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Chapter 4.

Agricultural policy transfers and welfare effects

Introduction

The OECD provides estimates of the support generated by agricultural policies.1

These data include estimates of the transfers from consumers and taxpayers to producers,
from taxpayers to consumers, and from taxpayers to the overall sector that can be
presented on an absolute or on a relative basis, depending on the purpose. The data can be
disaggregated according to the basis of payments — whether linked to production, to land
or to some other criterion — to understand better how the reforms have led to a re-
instrumentation of support. This chapter presents these data for Mexico in order to assess
the changing level and composition of support provided to producers, to consumers and
to the sector overall during the reform period.

These data do not provide estimates of the economic effects of policies, but are
commonly used as an input into economic models that do provide such estimates,
including one maintained by the OECD. The results of simulations to understand how
these transfers affect the income of commercial farmers, the welfare of subsistence
farmers and other agents are also presented in this chapter.

The analysis in this chapter is limited to the welfare effects of changes in agricultural
policies. The next chapter provides a detailed representation of commodity markets and
how they would evolve over time in response to the policy reforms. The link between
agricultural policy and rural poverty, including institutional changes associated with the
land tenure system, are addressed in a later chapter, as are the effects of agricultural
policies on market infrastructure and natural resources.

Monetary transfers due to agricultural policies

The evolution of Mexico’s agricultural policies since 1991 has been described in the
preceding chapter as a radical shift from market intervention, with domestic prices raised
relative to world prices using tariffs and import quotas, to a mixture with some remaining
price support supplemented by support provided directly on the basis of land. Throughout
these past fifteen years, additional support has been provided on the basis of the inputs
used by commodity producers, such as energy and capital. One way to evaluate policies
before and after the reforms is to identify the transfers that they generate – transfers from
consumers or taxpayers to producers, and from taxpayers to consumers.
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Producer Support Estimates

The Producer Support Estimate (PSE) measures the value of transfers to producers
from consumers and taxpayers. The PSE is expressed as the absolute value, nominal or
real, or in the form of the %PSE, which is relative to gross farm receipts. If expressed in
absolute terms, the PSE provides a measure of the overall policy effort. Stated relative to
gross farm receipts, the %PSE indicates the share of gross farm receipts explained by
agricultural policy – with the rest being explained by the value of production at world
prices – and is particularly useful for comparisons.

The PSE can be decomposed according to the criteria that a producer must meet in
order to be eligible for a transfer (Table 4.1). Often, eligibility depends only on selling
domestically produced agricultural commodities. Policies that raise domestic prices
relative to border prices impose higher costs on domestic consumers of goods, and
provide domestic producers with higher revenue. This form of support, Market Price
Support (MPS), requires border measures, tariffs or import quotas, to prevent arbitrage
that would otherwise occur in the presence of differences between domestic and border
prices. Transfers from taxpayers to producers take the form of payments that producers
receive directly or indirectly on the basis of the amount of output they produce, the
amount of land they own, the amount of inputs they use or on some other basis.

Table 4.1. Selected agricultural policies and their classification in OECD support estimates

Producer support estimate

Market price
support

Payments based
on output

Historical
entitlement

Inputs Other

Import license
Tariffs
Guaranteed
producer prices

Target price
Target Income
Alianza fondo del cafe

PROCAMPO* Energy subsidies
Fertilizer subsidies
Irrigation subsidies
Capital subsidies

PROGAN*
Disaster payments

General services support estimate

Research and
development

Inspection Infrastructure Marketing and
promotion

Other

INIFAP* SENASICA* Irrigation subsidies
Rain-fed area
subsidies

ASERCA market
development*

CONASUPO*
stock holding

Consumer support estimate

Transfers from consumers to producers Transfers from tax-payers to consumers
Market price support generated by trade
barriers

CONSASUPO* subsidies
ASERCA apoyos comercializacion*

* ASERCA market development = Programa de Apoyos Directos a la Comercializacion y Desarollo de Mercados
Regionales; CONASUPO = Compañía Nacional de Subsistencias Populares; INIFAP = Instituto Nacional de
Investigaciones Forestales, Agricolas y Pecuarias; PROCAMPO = Programa de Apoyos Directos al Campo;
PROGAN = Programa de Estímulos a la Productividad Ganadera; SENASICA = Servicio Nacional de Sanidad,
Inocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaria.

