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ation became more dependent on monetary income while the
snce of subsistence production declined. '
ough agricultural land distribution was one O.f the r-nam
als of the 19x0 Revolution, the agrarian reform was insufficient,
‘the land provided was largely non-arable (-Table 6.1) and there::
verv little support given to the modernisation of smallholders
farmers’ production (see Hewirt de Alcantara 1978).

During the Cardenas administration (193 5.-40), attempts erre
. to create a rural middle class. The proportion of the population
‘penefited from the agrarian reform rose from 31 per cent tlo 42
Cént of the total agricultural population, and t‘he Banco Na?lonal
."'rédito Ejidal {National Bank of Ejido Credit) was established,
gether with mutual insurance funds. Ejido funds .were created and
: _fbroﬁts used to build auditoriums and corn.rmlls, among ?ther
facilities. Mass literacy campaigns were established, and ?egonal
éncuiturai schools created, together with womf:n’s organisations.
n.empts to alleviate poverty did not entail emergmg.programmes FO
otect the poor from hunger but instead sought to involve them in
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This article seeks to contribute to the discussion of the link be
poverty and the persistence of the peasantry in the current ¢a
system. It provides empirical evidence of the s0cio-ecorn
characteristics of the peasanfry in Mexico and their links.
agricultural production, focusing on the period from IS9T 10 36
However, we shall refer to the living conditions of the Ppeasant)
to 2010, We begin with a brief description of the socio-econg
conditions that prevailed in the Mexican countryside after
Revolution of 1910, We will emphasise the public policies
shaped and/or exacerbated inequalities in forms of production ‘an
therefore, in the lives of 1) major agricultural producers, déﬁn{:
here as those who own medium and large-sized plots; 2) wa
and/or salaried agricultural workers; and 3) peasants, identified
producers on small plots.

oductive programmes (ibid.: 186).* . ‘
Mass immunisation programmes reduced mortality rates in rur.al
nes, which, according to Hewirt de Alcantaraz, produced xap1§
opulation growth and a sharp imbalance betwee_n arabl}e land .aifl
mographic pressures. The rapid growth of mcius:cnal . activity
senerated employment, permitting mass rural-urban ‘ngratxon.
Agricultural activity was functional to industna‘l and urban
demands, providing cheap supply inputs for production s.und foo'd,
hich led 10 a transfer of value from the agriculiural to the mdusm:]al
: ctor. The export of agricultural raw materials generat.ed foreign
currency to facilitate imports of capital and intermediate g'cyods
and to cover payments for the technology that fostered nat.zonal
ndustrialisation. Health services and education were esta?iwhed
for the urban population, but were neglected in the com"ltrys;de. As
Hewirt de Alcantara (ibid.) suggests, the rural population became
a reserve army for this nascent industriai deveiopm-ent.. Moreov:er,
rural-urban migration accelerated in the r940s, continuing at a high

1. The Mexican countryside in the twentieth century

During the last century, the Mexican countryside underwe;
major transformations. On the one hand, the core of the agricultu
cconomy was transformed from large haciendas producing for hg
national consumption and €Xports, to modernt agricultural zoﬁ_&s
whose production was designed to ensure the development
national industry and the urban proletariat. Despite these chang
large contingents of beasants remained outside the benefits &
development, with undeveloped means of preduction and lapd
destined Iargely for subsistence.

In 1930, 70 per cent of the employed population of Mexico
worked in rural areas,? and working conditions had not improved
since pre-revolutionary times; company stores continued, workers
were heavily indebted,? and their daily pay was insufficient to satis
their basic needs (Tello 2010: 137}, Atthe same time, the agricultural

rate until 1980. N
The abandonment of rural zones since the 1982 crisis and the

. subsequent change in the economic model of development. — the
adoption of neoliberalism - have exacerbated the decline of
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he agricultural sector. Today, only a few states have modem
gricultural production, most of them located in northern Mexico

Sonora, Colima, Baja California and Baja California Sur).? At the
“pther extreme are states that have more numerous, poorer, peasant
cpulations (Quintana Roo, Yucatin, Chiapas, Tabasco, Guerrero,
eracruz, Oaxaca, Campeche, San Luis Potosf and Hidalgo). In
these states, agricultural production is carried out with rudimentary
echnology, and a major proportion of peasants still use pre-capitalist
echniques of productdon: animal waction and rudimentary tools

{(Florez 2072},

. Demographic aspects of the rural popuiation

* In the twentieth cenmary, Mexico was transformed from a
redominantly rural to an urban country (Figure 6.1): whereas it 1910
the percentage of the rural population was 7x per cent, by 2010 it
‘accounted for only 23,2 per cent. Moreover, as Pacheco and Sanchez
|(2072) have pointed out, the decrease in the proportion of the rural
:populaiion was accompanied by territorial dispersion. Nevertheless, in
‘absolute terms, the population living in rural zones continued growing
“(from ro.7 million in f91¢ to 26,1 million in 2010).
Inthe early post-revointionary years, the decrease in the proportion
of rural population was relatively slow; aslate as 1940, it accounted for

70.0 4 66.5
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8.3 The rural population as a percentage of the total population, 1921-2010 -
(source: 1910-2000; Pacheco and Sdnchez (2om2: cuadro 1); 2010 Censode )
Poblacion y Vivienda (National Census) for 2010 (INEGI 20m) S

Source: Hewitt de Alcdntara (io78




DAMIAN AND PACHECO | 21
210 | 51X

‘The dynamic of migration to the US has been modified, partly
as a result of stiffer control over Mexico’s northern border but also
as a result of the 2008 crisis. During the first decade of this century,
¢ was calculated that the yearly number of emigrants 1o the United
Grates fluctuated between 400,000 and 6co,000. However, thereis a
_dispute over the real amount of emigration to the US.®

As a result of national and international migration, thers has
peen a depopulation of the working age population in rural zones,
argely because of the lack of job opportunities. As a result, ancest.ral
'poverty is combined with a lack of human resources for engaging
in economic activity in these zones. This situation can be observed
in Figure 6.2, where the age siructure in 210 of the population in
" the most urbarised localities (with 100,000 or more inhabitants or
' metropolitan} is contrasted with that of rural villages (with fewer
. than 2,500 inhabitants). It is quite clear that rural areas have a lower
proportion of the population between 20 and 6o years old than do

two-thirds of the total populadon (64.9 per cent). That vear marke
the beginning of Mexico’s greatest industrial development an
country to city migration speeded up. According to certain authors
an important part of this migratory flow had a circular componerny
In other words, people returned to their place of origin for certaj
seasons, particularly in regions where the employment structus
made it possible to combine various activities (Appendini 2008}
This circularity, developed several decades ago, can be regarded g
forming part of the mechanisms used by Mexican peasants to ensun
their persistence. The fact that agricultural activities are seasona
provides a possible explanation for this circularity, an issue we wﬂ
explore in greater depth below. :

The reduction in employment opportunities in cities as a result o
the exhaustion of the import substitution model of indus:rialisatios
coupled with the 1982 debt crisis reduced the possibilities o
migration from rural zones. Since then, a considerable increase it
migration towards northern Mexico and the United States has beer
observed, making remittances from this migration (especially from
the US) an important source of income for rural families, _

Historically, there has been a strong link between the Mexicas
rural proletariat and capitalist forms of production in the United
States, Formal links were established in the 1940s with the firs
Bracero programme, and although this programme was eliminated
in the r97cs, there continues to be labour migration quota
together with large volumes of unauthorised migration. In 1999
according to the official US census, there were 650,000 Mexican
workers in US agriculture, 7.6 per cent of the total US agricultura'
labour force, with the percentage higher among males (1o.9 per
cent). Although the number of Mexican workers in agriculture has.
now decreased considerably (in 2010, 323,000 Mexican workers
were reported in this activity in the United States), this may be
due to the fact that figures are underestimated. Not only is there :
a large number of unauthorised workers, but also the composition
of Mexican labour in the United States has been transformed
in recent years with a higher percentage now engaged in service
activities. Nevertheless, remittances continue to be a significant
source of income in certain rural areas.® Migration to the United
States, therefore, constitutes a resource that contributes to the
persistence of Mexican peasantry.”

