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THE REDEFINITION OF THE MEXICAN STATE: 

ESSENTIAL PUBLIC POLICIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF MEXICO 

 

Abstract 

This paper draws on Iniguez-Montiel (2010, 2011a, 2014), providing a summary of 

the main research findings as well as making policy recommendations directly following 

from them. Particularly, the study discusses the income-distributional and 

growth-enhancing policies that are required to create a virtuous cycle of inclusive 

development in Mexico. Moreover, it is argued that, for the Mexican economy to 

develop and grow at considerably higher (potential) rates and, eventually, succeed in 

reducing and eradicating absolute poverty, the intervention of the state is indispensable. 

However, based on the successful experiences of the East-Asian economies (World 

Bank, 1993) and an overall assessment of more than three decades of development 

outcomes for Mexico as an open-market economy, the paper suggests the urgent 

redefinition of the Mexican state as an impartial referee that “leads the market” and 

looks after the interests of the entire population, so that Mexico can grow at its full 

potential and a truly inclusive model could ever become part of the Mexican society. 

 

Keywords: inclusive development, government intervention, pro-poor growth, public 

policies, state redefinition, Mexico. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Mexico underwent dramatic structural and economic changes in the 1980s and 

1990s, mainly related to the 1982 debt crisis and the insertion of the economy into the 

global market. Those changes represent the adoption of a radically different, 

development strategy (from an import-substitution, state-led to an export-oriented, 

market economy), which is associated to a process referred in the literature as 

globalization.1 However, despite the multiple efforts and reforms to revitalize and 

modernize the economy as well as the geographic advantage of being located next to 

the largest economy in the world, economic growth has been quite low among emerging 

markets (OECD, 2009) 2  and much slower than the one achieved during the 

import-substitution years (Chiquiar and Ramos-Francia (2009), Heston et al. (2011), 

Rodriguez-Arana (2010)).3 Therefore, it has been argued that Mexico’s development 

                                                   
1 Globalization began in the 1980s and has largely been driven by multilateral and national 
policy reforms. As a result, many developing countries have adopted policies of liberalizing 
trade and capital account flows combined with domestic privatization and deregulation. 
These reforms have been based on a fundamental shift in strategy from state-led import 
substitution philosophy to a market-oriented, export-led approach to development, often in 
the context of stabilization and structural adjustment programs under the pressure of the 
IMF and the World Bank (Kohl, 2003). 
2 Mexico has made some progress in boosting growth but not enough for satisfactory 
catch-up. Although Mexico’s GDP per capita growth in the last decade is around the OECD 
average, it is too low to allow rapid convergence to living standards in the higher-income 
OECD countries (OECD, 2009). Moreover, according to the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development, Mexico exhibits a divergent, development path (OECD, 
2009). 
3 According to the Penn World Table 7 (Heston et al., 2011), Mexico’s GDP per capita 
growth (average) between 1980 and 2009 was only 0.658%, while that in 1951–1979 was 
3.47%. Even if the years of the so called “lost decade” are subtracted from the post-1970s 
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model change is behind the country’s underdevelopment problems (Hernandez-Laos & 

Velazquez-Roa (2003), Bayon (2009), Rueda-Peiro (2009), Rodriguez-Arana (2010)) 

and has affected negatively several of its socio-economic outcomes in an important 

manner (Lustig (1992), Szekely (1995, 1998, 2005), Hernandez-Laos and 

Velazquez-Roa (2003), Bayon (2009), Rueda-Peiro (2009), Arias et al. (2010)). 

 

Some of Mexico’s development outcomes have been analyzed quite extensively in 

the last decades. In the recent literature, however, relatively little attention has been 

paid to poverty, inequality and government expenditure, and their relationship with 

economic growth. This study intends, therefore, to summarize the findings of three 

authored papers (Iniguez-Montiel 2010, 2011a, 2014), which focus on the rigorous and 

empirical examination of those variables as well as the interrelationship between some 

of them, and to provide policy recommendations directly following from them. We 

believe that the analysis of the aforementioned variables is of the greatest importance 

for the development of Mexico because, as suggested in the literature, they may be 

responsible, in great part, for Mexico’s poor economic performance during the last three 

decades (Aghion et al. (1999), Addison and Cornia (2001), World Bank (2001, 2007), 

                                                                                                                                                     
period, the average rate of growth of per capita GDP was 1.16% during 1990–2009 (Heston 
et al., 2011). 
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Thorbecke and Charumilind (2002), Easterly (2007), Levy and Walton (2009), OECD 

(2009), Rodriguez-Arana (2010), Hernandez-Licona (2010)). At the same time, those 

variables are, undoubtedly, the reflection of the great and resilient social 

underachievements (gaps) along with the corresponding challenges that the Mexican 

economy faces today as it has faced, most probably, for centuries (de Ferranti et al. 

(2004), Scott (2009)). 