The effect of the major policy changes over the last fifteen years on transfers to
producers is evident from these data (Figure 4.1). The absolute nominal level of transfers
to producers as measured by the PSE, rose from over MXN 20 billion to MXN 87 billion
in 2002, before falling to MXN 60 billion in 2005. The drop in 1995 relates to the
financial crisis and the peso devaluation: the sudden rise in border prices expressed in
pesos to levels that exceeded domestic prices led to a negative transfer from consumers to
producers for some commodities — implying that consumers were paying less than
border prices, and producers receiving less, for a brief period of time. Ignoring 1995,
growth in the PSE averaged 12% per year.
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Figure 4.1. Producer Support Estimate, MXN billion (PSE)
and relative to gross farm receipts (%PSE)
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The PSE can be adjusted to take account of inflation. If considered in terms of
purchasing power, then the real (2005) PSE was highest in the early 1990s. Moreover, the
12% trend growth of the nominal PSE corresponds to a trend decrease of 3% per year in
the real value of transfers to producers. However, the data do not show a stable downward
trend, but rather a shift in the level; the decrease in real PSE appears to be from one level
before the currency crisis and the start of the reforms to another level that has prevailed
since the middle 1990s.

Whereas the PSE in nominal terms peaked in 2002, the %PSE was highest in 1993
when policy-induced transfers accounted for 30% of gross farm receipts. The %PSE fell
dramatically during the currency crisis of the middle 1990s, but has increased afterward.
However, the sharp decrease at the time of the sudden peso devaluation does not explain
the sustained difference in the %PSE: the share of policy induced transfers in gross farm
receipts has decreased from levels of 25-30% at the start of the 1990s to a range of 12-
26% after 1996. Although these ranges overlap, these estimates of the share of support in
farm receipts suggest that the reforms have caused an important shift away from
intervention and towards market-orientation.

Changes in the composition of the %PSE for crops follow directly from the major
policy initiatives outlined in the last chapter (Figure 4.2). These support estimates are
composed of two broad categories, MPS and budgetary support, and the latter can be
further disaggregated according to the basis of the payments. In Mexico, important
categories of budgetary support are payments based on commodity output, payments
based on historical entitlements and payments based on input use. Other forms of support
(payments based on input constraints, on overall farm income or for other reasons) are
expressed here as a single aggregate. By examining the composition of the %PSE, the
contribution of important policy initiatives becomes more apparent and, as will be shown
later in this chapter, the transfers can be associated more directly to economic incentives
of different agents in the agricultural sector.

The composition of the %PSE reveals the re-instrumentation of support brought about
by Mexico’s agricultural policy reforms over the last 15 years, in particular regarding the
shift from price support to direct payments. At the start of the 1990s, all policy transfers
were associated with MPS – the higher domestic prices caused by barriers to trade – and
payments based on input use as state-owned agencies and other mechanisms were
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employed to deliver agricultural inputs to producers at costs lower than market prices.
Institutional reforms, chief of which was the constitutional amendment that introduced
land reform, do not directly create transfers that can be measured by the PSEs and, hence,
do not directly show up in the %PSE composition. However, if they are closely related to
changes in policy instruments that do generate transfers, then the institutional reforms
would be reflected indirectly in the %PSE composition. In any case, the implementation
period may be long and the effects may relate more to the distribution than to the
magnitude of transfers.2

Figure 4.2. Evolution of the crop Producer Support Estimate (%PSE)
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The composition of support changed significantly as a consequence of reforms
introduced in the 1990s. The largest shift occurred in 1994, when the import barriers
began a rapid decline and PROCAMPO was introduced. PROCAMPO payments are
based on historical area planted to any of a list of crops, as explained in the previous
chapter, so this form of budgetary support is categorised as a payment based on historical
entitlements. While the %PSE in 1994, at 47%, was only marginally higher than the 45%
observed in 1993, the share of gross crop farm receipts explained by the MPS fell by half,
from 40% to 20%, and the share of payments based on historical entitlements in gross
crop farm receipts rose from nothing to 21%.3