&
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6.2 Population pyramid, 2010 {source: 19ro-2000! Pachece and Sdnchez
{zo12: cuadro 1); 2010: Censo de Poblacién y Vivienda (National Census) for
2010 (INEGH 2011). (sourcer INEG! {2011))

Note: Men are shown on the left side of the pyramid, women on the right.
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a8lE 6.2 The percentage of the population distributed according to the proportion

metropolitan areas; and this contrast is even stronger for the populatio
“of total household income represented by agricuitural income, 2003

whose ages range from 25 to 35. Hence, there is a larger proportio
of the population under the age of 15 and over 6o in rural zoney:

Migration, particularly international migration, means that childre id ald

and youth are left in their localities of origin to care for the elderi; .

Pachece and Sanchez (20132) point cut that the higher proportion o | 100% { 65.6 34.4 100.0
the population of 6o years and over in rural localities may be explame so% of income or more 614 386 100.0
by the fact that they are probably the owners of the land, whick 7_;5_5 than so% of income : 62.4 37.6 100.0
why they remain there. But it also could mean that their age prohibit. E;n-agr;cu;tura; income 100.0 ‘ 0.0 166.0
them from migrating, since travel might be arduous and, even if the ?;; al 3.6 26.4 100.00-

migrated, employers would not hire them.

One possible hypothesis that arises from these findings is that th
persistence of the peasantry in Mexico, despite migration, can b
attributed to the ways in which peasant households are ‘tied’ to
land (partly as a result of the Agrarian Reform), Although these peas _
households may be unproductive, the land constitutes a heritage th
ensures the survival of the family nucleus through subsistence farming,
the sale of agricultural products, or by obtaining renta! income,

According to the Special Section on Agriculture (AM} of thi
Nationa! Employment Survey (ENE), in 2003, 26.4 per cent of th
popuiation in localities of up to 2,500 inhabitants lived in household
in which some of their members stated that they were engaged i
activities as peasant, farmer or e¢ide owners, which allows us ta
deduce thar they own or possess land. This percentage is higher
among households where income depends more on agrzcultura
activity (Table 6.2). We can therefore assurne that these types n
households preserve peasant forms of production and that thez
members engage in wage work at certain periods of the year (f
capitalist agricultural units or in other activities such as construction.
COfNIMETCe Or services), .

In other words, peasants in Mexico also depend on the existence
of capitalist forms of production that enable them o complement
their limited family resources through the sale of their labour power
Mexican peasants have therefore survived despite the fact that,
since the mid-198cs, policy measures have been immplemented that
have benefited big business and have limited public investment
infrastructure for small farmers. :

Medium and large landowners contnued to receive federal
government support through programmes such as PROCAMPO

Source: Authors’ calcutations based on the AM of the ENE,
“Note: includes earnings from waork only.

{Programa de Apoyos Directos al Campo, or Direct Support for
the Countryside Programme}® and ASERCA (Agencia de Servicios
a la Comercializacién y Desarrollo de Mercados Agropecuarios, or
Support and Services for Agricultural Commerciatisation) (Ytnez
Naude 2010), since they were designed to provide resources
according to the number of hectares or tons produced. Smallholders,
including Mexican peasants, were therefore relatively deprived of
these benefits. Thus, in 2006, 23.9 per cent of thase who received
PROCAMPO had plots of land of up to 1 hectare'® and received just
0,6 per cent of the transfers, whereas farmers with 5 hectares or more
{22.5 per cent of the total number of production units) received
53.3 per cent of the transfers. The remaining subsidies were given
to farmers with between 1 and § hectares of land (Merino 2o010:
Chart 2). Such ineguality in the allocation of governrnental transfers
is also observed at state level. States with a low level of rural poverty
(Sinaloa, Tamaulipas, Zacatecas and Jalisco) have received most
of the benefits of ASERCA, PROCAMPO and the Target Income
- Programme!! (ibid.).

3. Poverty in Mexico's rural setting

This section refers to poverty in rural areas calculated using the
Integrated Poverty Measurement Method (IPMM)*? to process
- micro-data from the National Heusehold Income and Expenditure
Survey (Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos v Gastos de los Hogares or
- ENIGH). This survey does not have enough information to analyse.
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To illustrate the territorial inequalities in Mexico, we also
ctuded the level of poverty in the country’s metropolitan zones
ith over Ioo,0oc inhabitants) in the graph. As one can see, in
10, the distance between the two types of Jocalities was nearly
swenty percentage points. Moreover, although the difference tends 1o
acrease during crises, in large, urban localities poverty has tended 1o
ecline, whereas in rural settings it has remained virtually constant.,
1t should be noted that, although the percentage of people in rural
overty has not declined in recent years, poverty is currently less
ntense, This is reflected in the fact that the indigent population {which
eets fewer than 5o per cent of the thresholds used as critesia #of to
e poor) fell from 74 per cent of the total in 1984 to §7.8 per cent
, 2010. Conversely, the stratum of people in intense poverty (which
jeets §O Per cent to 66,6 per cent of the criteria} nearly doubled: from
o, § per cent t¢ 19.9 per cent. Lastly, the population in moderate
overty (which meets over 66 per cent but under roo per cent of the
‘eriteria) rose from 10.4 per cent to 16.9 per cent (Figure 6.4).

From a multudimensional perspective, so far we have seen that
‘deprivation in the rural setting is extremely acute and generalised,
Tven considering the income variable only, poverty incidence is also
extremely high. Although we will be mainly analysing income poverty
a5 measured using the agricultural module (AM) of the ENE, for
comparative purposes and to cover the years after 2003 (when the

the work-employment strategies used by Mexican peasants in op
to obtain the income that would enable them to survive for a pexi
of more than one month, However, the agricultural module of -
ENE does include this information. The ENIGH provides a broad
view of the deprivation suffered by the population in rural zones
Mexico, since it contains more detailed information on we]l—bem%
compared with the ENE, the main objective of which is to recis
information on people’s economic activity. In turn, the ENIGH ks
information on all sources of income, not only labour income.
does the ENE), but also government transfers, remittances, presets
pensions, and so on. At the same time, the ENIGH provide
detailed account of housing conditions, water and drainage serv
durable goods, consumption expenditures, including expendity;
on education and health, and overall a larger number of variah
than are included in the ENE. Tt should be pointed out that we %
also present dara on poverty using the ENE, but this data will re
only to labour income. ?