 

This paper is organized in two sections as follows. The next section explains briefly 

the objectives of each study, along with the applied methodologies, and summarizes 

their main findings and conclusions. Finally, Section 3 provides an interpretation of the 

relation between all the research findings and, based on that interpretation and the 

relevant literature, policy recommendations are made with the intention to address 

some of Mexico’s most severe underdevelopment problems. 

 

2. SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS 

Iniguez-Montiel (2014) examines the relationship between poverty, inequality, and 

economic growth in Mexico by trying to harness a variety of quantitative techniques 

developed to analyze the, sometimes, overlooked and underestimated impact of 
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inequality on poverty. More specifically, the study analyzes whether Mexico’s growth 

was pro-poor in 1992–2008 and determines its growth-inequality pattern at the national, 

rural and urban levels, applying the Growth Incidence Curves (GICs) of Ravallion and 

Chen (2003). Furthermore, by applying Ravallion and Huppi’s methodology (1991), the 

changes in the overall poverty level are decomposed into the contribution of changes in 

poverty in the rural and the urban sectors, plus the impact on poverty associated with 

the effect of rural-urban migration. Finally, the contribution of changes in the distribution 

of income (inequality) and in the income per-capita level (growth) to the reduction 

(increase) in poverty is determined by making use of the decomposition methodology 

proposed by Datt and Ravallion (1992). 

 

As suggested in the literature (Dagdeviren et al. (2004), Lopez (2006), Oxfam 

(2000)), it was found that improvements along the distribution of income had an 

important impact on the level of poverty as they were responsible for about 58 and 49% 

of the reduction in extreme and overall poverty in the long run (1992–2008) respectively. 

Moreover, in 2000–2004, the poverty decline was primarily attributed to the equalization 

of incomes in the country (lower inequality), while income growth played only a minor 

but still positive role. Additionally, it was possible to identify that the poverty reduction in 
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Mexico after 2000 was greatly attributed to the poverty decline in the rural sector and, to 

a lesser extent, to that in the urban sector, associated to a 4.2 and 1.7% pro-poor 

growth rate, respectively, in 2000–2008. The reduction of poverty in the rural areas, as 

well as its considerable rate of pro-poor growth, was mainly achieved by an impressive 

decline of inequality in that sector, equivalent to nine-percentage points, between 2000 

and 2004. As for the contribution of the population transfer from the traditional to the 

modern sector of the economy, this accounted for a nontrivial impact of between 14 and 

20%, which definitely puts a lot of pressure on the urban economy because its 

population increases in size constantly and a huge and rising portion of its labor force 

(59% in 2010 (Murayama and Samaniego, 2011)) is employed in the informal sector. 

 

Thus, it is concluded that growth with redistribution (lower income inequality) was 

indeed the key to reducing poverty continuously and in an important manner during 

2000–2006 even though the Mexican economy was in recession in 2001–2003. 

However, after 2006, decreasing per-capita income, and the persistently high inequality 

(Gini of 52% in 2008), caused the reversal of the favorable trend observed since 1996, 

raising poverty to pre-2002 levels. Consequently, it is argued that the implementation of 

an active pro-poor growth policy, which spurs growth and reduces inequality, should be 
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strongly encouraged if a real dent in poverty is to be made in the foreseeable future. 

 

Iniguez-Montiel (2011a) analyzes in detail the issue of the inequality in the 

distribution of income in Mexico from 1989–2006. Given that the importance of 

inequality to poverty reduction is indeed corroborated in Iniguez-Montiel (2014), this 

study intends to identify the microeconomic factors, along with their specific 

contributions, that determine the distribution of income in Mexico. In particular, the 

factors that were responsible for the inequality decline in the 2000s are carefully 

analyzed. 

 

After applying a dynamic decomposition methodology proposed in Bouillon et al. 

(2003), it was found that most of the forces behind the increase in the level of inequality 

in Mexico in the years following 1984 are now working in the opposite direction 

(inequality-decreasing), and, consequently, contributing to the reduction of the high 

income disparities that persist in the country. Among the determinants of the inequality 

decline, it was possible to identify three important, equalizing factors: education, 

financial assets, and the bettering of the returns to living in and to household 

endowments in the rural areas and, particularly, in the South of Mexico. The results 

show that educational-related changes, which were caused by the decline of 
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educational inequality as well as the narrowing skill-premium gap between low- and 

high-skilled workers, accounted for the bulk of the inequality decrease in the long run. 

However, in the years following 2000, improvements in the distribution of and decreases 

in the rates of return to financial assets contributed in an important manner (38%) to the 

reduction of income inequality in Mexico, while education contributed to about 30% to 

the equalization process. As financial-asset changes are associated to Mexico’s poor 

economic performance in the 2000s, the 2001–2002 recession in the USA, and the 

sharp decline of the national risk-free rate after 2000, it is argued that the declining trend 

in the income inequality in Mexico may be reversed, in the same manner that occurred 

in the previous decades (Cortes, 2003, 2006), once the Mexican economy recovers and 

the world exits the financial crisis, unless there are real, permanent changes in the 

structure of the economy that make the distributional gains from growth more pro-poor. 

