OHEUS ( 3 )

4,41 0.1
L,1LL.l

296.9

44.8
96.5
14 .5

8"6

6.6
17 " 3

6, L21 .6
2, 644.6

445 .6

56.
L25 .
20.

L2"6

I .3
16.8

9 , f 97 . B
4,gLL.1

128.9

87.
22L.

34.

22 "3

"7.4
14. B

1-983

11 ,878.7
Br393.2
L, 024 .9

726 .
336.

33.0

5.
L2.

L

M

N

social sector /c»p (c/A)
/PunIic (C/B)

rsssTE I GDP (D/A)
/punl i c (D /B )

IMS S / GDP (E /A)
/punlic (E /B)

1
2

1
tr

0
1

0.9
1.8

0.9
2.L

1.0
2.6

1.9
4.0

2.3
4.5

2.0
4.1

2.2
5.5

3
6

0
0

0.3
0 .1

3
B

0
0

3
B

0
0

0.0
0.1-

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

P

2
4

0
0

0.3
0.5

0.3
0.6

0.2
0.6

0.0
0.0

0.0
0"0

**
**

)k*
**

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.2
0.4

4.2
0.5

2
5

0
0

0 .2
0.5

R"

e
L,

Research/C»P ( r /A)
/PunIic (I/B)

ccNAcYr / GDP (J/A)
/Pun lic (J /B)

T . OHEUS /GOp (KlA)
/punlic (K/B)

a

a

a

a



Category

APPENDIX E (Cont.inued)
SPP VIEW OF PROGRAMMABLE ACTUAL SOCIAL OUTLAY
AS SHARE OF GDP AND PUBLTC SECTOR, 1980-l-989

(Billions of Current Pesos and Percent)
T9B 4 1985

\^lilkie, Data, p. 16

1986

MMP
A
B
C

D
E
E
G
H
I
J

K

GDP
TotaI PubIic (t)
Social sector

29,47L.6
13r384.4l, 660 .9

L61 .5
5l-6.8

19 .1
8.4

54 .9
4.8

LL .6

50.4

5.6
L2 .4

47 ,391.7
20 , L24 .0
2,61 6.8

282 .3
806.3
L29 .5
13.9
90 " l_

6.5
19.0

9L. B

5
13.

19,535.6
40 , 832 .6
4,469.3

444.6
1r516.1

2L3 .8
24.4

160 . 0
5.4

24.0
159.4

5.6
10.9

Select ed Subt.otals
ISSTE
IMS S
Ma j or Higher Educ (2)

UAI{
UNAIVI
Re search
CONACYT

OHEUS ( 3 )

P e rcent

Q. UNAM / CCp (rilA)
/PunIic (HlB)

L

M

N

6
3

0.6
1.1

0.6
1.4

0.6
1.3

1.9
3.J

1.7
4.0

l-.8
3.9

0.3
0.5

0.3
0.6

3
5

0
0

o

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1-

P

0.2
0.4

2
4

0
0

0.2
0.4

0.0
0.0

0"0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.2
0.4

0.2
0.5

0.2
0.4

Social Sector /CoP (C/A)
/PuWic (C/B)

rsssrE /cop (D/A)
/Public (D/B)

IMS S / GDP (E /A)
/PubIic (ElB)

Higher / c»P (F/A)
/punlic (F/B)

UAM / Cop (G/A)
/PunIic (G/B)

R

b

mI

Research / GoP (r /A)
/Punl ic ( I /B )

ccNAcYT / GDP (J/A)
/punlic (.rlB)

CHEUS /COP (K/A)
/punlic (K/B)



I^lilkie, Data, p.77

Category

APPENDIX F (Continued)
SPP VIEVü OE PROGRAMMABLE ACTUAL SOCTAL OUTLAY
AS SHARE OF GDp AND PUBLIC SECTOR, l-980-1989(Bi1lions of Current Pesos and Percent)

L987 19BB 1989 ,_ir)
MMP

A
B
C

D
E
F
G
FI
I
J

K

GDP
TotaI Public (1)
Social sector

193 , 462 .4
105,609.0

10r 31 4.0
395rBB2.g
2L6, 188.5
2l , LBZ .7

494, 05 4.8
267,995.1-

26,830 . B

Sel-ected Subtot al- s
ISSTE
IMS S
Ma j or Higher Educ (2)