The currency crisis of the mid-1990s affected MPS strongly, explaining more of the
decrease in support in 1995 and 1996 than the policy reforms. MPS is responsive to
market conditions, particularly to the gap between domestic prices, over which policy
makers have some control, and border prices that depend on prevailing conditions in
world markets and exchange rates. In contrast to a budgetary payment that may be fixed
— indeed, must be planned in advance for the purpose of government accounting — the
level of support generated by barriers to trade may vary substantially from year to year.
This reflects the fact that a rising border price that is not transmitted to domestic markets
implies that producers sell at a lower price than they would if the higher price signal was
transmitted, and a falling border price that is not transmitted to domestic markets implies
that producers are selling at a higher price than they would if the price signal was
transmitted.

The macroeconomic stability achieved soon after the currency crisis is apparent in the
composition of the %PSE. Since 1998, the MPS has fluctuated from about 15% to 30% of
gross crop farm receipts, still well below the levels of 35% to 40% of the early 1990s.
Payments based on historical entitlements have remained at 15% to 18%. This period is
dominated by the implementation of the reforms to tariff levels, putting downward
pressure on MPS, and by institutional reforms which are not discussed here. A major
policy initiative apparent in recent years is the introduction of ASERCA payments based
on output in 2001, initially in the form of Target Price but by means of the Target Income
programme from 2003. Before 2001, the support was tied to the marketing of crops
through intermediaries who committed to paying a minimum price to farmers, as
discussed in Chapter 3, and was consequently a consumer subsidy – albeit one that helped
to sustain market price support. The mechanism has since been amended to pay directly
to farmers, so the programme is categorised as a payment based on output as the support
is linked to the volume of crop sales.4

Payments based on input use is a small but stable component of support to crop
producers. Since 1990, payments based on input use have ranged between 2% to 9% of
gross crop farm receipts, with the lowest values observed in the mid-1990s. This type of
support was more important when the government provided inputs at discount in the early
1990s — although substantially lower than during the 1980s — and again in recent years.
The recent increase in payments based on input use has been associated with
programmes, including some under the umbrella of Alianza, that attempt to help farmers
access credit or to improve their operations, both of which are clearly motivated by
efforts to overcome obstacles to rural development as noted before and analysed in
greater depth in Chapter 6. A large part of recent expenditures are related to subsidised
energy use, namely payments based on purchases of electricity and fuel under the Field
Energy Law (Ley de Energía para el Campo).



92 – Chapter 4. Agricultural policy transfers and welfare effects

AGRICULTURAL AND FISHERIES POLICIES IN MEXICO: RECENT ACHIEVEMENTS, CONTINUING THE REFORM AGENDA – ISBN-92-64-030247 © OECD 2006

The support to producers of livestock and livestock products can be assessed in the
same way. The share of gross livestock farm receipts generated by policy-induced
transfers for livestock products was 24% to 34% in the early 1990s, fell dramatically
during the currency crisis and then rose to 27% in 2002, but has otherwise been well
below the levels at the start of the period, falling to as low as 4% in 2004. The share of
MPS remains important and, as evident from the %PSE data for crops, the livestock
%PSE shows the implementation of reforms to trade measures: the MPS declines
dramatically after 1994. Prior to these reforms, until 1994, the share of livestock producer
gross receipts explained by MPS was 21% to 26%, whereas the share was less than 20%
in all subsequent years but one. Payments based on input use were larger in the early
1990s, equivalent to as much as 9% of gross farm receipts from livestock in 1994, but
have been lower since then at 2% to 3%. In recent years, payments based on animal
numbers have grown with the introduction of the PROGAN programme, but remain less
than 2% of the value of gross livestock farm receipts.

The livestock %PSE is lower than the crop %PSE overall, in part because of the
mechanisms used to support crop producers. MPS, as stated above, generates a transfer
from consumers to producers. In the case of crop MPS, some of the consumers are other
producers. Livestock owners must pay more than border prices for crop and crop products
that they feed to their animals. These higher costs, called excess feed costs in the OECD’s
PSE method, are taken into account in the calculation of PSEs. In the absence of higher
feed costs, the net transfer to producers would be higher throughout the period — the PSE
would be raised by 7% on average — although the magnitude of excess feed costs
fluctuates from year to year with changing market conditions. While not fully offsetting,
the reduction in border measures for crop products reduced the excess feed costs at the
same time that lower tariffs for livestock products lowered the transfers to livestock
producers.