 

On the other hand, as implied by the net unequalizing effect of unobservables found 

through the decomposition exercise for the periods 1994–2000 and 2000–2006, there 

were particular factors that negatively affected the distribution of income and impeded 

its further improvement. For instance, one of the most important inequality-augmenting, 

unobserved factors in Mexico is its own economic and fiscal policy as suggested in the 
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literature (Szekely (1998), World Bank (2001, 2007), Hernandez-Laos and 

Velazquez-Roa (2003), Goni et al. (2008), Rueda-Peiro (2009), Iniguez-Montiel (2010) 

among others) and the absolutely regressive distribution of public spending 

(1992–2008) found in Scott (2009). Moreover, the only factor that was continuously and 

highly unequalizing during the three analyzed periods in between 1989–2006 was the 

returns to demographic characteristics, which, in the case of adults, measure the 

marginal effect of adding a person with no education to the household. Based on the 

assumption that illiterate adults earn on average the minimum salary for their labor, the 

previous finding suggests that the strong, inequality-increasing effect of the returns to 

demographics was in great part the result of the 70-percent depreciation of the 

minimum wage that occurred in Mexico from 1980 to 2006 (ILO, 2007).4 Based on the 

results in Iniguez-Montiel (2011a) and the arguments of two of the most important 

hypotheses in the development-economics field, concerning the relationships between 

inequality and growth and inequality and poverty, the study is able to suggest policies 

aiming at more drastic inequality and poverty reduction, as well as faster growth through 

a more equal distribution of income and assets in the country.  

 
                                                   
4 This important finding is consistent with the results and conclusions of Bosch and 
Manacorda (2010), who show that the decline in the real value of the minimum salary in 
Mexico was able to explain most, if not all, of the rise in urban inequality at the bottom of the 
earnings distribution between the late 1980s and the late 1990s. 
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Iniguez-Montiel (2010) is concerned with the long-run relationship between 

government expenditure and national income in order to determine whether it is 

Wagner’s law and/or Keynes’s hypothesis the valid proposition for Mexico. It should be 

noted that the two hypotheses are exactly each other’s inverse, both in beliefs and 

contents. Therefore, while Wagner’s law deals with the increase in the size of the public 

sector as a consequence of the economic growth of a society, Keynes’s hypothesis is 

about the growth of national income as a consequence of a rise in public-sector 

expenditure. 

 

In order to analyze the relationship and causality between the abovementioned 

variables, a time-series analysis approach (including unit-root tests, cointegration 

analysis, error-correction modelling and Granger causality tests) was used. Accordingly, 

it was found that government-spending and national-income variables are nonstationary 

and cointegrated, thus satisfying a long-run equilibrium condition. Moreover, 

uni-directional causality, running from GDP to government-expenditure variables, could 

be established between the variables and, therefore, only Wagner’s law was found to be 

valid in Mexico’s case for the period of study. 

 

Given the unequivocal rejection of the Keynesian hypothesis, indicating that the 
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stabilization function of the Mexican government is not supported by the data, it was 

possible to conclude that government expenditure was not a good policy instrument to 

encourage and lead growth in the Mexican economy during the last fifty years of the 

twentieth century. 

 

3. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The results of the studies (Iniguez-Montiel, 2010, 2011a, 2014) summarized above 

are clearly interconnected and indicate that there is a fundamental need for increased 

and effective public-policy intervention to address the overriding issues that affect so 

deeply the Mexican economy under its current development model and which the 

market by itself has been unable (or unwilling) to solve during the past three decades.5 

Existing studies point out that the government is failing to fulfill its stabilization function 

properly in order to enhance (influence) economic growth (World Bank (2001), 

Hernandez-Laos and Velazquez-Roa (2003), Chiquiar and Ramos-Francia (2009), Levy 

and Walton (2009), OECD (2009), Arias et al. (2010), Iniguez-Montiel (2010)). Besides 

the failure of the government’s stabilization function, our study also suggests that the 

                                                   
5 An interesting hypothesis is proposed in Levy & Walton (2009), who suggest that the 
problems of low growth and high inequality in Mexico are the result of a self-sustaining, 
rent-sharing political equilibrium that, in a context of inherited high inequality, translates into 
behaviors that are both efficiency reducing and wealth concentrating. According to the 
authors, this equilibrium evolves and changes in form, but its inherent properties are 
persistent and resilient (Levy & Walton, 2009). 