Poverty in the rural areas in Mexico is extremely generalis
As one can see from Figure 6.3, in 2010 the incidence of pove
measured using the IPMM was nearly identical to that foun
T984: around 95 per cent of the population in rural areas. We shoul
remember that this last year reflected the impact of the 1982 cris
meaning that Mexico is facing the persistence not only of peassnt
but also of widespread, entrenched poverty.

G‘O_< i ;i s & 4 i t: ot 2
1984 1992 1904 1996 19898 2000 2002 2004 2005 2006 2008 2010

..... Indigence  EEE Intense poverty [ Moderate poverty BBl Nonpobrj
13 P

6.4 Rural population by poverty strata, 1984-2010 (Source: Boltvinik et al.
(zo012))

Note: Based on IPMM.

6.3 The percentage of people living in poverty in rural and metropelitan
settlements (source: Boltvinik et al. (2012))

Note: Based on {PMM.
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last AM was applied), we aiso calculated income poverty in rur
areas in 2004 and 2010 using the respective ENIGH databases. A
shown in Table 6.3, although the percentage of income-poor peop
rose siightly (from 92.3 per cent to 4.7 per cent), poverty intensi
(or the poverty gap) decreased, as reflected in the fall in the incidenc
of indigence from 71.6 per cent to 57.0 per cent.

Table 6.4 shows the results of labour income poverty measure
using the ENE by settlement size. As one can see, labour incom:
poverty in localities with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants is almost th
same as in the following stratum by settlement size (2,500 to 14,996}
However, as we shall see later on, both the number of workers in £k
agricultural sector and agricultural income are extremely low in t
second class of localities. Labour income poverty in localities wi
15,000 10 99,999 inhabitants drops significantly (64.5 per cent)
which is similar to the findings using data from the ENIGH.

At this point, it is important to highlight the fact that the incidene
of income poverty resulting from both surveys is quite different, 2
the available information and the procedures adopted 1o measut
poverty differ. Using ENIGH data in 2004, 92.4 per cent of th
population was identified as poor in localities with fewer than 2,50'
inhabitants, whereas in 2003, using ENE data, we identified »g.
per cent of the same population as poor (Tables 6.3 and 6.4). Th

TABLE 6.3 Income poverty in rural areas (percentage of the total population}, 2004
and 2010

“Bicomeé po

Indigence

income satisfaction’ 6.1

Upper class? o 0.5

Non-poor 77 5.3

“Source: Authors’ calculations based on the ENE.

Source: Authors’ calculations based on the ENIGH.

Notes: " Income between the poverty Bne (PL) and less than 1.1 times the PL; * Income
between twice the PL and less than 1.5 times the PL:? Income 1. 5 times the PL or more:
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agi 6.4 Labour income poverty by settiement size (percentage of the total
popuiation), 2003

indigence

' Moderate poverty

income satisfaction

ote: ‘Income’ includes earnings from work only.

difference is largely due to the fact that the poverty line adopted

to compare with income in the ENE is 22 per cent lower than the

one adopted for the ENIGH. (This difference occurs because an
adjustinent was necessary to take into account the restricted nature
of income measured by the ENE, where only income derived from
working activities or labour income was counted.) However, as the

adjustment relied on an average value (the percentage that labour

income represented in total income in rural areas: 78 per cent), the
procedure used underestimated poverty (by underestimating the
?overty line) in households that depend only on labour income or
depend on it more than the average, since the ENE does not show
which households receive transfers, gifts, remittances, and so on
Calculations based on the ENE also show (as do those based on the
ENIGH) that in raral areas indigence constitutes the largest poverty
stratum (45.5 per cent), but they show moderate poverty as a larger
percentage than intense poverty {21.1 per cent compared with 13.0
per cent), inverting the results based on the ENIGH,

Although the intensity of rural poverty has declined according to the
ENIGH figures, there has been a relative reduction in the i 1mportance
of income from wages in agricultural gross domestic product (GDP).

According to Puyana and Romero (2008: 178, Graph 8.1), whereas:
n the period 1980-83 the proportion of income from agricultural
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relation to the working age population at the nationa} level dropped
from 15 per cent to 1o per cent (Figure 6.5), which, in absolute
‘terms, actually involved a reduction in the number of agricultural
' workers from 10,6 million to 7.7 million.'s

It should be noted that the period on which the AM was carried
out (19912003} included one of the greatest crises in Mexico
1995), and this affected the agricultural sector. Moreover, the entry
‘into force of NAFTA (1994) affected the productive bases of all the
conornic sectors and therefore of agriculture,

The agricultural working population in Mexico is primarily male.
As shown in Figure 6.5, the decrease in the proportion of working
men is much greater than among women. This decrease occurred
~within the context of enormous difficulties in agricultural preduction,
in conjunction with the increase in labour-saving processes.'® Given
these results, is it still possible to talk about the persistence of the

wages was above 20 per cent, since 1984 a nearly constant fall hy
been observed and these wages now account for only 12 pet cent of thy
total, whereas the share of capital has increased, representing almoy
9o per cent of GDP. These authors also show that the shatre of I‘ura}
households in the national household income total, which in 1985 wi
2o per cent, had been reduced to 13 per cent by 2012 (ibid.: 18%
Graph 8.2). They also show that income distribution has deteriorate
in these zones, as the real houschold income of deciles one 1o i
declined between 1989 and 2002 while the income of the tenth dec
increased significantly {ibid.: 194, Graph 8.5). '

4. Activities in rural contexts and family composition

As mentioned earlier, the Statistics Institute of Mexico (Instiﬁi
Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia e Informatica or INEGI) appli
an: agriculturai moduie (AM) in less urbanised zones (with fe\fz
than 100,000 inhabitants) during the period 1991-2003 within th
framework of the ENE. This source of information enabled us ¢
find out more about the characteristics of agricultural workers, TH
AM asked whether workers had engaged in activities correspon
to the agricultural sector during the past six months, unlike the usgai
question in employment surveys that records information only on th

previous week. 3.0 80.7%

The change in the period of reference ~ from one week to'§ 28.4%
months ~ shows that the volume of work carried out in agriculture 300 26.0% 25.7%
inaccurately recorded when the period of reference is last week. F a0 23.6% HEE et

example, in 2003 the AM recorded 1.5 million additonal workers 20.7% 16000
. . . N . ]
this sector (in relative terms, around 13 per cent of the agriculn 18.0% 17.8%

000 416.9% 17-4%

. - - y =7
labour power estimated using the AM) compared with those w! was‘a% jag TOF 4T 1330,
. N 7o o
would have been recorded if the information had referred to the w 15,04 B 1R.1% 1045 108%

. o . . A% 195 40,09
prior to the application of the survey. This result constitutes the )
Ll . . . - aqr 10'0 . GTCy o T

evidence of the high level of intersectoral occupational mobility 55% 409 51% a9% o BS% -

35% 34% 309

agricultural workers in Mexico, in a context in which the seasonalig gd 2.~~~
: LT et P

of production plays a central role. ! _

We should bear in mind the fact that, regardless of the greater
or lesser under-registration of agricultural workers using petiods o
reference shorter than a year, there is a secular process of reducti
in the number of agricultural workers. Particularly during the pe'_
of the strengthening of the North American Free Trade Agreend
(NAFTA; 1995-2003), the proportion of agricultural workers

O'O L T 3 F T T T T T T T
1991 1893 1995 1896 1997 1898 1899 2000 2001 2002 2002

[ww»» Total ~—— Men -o--- Woman

{source: Pacheco Gomez (2010))

6.5 Share of agricultural workers in the working age popuiation, 1991-2003 .+
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settiement size. Based on the information in this module, we found
that, in 2003, most of the population that worked in the agricultural
sector was located in rural areas (localities with fewer than 2,306
inhabitants): 76.7 per cent (Table 6.5), In these localities, 59.1':_
per cent of the labour force was engaged in agricultural activities,’
whereas in the next two larger sizes of localities (2,500-14,999 and
15,000-99,999 inhabitants) the proportion was 23.7 per cent and
6.z per cent respectively.