The level and composition of total PSE for the aggregate of all commodities
highlights further the reforms to Mexico’s agricultural policies over the last 15 years
(Figure 4.3). As noted in Chapter 2, the nominal value of agricultural production has
risen, but the share of agriculture in the total economy has fallen from 8% on average in
1991-93 to an average of 5% in 2003-05. Over the same period, the %PSE has fallen
from 28% to 15%. Relative to GDP, then, the average share of transfers to producers
induced by policies has fallen further, from over 2% to less than 1%.

The share of MPS in the PSE has fallen dramatically as border measures to restrict
trade have been relaxed, or even eliminated. Although falling relative to total PSE from
83% in 1991-93 to 45% in 2003-05, this category of support nevertheless rose in nominal
terms: MPS averaged MXN 21 billion in 1991-93 and rose to MXN 27 billion in 2003-
05. However, the 27% growth between these two periods was slower than the rate of
inflation, implying a decline in MPS of 74% in real terms.
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The share of other forms of support in the PSE have increased during this period. The
largest increase is in payments based on historical entitlements due to the introduction of
PROCAMPO as part of the reform process. There was effectively no budgetary support
of this type in 1991-93, but the 2003-05 average was MXN 14 billion or 23% of the PSE.
Payments based on output provided by ASERCA, which averaged MXN 2.2 billion or
4% of the PSE in 2003-05, are another new form of support. Payments based on area or
animal numbers have also been developed, rising from almost nothing to MXN 2.6 billion
as PROGAN was introduced and expenditures associated with disaster payments became
important. Payments based on farm income or on input constraints are quite small or zero.

Payments based on input use have always been an element of support in Mexico, at
MXN 4 billion or 16% of the PSE in 1991-93 and MXN 15 billion or 25% of the PSE in
2003-05, although the underlying policies changed over time. In the early 1990s, the
dominant policy of this type provided interest concessions of more than MXN 1 billion of
transfers in each year until 1996, when capital grants were introduced. These grants,
including some associated with Alianza, have risen steadily in value since then to
MXN 4.8 billion on average in 2003-05, representing the second largest form of payment
based on input. In contrast, MXN 0.9 billion in subsidies to irrigation and
MXN 0.7 billion to animal feed in 1991-93 were peaks in absolute and relative terms. In
subsequent years the support to feed use that was provided via CONASUPO and
ALBAMEX was abolished. Support to irrigation provided directly to farmers has fallen to
MXN 0.6 billion in 2003-05, and now represents a much smaller share of the total PSE.
The new categories that explain much of the increase in payments based on input are
based on energy use, MXN 5.8 billion on average in 2003-05, and another
MXN 2.5 billion on average that went to producers for pest and disease control measures.

Consumer Support Estimates

MPS is associated with transfers to producers from consumers, who are required to
pay higher prices than they would if they purchased goods at world prices. The consumer
support estimate (CSE) is the balance of these transfers and any direct budgetary support
provided to consumers, and measures the transfers to consumers valued at farm-gate
prices. In most OECD members, including Mexico, the CSE is negative as the costs of
transfers to producers associated with MPS are greater than subsidies to food
consumption.

The CSE amounted to MXN -18 billion in 1991-93 and MXN -34 billion in 2003-05
on average (Table 4.2). These figures are equivalent to MXN -91 billion and MXN -
36 billion in real terms (base 2005), or to 22% of the value of consumption in 1991-93
and 9% of the value of consumption in 2003-05. The cost of agricultural policies to
consumers would have been much higher at the start of the 1990s but for the presence of
large offsetting subsidies at the expense of taxpayers. These transfers averaged
MXN 4.7 billion in 1991-93, equivalent to nearly 6% of the value of consumption.
Subsidies to consumers peaked at over MXN 10 billion in 1996, during the currency
crisis, with maize consumption subsidies alone accounting for over MXN 7 billion. Since
then, transfers from taxpayers to consumers provided by agricultural policy have fallen to
average less than MXN 0.4 billion, a fraction of a per cent of consumption in 2003-05,
and largely limited to providing subsidised milk. These changes reflect the reforms
discussed previously: transfers from consumers associated with MPS have been reduced,
but not eliminated, by the reduction in barriers to trade; and the policies intended to
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achieve social objectives are no longer part of agricultural policy. These new
programmes, including PROGRESA/ Oportunidades, are, thus, not counted in the CSE.