UAI,l
UNAM
Research
CONACYT

OHEUS ( 3 )

L,153 . 3
3,L81.6

523 .6
61 .4

394.2
10.7
51.3

445 .6

0.2
0.4

2,156.5
6,570.0
1,045.3

146.8
718.6

13.4
106.5

2,535 . 7
9,855.0
L,258.1

178.1
942.2
16.0

T2L.B

Percent

Q. UNArU / COp (H/A)
/punlic (H/B)

946 .L r,237 .4

5.4
10.0

L

M

N

o

5.4
9.8

5.4
9.8

0.5
0.9

0.5
1.0

0.6
1.1

2.0
3.1

L.1
3.0

1.6
3.0

0.3
0.5

0.3
0.5

0.3
0.5

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1_

P

0.2
0.4

0.2
0.4

0.2
0.4

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.3
0.5

0.2
0.4

T

Social Sector / CoP (C/A)
/punr i c (c /B )

rsssrE/GDP (D/A)
/punric (D/B)

IMS S / GDP (E /A)
/punlic (E/B)

Higher/GDP (E/A)
/PunIic (F/B)

uAI4 /Cop (G/A)
/Puwic (G/B)

R

b

Research / COP (I / A)
/puwic G/B)

coNAcYT / GDP (J / A)
/Pun1i c (J/B )

OHEUS /Cop (K/A)
/punric (K/B)

a



(1) Programmable + nonprogrammable.(2) Total for rows G. through J.(3) OHEUS : other higher Education and upper
,: Á ) .:, ri 5:- ir1 ,! ;t f' - u;¡r¿U'i€
SOURCE: GDP is taken from Table 8, Column A.,'

and cal-cul-ated from CSG, 1-989, pp. 31

I^lilkie, Data, p.78

secondary.
other columns are
and 35.

ad.apted

APPENDIX F (Continued)
SPP VIEVI OE PROGRAMMABLE ACTUAL SOCIAL OUTLAY
AS SHARE OE GDp AND PUBLTC SECTOR, l-980-1-989



hli lkie, Dat3, p. I9

APPENDIX G,GENERAL" AND ''REVENUE SHARTNG AND EISCAL TNCENTTVE'' CATEGORTES
AS SHARES IN GROSS ACTUAL IVIEXICAN CENTRAL EXPENDITURE, 1964_L989

(Percent)

Year
A

General (L,2)

20 .5

24 .1
22 .6
2A.g
23.L
25 .6
23.7
22 .0
23 .0
3l_.0
34.L
33.7
37 .5
25.
22.
25.

2.3

B.
Revenue

Sharing &FiscaI fncentives ( 3, 4, 5)

(a)

(b)

(9.
(L2 .
(L4.
(11.
(11.

(9 .2)
(8.4)
(g.g)
11.5
11.6

1 .1

10.9
Ll .4
10.5

6.8

l.964

1965
t966
\967
1968
79 69
L97 0

L91 L
L97 2
197 3
L97 4
L97 5
r91 6

L91 7
r91 8
L91 9
1980
1981
L982

1983
L98 4
1985
198 6
r987
19BB

(a)
(a)
(a)
(a)
(a)

(10.9)
1
0
1
0
9
1

(10.

6
9
3
6
B
5

5.
5.
1.

7 .3
6.7'7.6

1.8
0.8
2.0
0.6
0.4
0.8

I 'r.1989 _ tul



(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(a)

(b)

(c)

I^Iilkie, Data, p. 80

APPENDIX G (COnTinued)
''GENERALI' A'§D ''REVENUE SHARING AND EISCAL INCENTIVE" CATEGORIES
AS SHARES IN GROSS ACTUAL MEXICAN CENTRAL EXPENDITURE, L964-1989

CoI. A. includes CoI. B through L979.

From inception in L947 through L963 this category ranged from 15 to
23 percent. of gross actual expenditure.
Included here in Col. A through 1979.