 13 

redistribution function of the Mexican state has not been conducive to reducing the high 

inequalities that permeate across the country, so that an adequate floor is provided for 

the low-income families (Musgrave and Musgrave, 1989) to allow them to satisfy their 

basic needs and engage in productive, potentially-profitable activities.6 Probably, the 

most recent proof of this important fact of the Mexican economy is found in 

Iniguez-Montiel (2014), who, while confirming that extreme poverty is less prevalent in 

Mexico in relative terms, confirms that the same statement does not apply to moderate 

poverty or the absolute number of the poor regardless of the poverty line that is used, 

estimating that more than 58 million people live in poverty in the country since 2008, 

from which no less than 22 million lack the most basic necessities of food, health and 

education (Iniguez-Montiel, 2014).7 Additionally, it is also shown in the same paper that 

moderate poverty increased by 21%, from 29.5 to 35.6 million people in 1992–2008. 

Therefore, the evidence clearly indicates that the government’s effort to combat poverty, 

as well as putting the economy on track to narrow the huge gap in living standards with 

                                                   
6 According to the literature, a high level of inequality constrains the poor, through capital 
market imperfections, to undertake profitable, investment opportunities and acquire the 
necessary level of human capital to compete in the market (Aghion et al. (1999), Bardhan & 
Udry (1999), Thorbecke & Charumilind (2002), Dagdeviren et al. (2004), Culpeper (2005)). 
For instance, there is evidence of a low human-capital development trap in Mexico, which 
forces a large part of the population (low-income families) to stay poor for generations 
(Mayer-Foulkes, 2008). 
7 It should be noted that both the proportion and the number of the poor in Mexico rose even 
more after 2008 (CONEVAL, 2011) due to the negative impact of the world financial crisis, 
the increase in food prices, and the continuous fall in per-capita incomes (CONEVAL, 2012). 
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respect to developed countries has been rather insufficient.8 

 

These particular issues definitely signal important weaknesses on the part of the 

state, which are impeding social and economic progress and, therefore, should be 

tackled in order for Mexico to develop and grow at potentially higher and sustained rates 

that could situate the country in a new and convergent development path, while 

eliminating gradually the dual economy that exists in the country (Hernandez-Laos and 

Velazquez-Roa (2003), World Bank (2007)). 

 

According to our study, among the most important distributional policies that could 

yield a doubly-beneficial impact in terms of equity and efficiency are those concerned 

with: 1) increasing the educational-attainment level of low- and middle-income 

households so that the huge educational gap between those classes and the rich is 

gradually eliminated and, consequently, the strong and positive correlation between 

poverty and low-educational levels, documented in Iniguez-Montiel (2014) and 

McKinley and Alarcon (1995), decreases over time as well. In this matter, it is also of 

extreme importance that the new educational policy incorporates the quality of public 
                                                   
8 According to the OECD (2009), if Mexico continues growing at the same speed (1.91% 
growth rate in real per capita GDP in 1997–2007), it will reach complete converge towards 
living standards in the United States of America (USA) in 1,848 years. However, if Mexico’s 
current speed of converge is increased by only 1%, then it will take 321 years to reach 
converge with the USA (OECD, 2009). 
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education as one of its main pillars; 2) the further development of the financial system 

so that the benefits provided by this important sector could be capitalized upon by all 

people and firms in the country. Iniguez-Montiel (2011a) indicates that it is the 

households at the upper-tail of the income distribution (particularly those at the top 

percentile) the ones who are mostly able to take advantage of the opportunities 

available through the financial market, and this is also true in the case of the private 

sector, where large firms and corporations are the main receivers of credit (Moreno-Brid 

et al., 2005); and 3) increasing the over 70% depreciated minimum wage, which 

remains below subsistence levels and affects mostly individuals at the lower tail of the 

income and educational distributions, therefore, contributing to the high levels of 

inequality and poverty that are observed.9Moreover, although indirectly inferred from 

our results, our study suggests that policies aimed at developing the human-capital of 

low-income households, like the Oportunidades and Popular Health Insurance 

programs, and increasing the purchasing power of the poor, including the elderly, 

through direct monetary transfers contribute greatly to improve the distribution of 

income and assets in Mexico and, consequently, to reduce poverty. This type of polices, 

                                                   
9 It should be noted that the sharp and continuous reduction in the minimum salary, 
occurring since 1978, is the policy that has been followed to control inflation and spur the 
competitiveness of the country through the abundance of cheap labor (Lustig (1992), 
Hernandez-Laos and Velazquez-Roa (2003)). 
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therefore, should be strongly encouraged as well.10 

 

On the other hand, while equity issues are indeed essential to overcome poverty in 

the medium term in a more realistic and effective manner, Iniguez-Montiel (2014) also 

suggests that economic growth in Mexico is equally important to reduce poverty at all 

levels. Therefore, the second set of policies that should be pursued is the one that 

encourages a faster and sustained growth rate of the Mexican economy so that poverty 

can be eliminated at a faster pace. This issue is particularly relevant for the 

development of Mexico because its economic performance has been sluggish since the 