Table 4.2. Consumer, General Service and Total Support Estimates

1991-93 2003-05 Ratio

Value of consumption at farm-gate prices
Billion Mexican Pesos, nominal 80.6 356.8 4.43
Billion Mexican Pesos, in 2005 prices 417.8 374.8 0.90
Relative to GDP 7.3% 4.7% 0.65

Consumer support estimate (CSE)
Billion Mexican Pesos, nominal -17.7 -33.5 1.90

of which, consumer subsidies 4.7 0.4 0.08
Billion Mexican Pesos, in 2005 prices -91.2 -35.5 0.39

of which, consumer subsidies 24.0 0.4 0.02
Relative to the value of consumption -21.9% -9.5% 0.44

of which, consumer subsidies 5.8% 0.1% 0.02

General services support estimate (GSSE)
Billion Mexican Pesos, nominal 3.4 9.4 2.77
Billion Mexican Pesos, in 2005 prices 17.5 9.9 0.57
Relative to the TSE 10.2% 13.4% 1.32
Relative to GDP 0.3% 0.1% 0.40

Total support estimate (TSE)
Billion Mexican Pesos, nominal 33.5 70.3 2.10
Billion Mexican Pesos, in 2005 prices 173.1 74.2 0.43
Relative to GDP 3.0% 0.9% 0.31

General Services Support Estimates

Not all the transfers associated with agricultural policies are provided to specific
producers or consumers, but some are instead provided to the sector as a whole. For
example, public expenditures on research and education, market infrastructure or
inspection services that do not accrue to individual producers or consumers instead
benefit the sector overall. The General Services Support Estimate (GSSE) is an indicator
of these transfers. In the case of Mexico, whose agricultural sector is less well integrated
with global markets for some goods, due to a high-cost distribution system, product
quality or for other reasons, the GSSE might be expected to represent an important
element of agricultural policy; many of the policies noted in the previous chapter that are
intended to improve sectoral performance, rather than individual farmers’ income, are
counted here. In fact, the GSSE accounts for a tenth or more of the transfers to the sector
as a whole. The total nominal value of MXN 3.4 billion in 1991-93 and MXN 9.4 billion
in 2003-05 implies a near tripling, but corresponds to a reduction by 43% in real terms
(Table 4.2).
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Figure 4.4. Composition of General Services Support Estimate (GSSE)

1991-93

Research

Schools

Inspection

Infrastructure

Marketing

Public stocks

Other

2003-05

1991-93 2003-05

Research and development 10% 17%
Agricultural schools 16% 21%
Inspection services 0% 19%
Infrastructure 24% 13%
Marketing and promotion 9% 28%
Public stockholding 36% 0%
Miscellaneous 5% 1%

Transfers to agriculture as a sector can be disaggregated to understand better how the
emphasis of this type of agricultural support has evolved (Figure 4.2). In 1991-93, the
largest category was public stockholding, with 36% of the total GSSE, owing entirely to
the activities of CONASUPO in the marketing of goods – a role which has since vanished
completely. At 24% of the GSSE, infrastructure spending represented the second largest
component at the start of the 1990s, but the share decreased to 13% in the most recent
years. In both time periods, infrastructure spending is comprised almost entirely of
support to irrigation systems and rain-fed areas for crop production, but the emphasis has
increasingly been on irrigated crops. These programmes are regional in nature rather than
farm specific and therefore are counted under the GSSE, not the PSE. Research and
schools are two categories of some importance both before the reforms, and after:
research and development programmes accounted for 10% of the GSSE in 1991-93 and
17% in 2003-05, with some of the increase explained by the introduction of programmes
under Alianza; and agricultural schools accounted for 16% of GSSE in 1991-93 and 21%
in 2003-05. In fact, schooling represents the second largest component of the GSSE in
recent data — but these data relate only to transfers caused by agricultural policies, and
do not measure the effects of other policies or spending by other Ministries. The largest
category in 2003-05 is marketing and promotion, with 28% as opposed to 9% of the
GSSE in 1991-93, with most of the increase explained by the introduction of ASERCA
programmes to facilitate the marketing process.
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Figure 4.5. Evolution of the General Services Support Estimate (GSSE)