The pattern of spatial distribution of agricultural labour was very
similar in 1991 (Pacheco Gémez 2010) and has remained virtually
unchanged. In order to suppor: this statement, since the AM
contains informarion only up te 2003, we will use information fros
the 20710 population census. As can be seen in Table 6.4, agricultural
activities, according to this scurce, were mainly carried out in rurs
localities, where agricultural workers still constituted practically.
half of the labour force, whereas in the next two larger locality size's:
(2,500-14,999 and 15,000-99,999 inhabitants) the percentaga_-'
drops to 19.0 per cent and 6.2 per cent respectively."”

At the household level, we observe different degrees of labour
participation in agricultural activities. According to the AM, in 2003
64.3 per cent of households in rural contexts (localities of fewe
than z,500 inhabitants) had household workers engaged in som

TaBLE 6.5 Share of workers in agricuitural activities by settlement size, 2003

Harizontal percentage

15,000-95,399 93.6 6.4 190.0
2,500-14,99% 76.3 23.7 1000
Fewer than 2,500 40.6 59.1 100.0
Vertical percentage

15,000-99,949 404 49 27.9
2,500-14,999 315 18.4 7.0
Fewer than 2,500 283 76.7 45.2
Totai 100.0 100.0 100.0 ;

Source: AM of the ENE, 2003
Note: The reference period is the last six months.
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T4BLE 6.6 The percentage of workers in agricultural and non-agricultural activities by
settlement size, 2010

Harizontal percentage
—5;00—99,999 93.8 6.2 100.0
A—z,;oo—m‘,;vg‘g B 8o 15.0 100.0
);ewer than 2,500 50.6 45.4 100.0
ﬁ\/;rticaf percentage

15,000-56,899 40.8 7.3 40.2

2,500-14,999 3.3 19.6 : 281
Aa@r than 2,500 7.9 734 ; ny N
Tr‘otal 100.0 100.0 100.6

Source: INEGE (zom).

agricultural activity (Table 6.7). Yet, very few rural households were
able to live exclusively off the land, since only 8.3 per cent had all
household workers engaged in agricultural activities. Nevertheless,
this percentage is still high when compared with those cbserved in
larger localities.

There was still a significant group of households (31.6 per cent)
in rural localities with over 5o per cent of their family labour engaged
in agricultural activities. Another 24.4 per cent of houscholds had
family labour that was more than so per cent non-agricultural but had
some of their members engaged in agricultural activicy. This broad
participation in agricultural activity by households in rural contexts
points to the ‘persistence of the peasantry’ and also to the insufficiency
of income obtained from agriculture in most rural househoids.

However, we must understand the aature of this participation in
order to more adequately answer one of the central questions in this
book: is the seasonality of agriculture an aspect that contributes 1o
understanding peasants’ poverty? What are the forms of labour force
participation of the rural population and what are the differences
according to the type of household?

As we remarked at the beginning of this study, one factor that
may explain families’ continued engagement in agricultural activity
is their access to land possession or ownership, either as part of
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TaBLE 6.7 Households according to the propertion of members engaged in
agriculture {percentage by settlement size), 2603

Compesition of the labour force at the housshold level

All household workers engaged in o8 26 | 8.3
agricultural activities i

More than hsif of household 34 12.4 n.b 1857
workers engaged in agriculture

L.ess than half of household Lz | 146 24.4 6.4
workers engaged in agriculture '

All household workers engaged in 90.8 70.3 35.7 60.2
non-agricuiturat activities :

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: AM of the ENE, 2003.

Note: The figures consider household members’ labour participation in the last six .
months.

an e¢fido or community, or as smaltholders. Although the AM did
not identify whether workers are landowners, we have considersd
farmers and efido owners as an indirect indicator of land ownershi
or possession, and we have called them peasants. This assumption
is based on the fact that the rural active population that does not
own fand is usually recorded as wage workers in the rural contex
(basically day workers or unpaid family workers). Peasants accoun
for only 1.7 per cent of the working age rural population, b
22.9 per cent of the occupied population and 38.7 per cent of thi
agriculturaily occupied, while wage agricultural workers represe _'
18.5 per cent (36.2 per cent and 671. 3 per cent respectively), an
non-agricultural workers represent 20.9 per cent of working ag_
population and 40.9 per cent of occupied rurai population (Tabk
6.8, vertical percentages; some figures given in the text are nd
shown in this table but can be calculated from ir).

It is generally assumed that rural poverty is related to the 16w
labour force participation rate (LFPR). This assumption is derive
from the low LFPR calculated on the basis of the person’s conditios
of activity in the previous week. Although in Mexico there is i
much difference between the rural and urban LFPR (in zoo03, §1
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TABLE 6.8 Papulation of 12 years and over in rural areas by their work status and .
: pranch of activity, according to the proportion in which househoid workers are
' engaged in agriculiural activities (percentage), 2003

Type of worker Vertical percentages

Easants 29.5 18.8 12.9 — 17
Wage agricultural 61.1 34.1 13.8 - 8.5
workers .
Non-agricultural - 7.1 6.3 43.6 20.9
workers
Unempioyed - 0.0 0.2 G4 0.2
Inactive - 34.9 54.5 55.9 458
Others S.4 4.9 2.3 - .3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100:¢

Horizontal percentages
Peasants 13.9 £9.6 36.5 - {100.0
Waged agricultural 18.2 56.9 24.8 - 100.0
workers
Non-agriculbtural - 10.5 25.9 63.5 00.0
workers
Unemployed - 6.0 25.9 681 100.0
inactive - 23.5 3G.4 37.3 100.0
Others 18.4 54.2 27.5 - 100.0
Total 5.6 30.8 33.2 30.4 106.0
Labour force participation rate
LParticipatJon rate 100.0 65.3 é 45.5 ’ 44.3 E 53.5

Source: AM of the ENE, 2003,

Nete: The figures consider household members' labour participation in the last six
months,

per cent and 5.4 per cent respectively), when we take the past six
moths {0 estimate this rate, we can see that the rural rate comes:
closer to that observed in urban settings (53.5 per cent versus §5.4
ber cent in zo03). The increase in the LFPR in rural areas might
be explained by the characteristics of production, particularly the_
seasonality of agricultural activities, Moreover, the lower rate in
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age range (chiidren and senior citizens). In households that depend
exclusively on agriculture, members are all forced to work at very
young ages and they must continue working even into old age.