1980’s despite the numerous reforms and structural changes to insert the economy into 

the global market and increase its efficiency, its rather impressive record of fiscal 

discipline since the late 1980’s, as well as the achievement of macroeconomic stability 

since the late 1990’s. According to the literature, among the most important policies to 

promote higher growth rates in Mexico, it is possible to mention those that could: 1) turn 

                                                   
10 There are two important issues to be considered when implementing this type of policies. First, 
it is important that some resources are made available to expand the supply of the services and, 
at least, maintain the quality of them, so that overall quality is not sacrificed at the expense of the 
quantity provided. Second, even though these policies are greatly conditional on financial 
constraints and political considerations, more effort should be made to increase the amount of 
money that is transferred to low-income households so that the impact of the programs on 
inequality and poverty is more significant. As a reference, it should be noted that Oportunidades, 
the largest government cash-transfer program in Mexico to aid the poor, represented 0.3% of 
GDP or 1.8% of total government expenditure in 2008 (Scott, 2009), benefiting 5 million 
households or 26 million people. As documented in Scott (2009), the redistributive efficiency of 
the Oportunidades program is remarkable. However, despite its expansion to benefit about 24% 
of the population since 2004 (Levy, 2006), the program still represents a relatively small drop in 
the ocean of social spending (Scott, 2009). 
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the economy from a primarily monopolistic / oligopolistic one into a more competitive 

market overall but, especially, in relation to many of its non-tradable sectors (Chiquiar & 

Ramos-Francia, 2009); 2) boost the rather low development of its financial market 

(OECD, 2009); 3) improve human capital accumulation (World Bank (2007), OECD 

(2009)); 4) increase infrastructure investment (OECD, 2009), which remained quite low 

from the late 1980’s to the mid-2000’s (World Bank (2004, 2007), OECD (2009)); and 5) 

increase the productivity of the labor force (OECD, 2012) by reducing its rather large 

informal economy, which is a result of the heavy burden of regulation and monopoly in 

which the country operates (Arias et al., 2010). Furthermore, we identified two additional 

types of policies, related to Mexico’s economic structure, which should be seriously 

considered to accelerate its growth rate: 1) redesign and implementation of industrial 

policies to promote the development of selected industrial sectors (Moreno-Brid et al., 

2005). This is particularly important in order to effectively eliminate the country’s strong 

dependence on imports and encourage the creation of good, quality jobs that could 

match the large number of new entrants into the labor force each year, equivalent to 1.3 

million people (Hernandez-Laos and Velazquez-Roa, 2003); and 2) policies that 

systematically encourage the urgent economic development of the rural sector and, 

especially, of the low-productivity, stagnant and greatly abandoned agricultural sector. 
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As pointed out in McKinley and Alarcon (1995), the revitalization of agriculture is key not 

only to poverty reduction, but also to the development of Mexico as a whole. 

 

It is important to mention that the two abovementioned types of policies, which in 

nature pursue different objectives, seem to complement each other indeed and, 

consequently, through their positive interaction, could speed up the rate at which 

poverty is reduced. For instance, the further development of the financial system, which 

remains quite underdeveloped compared to emerging market peers (OECD, 2009), 

could yield a doubly beneficial impact on growth and inequality by expanding the 

investment opportunities of the poor (Bardhan and Udry (1999), Ravallion (2005), Perry 

et al. (2006)) and of the vast majority of small and medium enterprises struggling to 

survive the intensified competition from their external competitors (Moreno-Brid et al., 

2005). Likewise, the economic expansion of the rural sector, which has been ignored for 

centuries but especially so after Mexico became an open-market economy, would 

certainly bring about lower levels of inequality and higher per-capita growth rates for the 

entire economy, gradually eliminating, thus, the dual economy in the country (World 

Bank, 2007). Therefore, as suggested in the literature, there is not necessarily a 

trade-off between equity and efficiency (Aghion et al. (1999), Thorbecke and 
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Charumilind (2002), Dagdeviren et al. (2004), Culpeper (2005)). On the contrary, when 

wealth or human capital endowments are heterogeneous across individuals and capital 

markets are imperfect, as in the case of Mexico, greater inequality may have a direct 

negative effect on growth by reducing investment opportunities for the poor, worsening 

borrowers’ incentives, generating macroeconomic volatility (Aghion et al., 1999), 

creating lower levels of productivity and efficiency, and causing more instability (Stiglitz, 

2012). All of these arguments certainly apply and are most relevant to Mexico. 

Therefore, lower levels of inequality may be translated into higher rates of growth for the 

economy, as well as faster poverty reduction via redistribution and growth as 

corroborated in this study and others as well (Bourguignon (2004), Dagdeviren et al. 