Implicit retrospective separation since L970 is here calculated from
data give in SPP, 1-988,p. l-3 (see my reorg:anization of SPP budgetary
components in Table 4, part l-).
Eor sources see notes a, b, and c.
No implicit retrospective separation given in SPP L988, p. L3.

Percentages in parentheses are included in data for Col. A.

Explicit retrospective separation since 1-980 is from CSG, 1989, p.31
(shown her in Table t2).
i ¡l ( ;-t) ! vYr cLi<- .{,{}

SOUR.CE: 1964-19'70,
L97 1-191 7 ,
L97B-1979,
1980-1989,

SHCP, CP, yearly;
Tab1e 7; and NAFfNSA,
JLP, t982, p. B0;
Table t2 .

'i,;vlüt 1981, PP" 316-3 18.



Wilkie, Dat3, p. g1

APPENDIX H

I 9EE

GRADO PROIIEDIO DE ESCOLARIDAD PARA LA POBLAI]ION DE I5 AÑtjS Y IIAS

Po s J, c ión con res pcc to
a otros estados

-r,
a-J

?1
,C,eJ
1Á

1'3l

JB
.i i¿

30
3l
32

Ent, rdad

0istrLto Federal
Nuevo León
Ba:ia rlalrfornta
Co.rhurl.r
Bala Calrfornia Srlr
Sonor,l
Trnrar-ri tpas
l'Í ? :.: :, '.- c
l'forr:1.:rg
:-' ir :, h ,"i : i'. ; t,

rl
;Al¿:'-.

l.rtr:,e'¿ ¡I * . - 1

.-' ,:. : : .:, .l
t.:

-..:: .lr.a

A,_j,., : :,r' : i L Ént- e g
l',.if1a;-
Yi*,--,i; f ll,
rlrnp+,:i:e
)lryarr:--
f*)r1 I rr. f n,1 i t,:,
i',.i*t i a
San Lur; I'c.t,ls1
Veracr'.¡,:
Trb.13: -1

Hrrlalga
!'lichoacán
Querét,1 ro
tl¡-1.:na1r1,1't'rf
tluerrero
Zaeatecag
t)axaca
Chrapas

I
3
3
4
5
ó
7
I,
9
ñ

l
j
:,

4
5
h

t

7
:1

)
0

II
/1ú

-:

1rtb

8.56
1 .6o
1. lúJ
á.gl
é.gl
ó.90
ó. ó7
o. ó5
ó.55
ó . 17
6.38
ó .20
ó.14
ó.09
ó.03
5.92
5'.92
5.8I
5.ó3
5.45
5. 3b
5.33
5.3i
5.2ó
5 . L7
5.15
5. f)8
4 .'97
4 'itr,'t . ('

1.75
l.lq
l .'7 .)

Reprib ], I rl,r l'f+:<i. in,l

SOURCE: SEp data provided by José Ange I pescador.

ó . :1

Eu,ent-e: f)eprrtanent..-, de Pron,-lsticos. DriFr., SEP. 5 Ab.ril L'l 8q

I
t

1t

I
¡-
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APPENDIX L

AVERAGE HOURS hIORKED !üEEKLY '
DAYS OF VACATION TIME,

AND PERSONAL DAYS OFF IN SAMPLE N{EXICAN FIRMS

I^lilkie, Data, p. B5

AND AGENCIES

)lúmero de
enPresas

D f ¡s dc
descanso

5

7
9

10
ó
7

I
E

E

I
10
11

R ama

l{etatúrgica y siderúrgica
Cement o

Ca L

Automotores Y Partes
0ufmica
Cel,utosa y papet
At imentos
Bebidas entatadas y enYasadas
PEHEX
Itrss
crE
Tetéfonos de lléxico

Fuente: f'Las prestaciones sociaIes ..,ñ
juri sdicci ón tedcrat il.
Febrero, 1990

Jorn¡d¡ Vacaciones

5

6
6
6
6
I
5

6

I
1

1

1

6E
48
lrg
17
lr7
18
lr7
4E
40
33
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38

24
2E
27
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z6
?6
25
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24
U.
31

cotectivos de trabajo de
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