Households with less than 5o per cent of their labour in agricultural
activities have a similar LFPR to households with no agricultural
tabour (T'able 6.8). Participation rates by age are also similar between
the two groups (Figure 6.6), Once again, we find data suggesting that
poverty is more widespread among the population that relies mmost
heavily on agricultural activity; this may explain why households
in this group have a higher proportion of their members working
throughout their lives.

When the composition of only the occupied population is
analysed, we can see that more than a fifth (21.2 per cent; Table 6.9)
of workers were peasants in 2003, and an additional 35.9 per cent
were wage agricultural workers. The sum of both categories is 57.1
per cent, showing that the combination of peasant production with
wage employment is an essential key to economic activity in rural
areas,

In order to contribute te the discussion on the link between
peasant poverty and peasant persistence, we classified the households
in the AM of the ENE in such a way as to be able to locate the

rural areas, when it is calculated using the previous week, also shows’
the lack of employment opportunities in rural contexts during idle:
pericds. This, in turn, contributes to the very high poverty }evél'
observed in rural localities.!® _

As Table 6.8 shows (horizontal percentages), only 5.6 per cent o
the total population of 12 years and above lives in households in whig
all members of this age group are engaged in agricultural activities:
however, they represented 13.9 per cent of peasant workers. Thi
type of household is heavily dependent on wage work, since 61.1 pe
cent of their members belong to this category (Table 6.8, verticy
percentage), and only 29.5 per cent belong properly to the peasan
category; this shows that the majority cannot survive by producir
only on their own land. It can also be seen that none of their member
experienced unemployment, and that there is no inactive population
Indeed, their LFPR was 100 per cent, suggesting that adults in thi
type of household cannot afford not to work.

Table 6.8 also shows that 30.8 per cent of the population of I
vears and above in rural areas lives in households in which more than
5o per cent and less than 100 per cent of their working age member
are engaged in agriculture. Most of the peasant and wage agricuiturg
workers live in this type of household (49.6 per cent and 56.9 pé
cent respectively; Table 6.8, horizontal percenrages). Compare
with the previous type of household, this type depends less on wag
agricultural work (34.1 per cent). Moreover, above a third of thei
working age population is inactive (vertical percentages). This show
that it is unlikely that these peasant households can devote themselve
exclusively to producton on their own land.

It can also be seen that, in households where most or all of the"
members are engaged in non-agricultural activities, there is a mug
higher proportion of inactive population. This might be explained b
the fact that in non-agricultural activides wages tend to be higher o
average than in agricultural activities.

The urgency of having to work when household income depend
largely on agricultural activity is clearly expressed in the LFPR o
individuals who belong to households where all workers are engage
in agriculture. As one can see in Figure 6.6, rates here are 100 pét
cent for all age groups and are much higher than in households &
which the majority of members participate in the non-agriculturg
sector. Differences are even sharper in the groups at either end of th
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6.6 Labour force participation rate by age and household working structure
{percentage of the working age population), 2003 {source: AM of the ENE,
2003}
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TABLE 6.9 The percentage of occupied workers in rural areas by their working status -

from the AM in the 1990s was representative only for localities with
and type of household compaosition {percentage of total workers), 2003

- fewer than 1co,000 inhabitants as a whole. However, we can see the
changes observed in this broader group of localities,

In localities with fewer than 100,000 inhabitants, the employed
population of peasant households fell from 45.0 per cent to 29,6 per
.cent of the employed rotal berween 1991 and 2003, whereas the per-
‘centage corresponding to non-agricultural proletarian households
rose from 30.2 per cent to 52.3 per ceat (Figure 6.7). This might
suggest that there is a de-agriculturalisation of economic activity,
However, the information for 2003 (which disaggregates rural areas
from the group of localities with less than To¢,000 inhabitanzs) sug-
gests that this de-agriculruralisation might have occurred in locali-
ties with more than 2,500 inhabitants, while in rural localities the
"persistence of the peasantry’ and the overwhelming importance of
agriculture are maintained: the active population in peasant house-
holds accounted for 50 per cent, whereas it was only 24.6 per cent in
non-agricultural households (Figure 6.7,

On the basis of this finding, let us examine the group of peasant
households in rural contexts in order to determine the conditions
nd purpose {the destination of crops) of their production during
the last year of the AM (2003).* First of all, most of the employed

opulation: located in peasant households declare that they produce
for home consumption (80.7 per cent), whereas this crop use in
apitalist agricuitural households accounts for only 29.4 per cent

Type of worker

Peasants 29 0.5 7.7 c.0 21

Wage agricultural 5.5 210 9.1 0.9 35.9
workers | : Lo

Non-agricuttural workers

i
I
|
T
i
H

0.0 6.9 13.5 22.5 429
Ba | 385 30.6 225 | 100

LTota!

Source: AM of the ENE, 2003,

role of peasants within the work dynamic of rural contexts, T
classification includes six categories: '

1. peasant households: households comprising persons who report
being smallholders, occupants, lessees or sharecroppers and éig
owners, who mainly engage in farming on their own land an&?ﬁ
plant their backyards, for their own use or sale, and where famil
fabour is crucial;

2. farmers (capitalist) households, whick comprise those who mainly
produce for sale (i.e. commodities) on land under irrigation an
medium-sized (50 to 100 hectares) and large {over oo hects
plois of land;

3. agricultural proletarian households: households comprising ¢
workers, workers or employees in the agricultural Sector;

4. non-agricuitural proletarian households;

5. mixed proletarian households that include wage workers in b
agricultural and non-agricultural activizies); and

6. households comprising persons who do not engage in ecoria_

activities. In the following empirical analysis, the last categor

00
%

excluded. EF Peasant households E5E Caphtalist agricuttural housshoids

1

i

B Agricutturai proletarian househalds B# Non agr & agr prolstarian households E
; L1 Non agricuttural profstarian housahofde

We can describe economic participation by these types.
household for 2003 in rural areas, but we are not able to a
how it changed between r991 and 2003 specifically in rural:
(localities with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants), since the inforiat

6.7 The distribution of the labour force by household type and by

settlement size {percentage}, 1991 and 2003 (source: AM of the ENE, 1951
and 2003)
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of total production {(Figure 6.8). The information shows that
maize production represents an overwheiming proportion of cropy
cultivated for subsistence, even in the case of capitalist agricultural
households (Figure 6.9},

Figure 6.8 also shows that capitalist agricultural households
mainly produce for the market (70.3 per cent), whereas in the case
of peasant households this accounts only for 13.2 per cent. This
situation is closely linked to the type of land available to peasants and
-~ capitalist agricultural households. While peasants mainly have rain-
. fed land, capitalist agricuitural households rely mostly on irrigated
" land (Figure 6.t0).