(2004), Iniguez-Montiel (2014, 2011b), Lopez (2006), Oxfam (2000)).11 

 

Consequently, this study lends support to the view that for the Mexican economy to 

develop and grow at considerably higher (potential) rates and, eventually, succeed in 

reducing and eradicating absolute poverty, it is indispensable the intervention of the 

state (Bayon (2009), Hernandez-Laos & Velazquez-Roa (2003), Iniguez-Montiel 

                                                   
11 The interactions between distribution and growth should be carefully considered in the 
development strategy (Bardhan and Udry (1999), Bourguignon (2004), Ravallion (2005), Perry et 
al. (2006)) if all members of a society, but particularly the poor, are to benefit from the economic 
process and the objectives of rapid, equitable growth and lower inequality are to be met 
simultaneously. 
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(2011b), Levy and Walton (2009), OECD (2009), Rueda-Peiro (2009), World Bank 

(2001, 2004, 2007)). The required intervention should be pursued through the adoption 

and implementation of sound and consistent policies to promote the necessary level of 

economic activity in its hardly-depressed domestic market (especially that of the rural 

sector) and act as a real stabilizer of the economy. Additionally, it is imperative that the 

state fulfills its redistributive function (Musgrave and Musgrave, 1989) properly and 

effectively, by redistributing income and assets in the same skillful and important 

manner accomplished in developed countries through their government budgets 

(Atkinson (2004), Goni et al. (2008)) and to the level that is required for attaining a 

moderate level of inequality in the country. 

 

A short parenthesis is included here to emphasize that, as stated above, there are 

several, well-identified policies that can clearly contribute to the development of Mexico 

by enhancing growth, producing a more equal distribution of wealth, and reducing 

poverty on a constant basis. However, on the other hand, it should be noted that there 

are other specific types of policies and economic reforms, like domestic privatization 

and deregulation, which were undertaken in the past and did not yield the benefits that 

were promised for all people and which actually hurt broad segments of the population, 
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particularly the poor (Hernandez-Laos & Velazquez-Roa (2003), Lustig (1992), 

Rueda-Peiro (2009)). It is therefore imperative that every major policy reform proposed 

by the state is well supported by a cost-benefit-analysis type of study, which proofs that 

the overall benefits evidently exceed the costs and that the economic/fiscal policies that 

are proposed will benefit not only the economic/political elite or other groups outside of 

the country, but especially the majority of Mexicans. 

 

Having said this, our overall policy recommendation goes hand in hand with the 

recent literature on Mexico and the experiences of the high-performing Asian 

economies in two important aspects. First, in order to induce faster growth and reduced 

inequality in Mexico (and consequently lower poverty levels), the development strategy 

should be comprised of polices for equitable or broad-based growth (World Bank, 2007) 

so that all groups in the society can invariably benefit as the economy expands (World 

Bank, 1993). Second, which actually complements the previous statement, the Mexican 

state should intervene as many times as is required in order to redress the pervasive 

market and government failures (so characteristic of Mexico’s imperfect markets), and 

with the main purpose of combining rapid, sustained growth with a more equal 

distribution of income (Chiquiar and Ramos-Francia (2009), Levy and Walton (2009), 
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OECD (2009), Arias et al. (2010)). In this sense, the state should be conceived as an 

impartial referee that “leads the market” in the domestic and international spheres and 

that looks after the interests of the entire population, always guided by the principle of 

“shared growth” (World Bank, 1993) and the legitimate goal of increased opportunities 

and better living standards for all. 

 

Thus, from the perspective of this study, only when those two essential, 

abovementioned ingredients are accepted as the rule (rather than being just mere, 

demagogic expressions) and are consequently included in the country’s development 

strategy by heart, Mexico will be able to raise its 51.6% of the population equivalent to 

61 million people in 2012 (CONEVAL, 2013) out of poverty and create a virtuous cycle 

of “inclusive growth” or “growth with equity”, as those exemplified by the Nordic or 

East-Asian economies (World Bank (1993), Scott (2009)), in this increasingly globalized 

and competitive world. However, this could only be possible if the Mexican state had the 

financial resources as well as the political will to attain those overriding goals. 

Unfortunately, for Mexico, and according to the literature, this is not the case (Levy and 

Walton (2009), Scott (2009), Arias et al. (2010), Rodriguez-Arana (2010)). It is indeed 

hoped that the Mexican government, including all political actors and state institutions, 
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redefines its economic and social role, which should be a fundamental and leading one, 

and improves upon the current development strategy accordingly, so that Mexico can 

grow at its full potential and a truly inclusive-growth model could ever become part of 

the Mexican society. 

 

Bibliography 

Addison, T. and G. A. Cornia (2001) “Income distribution policies for faster poverty 

reduction”, UNU-WIDER Discussion Paper 2001/93. Helsinki: UNU-WIDER. 

 

Aghion, P., E. Caroli and C. Garcia-Penalosa (1999) “Inequality and Economic Growth: 

The Perspective of the New Growth Theories”, Journal of Economic Literature, 37 (4): 

1615–1660. 

 

Arias, J., O. Azuara, P. Bernal, J. J. Heckman and C. Villarreal (2010), “Policies to 

Promote Growth and Economic Efficiency in Mexico”, NBER Working Paper Series, 

Working Paper 16554, November. 