Figure 6.11 shows the structure of labour occupation, by groups of
crops, in different types of households. While two-thirds of the labour

Capitaiist
agriculiural
households (%)

Paasant
households (%)

Capitalist
agricuitural
- households (3%) |

¥ T T T —

] 20 40 80 80 100

Peasant §
househoids (%) |

Subsistence Market [3 Unspecified

6.8 The labour force with land by household type and crop destination
{percentage) (source: AM of the ENE, 2003)

r T T T 1 d

0 20 40 B0 80 106
%
100 Irrigated land  B#8 Rainfediand (71 Unspecified
90 -
6.30 Labour force with land by type of unit and water source in rural
80 4 -
localities (percentage}, 2003 (source: AM of the ENE, 2003)
70 4
80 4 0% -
0% -
g 5O A
& 95.8 50% -
40 - 83.8 0%
a0 4 60% -
50%
20 4 40% 4
10 - 30% -
20%
0 T 1 10% -
Peasant households Capitalist agricultural 0% S Tt : Rl =
househoids Peasan Capitafist Agricultural MNon agr & agr
agricultura) proletarian proletarian
A households households hi hoids
71 Cormn Bean Wheat, rice, vegetables & fruit | ¢ ousene

B Vegetabies 888 Fruits B Others [EZ Comn, bean, wheat & rice Vegetables

Cilseed B8 Froits B Others

6.11 Labour force by household type and crop type in rural areas

6.9 The iabour force by crop cuitivated for self-consumption in rural af
{percentage), 2003 {source: AM of the EN E, 2003)

{percentage), 2003 {sotirce: AM of the ENE, zo03)
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force in peasant households are employed in the production of basg
cereais (mainly maize) and beans, labour in capitalist householdy
{a minority, if we recall that they represent only 5 per cent of th
employed population) and in both types of proletatian househo
(agricultural and mixed) is distributed in a more diversified wa
Basic cereals and pulses represent between 35.0 per cent and 4T
per cent of labour occupation, while vegetables, fruits, oilseeds an
other crops represent a high proportion.

It should also be noted that capitalists control market price
According to Appendini (2001 22):

(Reardon and Berdegué 1999; Taylor and Yanez-Naude n.d.; Carton
de Grammont 2007; Yunez and Meléndez-Martinez 2007).

- In other words, the issue of ‘multi-activity’ can be seen from
various perspectives. Individuals can engage in various occupations,
whereas, within the household sphere, its labour members may be
éngaged in pluri-activity — a topic dealt with in the previous section
in order to have different sources of income. At the territorial
scale, certain family members may work outside the country and/
or in different regions within the country. Some of them may send
remittances, whereas other family members stay in the domestic unit
and engage in agricultural andfor non-agricultural activities. We
consider that this situation is largely due to the seasonal nature of
agriculrural work and, therefore, we first need to obtain information
¢n the number of months in which people engage in & particular
ggricultural activity during the year, according to the answers given
in the AM.® Second, the job itineraries of individuals over a period
éf six months are analysed. In addition to the information on the
months in which people took part in agricultural activities, the
module recorded the intensity (high, medium and low) with which
hey carried out their work. This provides us with elernents to expiore
he proposal formulated by Boltvinik regarding the fact that

corporate maize farmers account for less than 1% of alf the
country’s grain producers yet contribute 15% to 20% of

production and determine the variztions in supply on the basis o
profitability. Conversely, it is estimated that 60% of the internal
grain supply and 40% of the commercialised supply comes from
what one could cali peasant production units.

For her part, Rubio (2004: 42) states that;

One of the characteristics of the current phase of production is
that crops that occupy a smaller area and involve a lower numbe
of producers become the leading crops and impose their operating
logic on the aggregate of producers in the area, Whereas graing -
and oilseeds oocupy 64.5% of the area, producing £9.9% of rura
employment, 39.9% of value and 5.1% of foreign currency, fruit
and vegetables, which only occupy 8.6% of the country’s total
area, but create 22.6% of rural employment, contributing 34.6%
of value and 62.7% of foreign currency {Schwentesius and Gome
Cruz).

capitalism cannot exist in @ pure form in agriculture: without the
peasants’ supply of cheap seasonal labour, capitalist agriculiure would
be impossible. There would be (virtually) no one prepared 10 work only
during the soewmg and harvesting periods. (Chapter 1, section 1)

The seasonal nature of agricultural activity is clearly reflected in
Frgure 6.12. It shows that, during the winter period (December,
anuary and February), a higher percentage of workers report not
1aving had any activity or that their activity was of very low intensity
ompared with the rest of the year. The intensity of agricultural work
tarts an upward trend in March at the beginning of spring; it becorses
the highest (above medium intensity) in May and reaches a peak'in
;ilne, with 47.8 per cent of those engaged in agriculture reporting 4

igh intensity of work. This period corresponds to the sowing of maize .
'_:nd beans, activities that require intensive work. The figure shows o
that, during the months from October to November, the proportion.
f workers with intense productive activity (which had reached a
ninimum in September) increases again; this corresponds to the

5. Labour intensity and ‘multi-activity’

One of the aspects of peasant production continuatly mnention
in studies of rural areas is ‘multi-activity’. In some studies, th
phenomenon is framed from the perspective of occupational mobiii
(Ramirez 2005}, whereas in others the focus is on the various labout
combirations that may occur in a domestic unit {Guzman Gémez at
Lépez 2005; Garay 2008). Still others frame the discussion from the
perspective of the varjous sources of income produced in rurai famili
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6.12 Intensity of work per month in settlements of fewar than 2,500
inhabitants {percentage of agricultural workers), 2003 {source: AM of the
ENE, 2003}

harvest periods. The changes in the intensity of work at key points it
agricultural production reflect the seasonality of agriculrure. '

Figure 6.12 alse reflects thar, throughout the year, there is a need
1o undertake a series of agricultural activities {weeding, spraying
insecticides and fertilising, for instance) that may be associated with

workers who report engaging in medium-intensity labour activities,
the percentages of whom fluctuate just below and around 40 per cent:
of the total agricultural labour force during the months of August:

to October {during which the maize harvest begins). Lastly, the

seasonality of agriculture is also reflected in the Jow intensity of work:

during the coldest months: January and February.

The seasonaiity of agricultural work is not recorded in traditional
employment surveys, since, as we mentioned earlier, the period of.
reference for recording activity status is the previous week. Expanding’
this period to six months (as happened in the AM) showed that the®
total volume of workers in this activity increased substantially (by a-
million and a half workers in 2003). Moreover, when asked why they..

do not work the whole year, most workers declared that their work

is seasonal {66 per cent in 2003, a percentage that did not change

substantially during the period under study).
In order to answer the question about which activities are carried

DAMIAN AND PACHECO | 233 .

out it a context of fluctuaring seasonal work requirements in
agricuiture, we will analyse the agricultural labour itineraties. The:
information refers to the changes observed in the worker’s activity
status (employed, unemployed or inactive) and occupational position
(peasant or farmer with land, wage or unpaid worker) in three different
moments: six months ago, three months ago and the previous week
(Figure 6.13).” We have distinguished seventeen work itineraries,
For example, these itineraries inciude having been a peasant or
farmer in the three specific points in time® (a trajectory identified as
P or F/P or F/P or F; see Figure 6.13), or just an agricultural worker
(waged and/or unpaid) (AW/AW/AW), or having been a worker but
being occupied in agricultural and then in non-agricultural activities
{AW/AW/Non-agri). Twelve itineraries correspond to farmers and
five to workers (Figure 6.13). With the information obrained from
the AM, one could say that the number of peasants, farmers and
agricultural workers recorded in this survey depended primarily on
the period under study: the further back workers are asked about
their participation in agriculrural activities, the greater the likelihood
of identifying peasants. It is important to note thas this situation did
not change substantially between 1993 and 2003.

In 2003, in rural areas 6.2¢ million respondents were defined
as agricultural workers, out of a total of r7.9 million persons of
working age. A total of 2.11 million said that they were peasants or
farmers, while 3.68 million declared that they were agricultural wage
or unpaid workers (Figure 6.13). Among the peasants or farmers,
1.03 million reported having had an itinerary without occupational
mobility, accounting for 16.4 per cent of agricultural workers (P or
F/P or F/P or F). There is a type of itinerary where a person remains
in agricultural activities yet changes their work status: peasants or
farmers who were wage (or unpaid} workers during the previous
three months {o.g1o million); most of them (0.416 million) had
returned to their condition of peasants or farmers in the previous
reference week. The rest had remained as agricultural wage workers
(0.067 million) or had moved to non-agricultural wage activities
(o.023 million). The third largest group corresponds to peasant or
farmers who moved to off-farm activities {0,305 million). More tha_g:
a third of them (o.117 million) had returned to being peasants or
farmers in the previous reference week, while a larger proportion
(o.187 million) had remained as non-agricultural workers, '




234 | sIx DAMIAN AND PACHECO | 235

Lastly, there are two groups of itineraries in which agriculturai
workers had become unemployed or inactive during the week of
reference.

Because of the job mobility of workers in different moments of the
year, we can state that the employment surveys that refer to activity
during the previous week generate data that do not adequately reflect
the actual numbers of those who depend on agricultural activities for
their liveithood. As shown in Table 6.10, the percentage of peasants or
farmers and agricultural workers is higher if the workers are asked abour
their occupational status and branch of activities in the six months
prior to conducting the survey, compared with the percentage reported
when they are asked about their position at work in the previous week,
Thus, while 22.1 per cent of workers in rural areas declared that they
were peasants or farmers six months ago, the percentage declined
to 17.7 per cent when they were asked about their position at work
during the previous week. In the case of wage (or unpaid) agricultural
workers, 38.5 per cent described themselves as such when asked about
their occupational status six months ago, compared with 31.1 per
cent in the previous week. Taking together the two agricuitural work
positions, the six~-month reference period gives a toral of 60.6 per cent
compared with only 48.8 per cent for last week (a difference of 20 per
cent}. Therefore, agricultural activities are greatly underestimated by
traditional employment indicators used all over the world. '

As we have seen, the unavoidable seasonality of agricultural activity
causes fluctuations in the intensity of labour, the number of months
worked, and the forms of participation in the labour force (agricultural,

Six months ago Threa months agoe Last week

Agricutural
H subjects |
i e288221 |

e

Non-agri. {129,362} {

AW (87.337)

Non-agri. (23,078)

B or F ($17,105)

AW (@18) ; %

_{ P or F (62,387)

L AW & Non-agri, !
(119.764) ki AW (5,263)

——{ Norvagri. {51,235) j

w{ Unemployed (457} & Inactlve {18,744) l

Non-agri. 197883 —l

AW 188,449

H
L——| Unempioyed (19.732) & Inactive (36&919}]

a: Deoupant, tenant, lessee, lendiess Hvestock producers

8.13 Mobliity itineraries of the agricuitural labour force, 2003 (source: AM é_

the ENE, 200
3 tasLe 6,10 The percentage of workers in rural areas according to their position at

Note: Includes occupants, tenants, lessees and landiess iivestock producers . work and branch of activity six months ago and in the last week, 2003

In the case of agricultural wage or unpaid workers, most of the :
reported having had an itinerary without agricuitural mobility (a. 59

million out of 3.68 million workers); they represent 41.2 per cent o Peasant or farmers 221 R
the total who described themselves as agricultural subjects (AW/AW; Wage agricuitural workers 385 EL o
AW). Additionally, o.521 million became non-agricultural workers itt Non-agricultural warkers 29.0 50.5
the previous three months. In this case, the majority (o. 317 miliionj Unemployed a5 0.7
had remained in non-agricultural work in the previous week, and the LT"“’ 100.0 . 1000

rest {0.188 million) had become agricuitural workers again during

. . Source: Authors’ calculations based on the AM of the ENE, 2003,
that same time period.
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non-agricultural and without activity), Agricultural workers an
peasants have to use various work strategies to maintain a minimusm
income throughout the year; in 2003, they composed 60.6 DEr cent o
the occupied population in rural areas. The rest of the active population:
recorded by the AM (39.4 per cent) had more stable itineraries as the: .
were occupied in essentially non-seasonal activities. The mobility df.
the agricultural labour force shows that agricultural households need 5
diversify their sources of income, We must also consider the fact thg

100.00 ~
the population récorded by the survey does not reflect the total mobility 50.00 -
that is actually occurring for two reasons, The first is that it interviews 6.00

megan  mean median median [ msan mean median  median

W] : in agri 1 activity ov ast six 1§ . X i :
only those who eogaged i agricultura actvIty © erthep sts monthS, nor-agri  agr  non-agri  agr jnon-agri  agd non-agri agrn

even though we saw how labour requirements vary throughout the
year. At the same time, those who migrated at the time of the nterview
are not included in the analysis. We therefore assume that agricultura}
labour mobility is even greater than what the data show, :
In addition to the need to diversify the sources of income ii
households that depend largely on agricultural activity, workers eari
very low wages and face precatious labour conditions, as we shall see
in the following section. :

Men Women i

8.14 Wages and salary earnings per month in rural areas, 2003 (source:
Sanchez and Pachece (2012)) .

?.50“
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6. Working conditions of the rural population: a poor,

persistent peasantry 1.00-

US$ of 2014

As has been shown by Pacheco and Sanchez (zo12), farm workers
are poorer than non-farm workers in terms of income and social’
security. Wages for agricuitural workers are noticeably lower than
for non-agricultural workers. Women -engaged in farm work ears
almost a third less (29 per cent) than female non-farmer worlcers';
(Figure 6.14). According to Garay {2008) this difference is probab]y-_
one of the factors that drove women in rural coniexts towards:
growing participation in non-agricultural activities. However, Wagé:_-
differences are worse in the case of men. Thus, the mean wage for
male agricuitural workers represents only 46.7 per cent of the non
agricuitural mean (Figure 6.14}. .

As shown in Figure 6.15, the same pattern is observed in terms of
hourly wages. Thus, the mean wage for non-farm male workers was
$2.12 an hour in 2003, while those engaged in agricuitural activities
had a mean of $1.03 per hour {less than half). While this comparison
does not account for differences in qualifications between activities;
the gap is wide enough to show how poorly paid jobs are in rural areas

0.50 4

T T T " ) "
mean  meanagr  median  median mean  meanagri median  median
non-agri non-agrt agyri non-agri non-agrt agr

Men Women

6.15 Wages and salary earnings per hour in rural areas, 2003 (source:
Sdnchez and Pacheco (2012))

and one of the major reasons for migration and the abandonment of
agricultural activities,

Farm workers tend to report shorter working days on average th;__m
those reported by non-farm workers, which may translate into lower
total income. However, they may also under-report the number of
hours they actually work. Farm workers may also under-declare the
days worked per week (David et al. 2001). Lastly, the deprivation
of agriculrural workers is particularly acute, since only 9.9 per cent
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Notes

1 The period of analysis is
restricted, since these are the only
years when the National Institute
of Geography and Statistics (INEGH)
included a special section on the
agriculture sector in the National
gmployment Survey (Encuesta Naclonal
de Empleo or ENE).