 

Atkinson, A. (2004) “Increased Income Inequality in OECD Countries and the 

Redistributive Impact of the Government Budget”. In G. A. Cornia (ed.), Inequality, 

Growth, and Poverty in an Era of Liberalization and Globalization, UNU-WIDER and 

UNDP, Oxford University Press: Oxford. 

 



 24 

Bardhan, P. and C. Udry (1999) Development Microeconomics, Oxford University 

Press. 

 

Bayon, M. C. (2009) “Persistence of an Exclusionary Model: Inequality and 

Segmentation in Mexican Society”, International Labour Review, 148 (3): 301-315. 

 

Bouillon, C., A. Legovini and N. Lustig (2003) “Rising Inequality in Mexico: Household 

Characteristics and Regional Effects”, Journal of Development Studies 39 (4): 112-33. 

 

Bourguignon, F. (2004), “The Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle”, mimeo, The World 

Bank. 

 

Chiquiar, D. and M. Ramos-Francia (2009), “Competitiveness and Growth of the 

Mexican Economy”, Banco de Mexico Working Papers Series, No. 2009-11. 

 

CONEVAL. (2011). Pobreza en Mexico y en las Entidades Federativas 2008–2010. 

http://web.coneval.gob.mx/Informes/Interactivo/Medicion_pobreza_2010.pdf 

[Accessed: March 29, 2014] 

 

CONEVAL. (2012). Informe de Evaluacion de la Politica de Desarrollo Social en Mexico 

2012. 

http://web.coneval.gob.mx/Informes/Evaluacion/IEPDS2012/Pages-IEPDSMex2012-12

nov-VFinal_lowres6.pdf [Accessed: March 29, 2014] 

 



 25 

CONEVAL. (2013). Informe de Pobreza en México 2012. 

http://www.coneval.gob.mx/Informes/Pobreza/Informe%20de%20Pobreza%20en%20M

exico%202012/Informe%20de%20pobreza%20en%20M%C3%A9xico%202012_13102

5.pdf [Accessed: March 29, 2014] 

 

Culpeper, R. (2005) “Approaches to Globalization and Inequality Within the International 

System”, United Nations Research Institute for Social Development, Overarching 

Concerns Program, Paper No. 6. 

 

Dagdeviren, H., R. van der Hoeven and J. Weeks (2004) “Redistribution Does Matter”. 

In A. Shorrocks and R. van der Hoeven (eds.), Growth, Inequality, and Poverty: 

Prospects for Pro-poor Economic Development, Oxford University Press: Oxford. 

 

Datt, Gaurav and M. Ravallion (1992), “Growth and Redistribution Components of 

Changes in Poverty Measures: A Decomposition with Applications to Brazil and India in 

the 1980s”, Journal of Development Economics, 38: 275–295. 

 

de Ferranti, D., G. Perry, F. Ferreira and M. Walton (2004) Inequality in Latin America 

and the Caribbean: Breaking with History?, Washington DC: The World Bank. 

 

Easterly, W. (2007), “Inequality does cause underdevelopment: Insights from a new 

instrument”, Journal of Development Economics, 84: 755–776. 

 

Goni, E., H. Lopez and L. Serven (2008) “Fiscal Redistribution and Income Inequality in 



 26 

Latin America”, Policy Research Working Paper Series 4487, The World Bank. 

 

Hernandez-Laos, E. and J. Velazquez-Roa (2003) Globalizacion, desigualdad y 

pobreza: Lecciones de la experiencia mexicana. Universidad Autonoma Metropolitana, 

Plaza y Valdez Editors: Mexico City. 

 

Hernandez-Licona, G. (2010), “Pobreza y Desarrollo Social: avances y retos en Mexico”. 

In Sepulveda-Villarreal (ed.), Temas Economicos y Sociales de Actualidad en Mexico: 

Charlas de Economia en mangas de camisa. Museo Interactivo de Economia: Mexico 

City. 

 

Heston, A., R. Summers and B. Aten (2011), Penn World Table Version 7, Center for 

International Comparisons of Production, Income and Prices at the University of 

Pennsylvania. 

 

Iniguez-Montiel, Alberto J. (2010) “Government Expenditure and National Income in 

Mexico: Keynes versus Wagner”, Applied Economics Letters, 17 (9): 887-893. 

 

Iniguez-Montiel, Alberto J. (2011a). Income distribution dynamics and the decline of 

inequality in Mexico (1989–2006). Discussion Paper No. 1273 (July), Department of 

Social Systems and Management, The University of Tsukuba. 

 

Iniguez-Montiel, A. J. (2011b). An Empirical Analysis of Some Underdevelopment 

Issues Facing the Mexican Economy under Its Current Development Model. 



 27 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba, Japan. 