2 We define rurai areas as localities
with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants, We
are aware of the broad debate on the
adeguate threshold to identify rura
settlements. However, later on, we will
show that this particular threshold is
appropriate for the purposes of this
paper,

3 Company stores were supply
stores belonging to the owners, who sold
workers products whose cost (which
was artificially Inflated) was docked
from their pay, forcing them to continue
working for the same employer, and thus
fostering a system of debt peonage.

4 The Agrarian Reform was
stipulated in the national Constitution
of1917. 1t established land distribution
hrough the division of latifundia; the
velopment and protection of small
property; and the allocation of land to
rew agricultural population centres or
0 those that {acked land in sufficient
quantity, creating or restoring the ejidos
nd restoring communai land. The
idos are a form of social organisation

Non Rurai Rural

JE::] Men

B Women EE Tolal ‘

§.16 The percentage of workers in rural areas with access to health service
as a social security benefit {IMSS and IS55TE), 2003 (source: IMSS and
ISSSTE; Pacheco and Sanchez (2012))

of these workers had access to social security in 2003, in contrast
with 39.7 per cent for non-rural workers (Figure 6.16). Rural male
waorkers are in a worse situation compared with rural women in terr?:s
of access to social security (which includes health services). :

7. Some final reflections

Through the information provided by the agricultural module
(AM) of the ENE, we found that the vast majority of Mexica
peasants and agricultural workers who live mostly in rural localiti
{defined as those with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants) live in poverty
We also found that their poverty is closely linked both to the season:
character of agricultural activity and to the prevalence of very lo
wage levels.

The encrmous poverty suffered by peasants is observed throughou
their lifecycle. We found that the poorest had high rates of labet
participation, even among the populations aged 12 to 17 and 65 ai
over. These two age groups have lower LFPRSs in family contexts an
structures where poverty is lower. When there is less poverty, the fit
age group devotes its time primarily to education, while the secd
group can ‘afford’ to withdraw from the labour market, Howew
in poor peasant contexis, these population groups are forced
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contribute their labour to guarantee the reproduction of the family

At the same time, the results we obtained on poverty in rural
contexts showed that the persistence of the peasantry requires poor
households to adopt strategies to diversify their sources of income,

It can therefore be said that, in Mexico, there is evidence that
the peasantry absorbs the economic and social costs of agricultural
labour secasonality and instability of work, creating an ad hoc

with fand allocated to them. Land was
generally classified as land for collective
uses and fand for private family uses. The
members of the efido (ejidatarios) were
given the right to make use of the fand
and to bequeath this possession to their
heirs, although they did not own the
land. In 1993, during the administration
of Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988-g4),
this faw was reformed, enabiing the efido
awners to seff individuat plots.

s Baja California is the only state
with internationally competitive means
of production; it is a state with low levels
of poverty and a shortage of labour.

6 1n 2008, .6 miilion households
{out of 26.7 million) reported receiving
remittances, which accounted for
between 15 per cent and 44 per cent
of their total income. Women-led
households in rural areas have the
highest percentage, since they are
usually families in which the main
provider has emigrated to the US
(authors’ czleulations based on INEGI
2008).

7 Yunez and Meléndez-Martinez
{2007) note that international )
emigration significantly increases total
household income and that most of this
income is received through remittances.

8 According to Passel, the 2010
censys shows that this volume was
overestimated {Passel 2011}, This al_.z_t'hc_)l_':'
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suggests that the total population

in Mexico was higher than what the
Nationa! Population Councit {CONAPQO}
had projected, but it Is difficult to
know whether the difference is due

to erpigration of, as has also been
suggested, to the overestimation of
the decrease in fertility rates. Boltvinik
(2006}, however, estimated that
emigration during the years 2000-05
was 1.2 milfion per year.

o implemented in late 1993, itisa
monetary transfer system where the
amount is a function of the size of the
cultivated land. It replaced a system
of subsidies to inputs combined with a
guaranteed price scheme for grains and
oilseeds.

10 Five hectares are equivalent to
12.3 3Cres of 50,000 square metres.

1t Target income is the amount
provided by the federal government
to cover the difference between the
market price and the minimum offered
by the government for agricultural
products {maize, wheat, sorghum,
safflower, canola, cotton, rice, soya
beans, and triticale and forage wheat).

12 The iPMM combines three
dimensions to calculate poverty:
incoeme, basic needs and available or
free time.

13 To this end, we calculated
the average percentage that labour
incame represents in the total income
of all households in the ENIGH, which
resulted in 78 per cent. Thus, we
compared iabour income in the ENE with
a ‘reduced’ poverty line representing
this same percentage of the poverty line
used in the ENIGH.

14 Htalso gives us a clue as 1o how
targe the underestimation of the labour
force might be in other Third World
countries, given that the measures used
in most countries across the globe adopt
‘last week’ as a period of reference. Note
that the correct procedure to estimate

participation in seasonal activities
would be to ask about activities during
the preceding year. Thus, the real
underestimation is much greater and th
AM still underestimates the agricultural
labour force.

15 The survey uses the term ‘farm
subjects’ to describe ‘any individual
who at any time during a peried of six
months, ending in the week the survey
was taken, participated in obtaining
products from the earth or tivestock
production, either directly as 2 worker
Of as an orgariser or supervisor of the
production process as a whole' (INEGI
2002:182).

16 We do not ignore the fact that
this period includes a spatial mobility
dynamic of the working age population,
on which we will reflect later,

17 Let us not forget that census data
on labour matters are recorded using the
previous week as the reference period. -
That is why the difference between sg.s:
per cent and 49.4 per cent of the labour,
force dedicated to agriculture in 2003
and 2010 respectively is explained both';
by the secular decline trend of this type-
of worker and by the different pertods of
reference. B

18 it should be noted that some
studies based on the LFPR and that
referred to the previous week claim that
there is a low level of participation by
women in rural contexts (see Pacheco
and Sdnchez 2012). However, it is
likely that this Is due, in part, to the
seasonality of agricuitural activity.

19 The threshold of fewer than
2,500 inhabitants turned out to bea
very good selection. A table constructed
but not included in this chapter shows
that settlements with 2,500-14,999
inhabitants had a completely different
pattern of labour force composition
in 2003 compared with that of rural
locatities. In localities of 2,500-14,999:
inhabitants, more than 6o per cent of

pceupied persons belong to households
with non-agricultural workers,

20 [t should be noted that the INEG!

recarded infarmation only on those who
participated in agricultural activity over
the past six months, although they were
asked about the characteristics of their
participation in this activity throughout
the yaar.

21 inthe AM of the ENE, if the

respondents gave a positive answer
to the question of whether they had
cultivated fand and/or participated

in agricultural or iivestock activities
aver the past six months, they were
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