 

Iniguez-Montiel, Alberto J. (2014) “Growth with Equity for the Development of Mexico: 

Poverty, Inequality, and Economic Growth (1992–2008)”, World Development, 59 

(July): 313-326. (http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.01.011) 

 

Kohl, R. (2003) Globalisation, Poverty and Inequality, OECD Development Centre: 

Paris. 

 

Levy, S. (2006) Progress Against Poverty: Sustaining Mexico’s 

Progresa-Oportunidades Program. Brookings Institution: Washington DC. 

 

Levy, S. and M. Walton (2009) “Equity, Competition, and Growth in Mexico: An 

Overview”. In S. Levy and M. Walton (eds.), No Growth without Equity? Inequality, 

Interests, and Competition in Mexico, International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development / The World Bank, Washington. 

 

Lopez, J. H. (2006) “The Relative Roles of Growth and Inequality for Poverty Reduction”. 

In G. E. Perry, O. S. Arias, J. H. Lopez, W. F. Maloney and L. Serven (eds.), Poverty 

Reduction and Growth: Virtuous and Vicious Circles, The World Bank, Washington. 

 

Lustig, N. (1992) Mexico: The Remaking of an Economy. Brookings Institution: 

Washington DC. 

 



 28 

McKinley, T. and D. Alarcon (1995), “The Prevalence of Rural Poverty in Mexico”, World 

Development, 23 (9): 1575–1585. 

 

Mayer-Foulkes, D. (2008) “The Human Development Trap in Mexico”, World 

Development, 36 (5): 775-796. 

 

Moreno-Brid, J. C., J. Santamaria and J. C. Rivas-Valdivia (2005) “Industrialization and 

Economic Growth in Mexico after NAFTA: The Road Travelled”, Development and 

Change, 36 (6): 1095–1119. 

 

Musgrave, R. A. and P. B. Musgrave (1989) Public Finance in Theory and Practice, 5th. 

Edition, McGraw-Hill: New York. 

 

OECD (2009), “Pedal to the metal: Structural reforms to boost long-term growth and 

spur recovery from the crisis”. In OECD Economic Surveys: Mexico, Chapter 4, 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris. 

 

OECD (2012), “Mexico. Better Policies for Inclusive Development”, OECD “Better 

Policy” Series, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris. 

 

Perry, G., O. Arias, H. Lopez, W. Maloney and L. Serven (2006) Poverty reduction and 

growth: virtuous and vicious circles, Washington DC: The World Bank. 

 

Ravallion, M. (2005), “Inequality is Bad for the Poor”, mimeo, The World Bank. 



 29 

 

Ravallion, M. and S. Chen (2003), “Measuring Pro-Poor Growth”, Economic Letters, 78 

(1): 93–99. 

 

Ravallion, M. and M. Huppi (1991), “Measuring Changes in Poverty: A Methodological 

Case Study of Indonesia during an Adjustment Period”, World Bank Economic Review, 

5: 57–82. 

 

Rodriguez-Arana, A. (2010) “Mexico, Alto Potencial y Bajo Crecimiento: cuales son las 

causas del estancamiento economico?”. In Sepulveda-Villarreal (ed.), Temas 

Economicos y Sociales de Actualidad en Mexico: Charlas de Economia en mangas de 

camisa. Museo Interactivo de Economia: Mexico City. 

 

Rueda-Peiro, I. (2009) La Creciente Desigualdad en Mexico, 1st edition, Universidad 

Nacional Autonoma de Mexico, Instituto de Investigaciones Economicas: Mexico City. 

 

Scott, J. (2009) “Redistributive Constraints under High Inequality: The Case of Mexico”, 

Research for Public Policy, Inclusive Development, ID-07-2009, RBLAC-UNDP, New 

York. 

 

Stiglitz, J. E. (2012). The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers 

Our Future. New York: W. W. Norton & Company. 

 

Szekely, M. (1995), “Poverty in Mexico during adjustment”, Review of Income and 



 30 

Wealth, 41 (3): 331–348. 

 

Szekely, M. (1998), The Economics of Poverty, Inequality and Wealth Accumulation in 

Mexico. MacMillan: London. 

 

Szekely, M. (2005), “Pobreza y desigualdad en Mexico entre 1950 y el 2004”, Serie: 

Documentos de Investigacion (July), SEDESOL: Mexico City. 

 

Thorbecke, E. and C. Charumilind (2002) “Economic Inequality and Its Socioeconomic 

Impact”, World Development, 30 (9): 1477–1495. 

 

World Bank (1993) The East Asian Miracle, Oxford University Press: Oxford. 

 

World Bank (2001) Mexico: fiscal sustainability. Volume I: Executive Summary, Report 

No. 20236-ME, Mexico Country Management Unit. 

 

World Bank (2004) Mexico Public Expenditure Review. Volume II: Main Report (No. 

27894-MX) Colombia Mexico Country Management Unit. 

 

World Bank (2007) Mexico 2006–2012: Creating the Foundations for Equitable Growth. 

Report No. 39993-MX, PREM Unit, LAC Region. 