The evolution of GSSE over time is a direct consequence of the programmes and
agencies in place, and the expenditures on each programme (Figure 4.5). In real terms,
the expenditure on research and development has remained fairly stable and, during the
1991-2005 period, the largest change in programmes has been the addition of an Alianza
programme to facilitate technology transfer alongside growing expenditures under
INIFAP. Agricultural school programmes have likewise been fairly stable in composition
and level of real expenditure. Expenditures on inspection services, at least at the federal
level, began in 1996 with the introduction of the main programme that accounts for most
of the expenditures and most of the growth in expenditures on inspection services since
then, but some smaller programmes were added in 1997. The decrease in real
infrastructure spending was associated largely with a cut in spending focused on rain-fed
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areas and on support not tied to irrigation, including a reduction in expenditures on
infrastructure relating to livestock production. Promotion and marketing expenditures
were dispersed through several programmes over the period, but were dominated by
ASERCA since 1991. A programme introduced under Alianza in 1996 began with small
real expenditures initially, but has since increased to account for a large portion of the
promotion and marketing effort. Even more recently introduced programmes also
contribute to this effort, including payments channelled through agricultural
organisations. Public stockholding of CONASUPO, as noted above, was largely
eliminated in 1995, well before the agency itself was closed in 1999.

Total Support Estimate

The total transfers to the sector, the Total Support Estimate (TSE), is the sum of PSE,
GSSE and the taxpayer costs of consumer subsidies, less import tariff receipts.5 The TSE
was MXN 33.5 billion in 1991-93 and rose to MXN 70.3 billion in 2003-05 — an
increase in nominal terms but a decrease in real terms by more than half. The share of
TSE in GDP fell over the review period from 3.0% in 1991-93 to 0.9% in 2003-05.

Relative to other OECD members

Producer support estimates

The general trends of support over the recent past are indicated by comparing three
year averages, so as to smooth year-to-year fluctuations (Figure 4.6). The reforms have
lowered the share of support in gross farm receipts so that, according to the latest data,
Mexico belongs to the group of OECD members providing less than average support, but
even before the reforms the %PSE of Mexico was below the OECD average. While the
OECD average fell from 37% in 1986-88 to 30% in 2003-05, the %PSE of Mexico fell
from 28% in 1991-93 before reforms started to 15% in 2003-05.

Agricultural policy explains a smaller share of gross farm receipts in Mexico than on
average among OECD members, but is high if compared to at least some non-member
countries (Figure 4.7). Recent data compiled by the OECD indicate that the transfers
generated by agricultural policies of China represent 8% of gross farm receipts in China
and 7% in South Africa, about half the 15% share in Mexico. The relative importance of
agricultural policy is even lower in Russia, at 5%, and Brazil where agricultural policy
transfers account for 3% of gross farm receipts.
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Figure 4.6. Producer Support Estimate relative to gross farm receipts (%PSE)
among OECD countries
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Figure 4.7. Producer Support Estimates relative to gross farm receipts (%PSE)
including non-member countries
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The forms of support differ among OECD members. As discussed above, the share of
the PSE of Mexico that is delivered by means of MPS has been reduced, the share
provided on the basis of input use is more or less the same and new forms of support have
been introduced that generate important transfers based on historical entitlements and on
output. Mexico was not the only OECD member to shift to new support mechanisms in
recent years (Figure 4.8). The total share of support provided in the form of MPS,
payments based on output or payments based on input use has fallen in almost all OECD
members, including Mexico where this total fell from 100% to 74%. For the OECD as a
whole, the share fell from 91% to 72%. Payments based on historical entitlements in
Mexico — PROCAMPO — account for 23% of the PSE, and have also become an
important mechanism of support in the OECD, with 7% of PSE in 2003-05, including
14% in the United States and 10% in Canada, as well as 6% in the European Union as the
Single Payment Scheme is introduced. Payments based on area or on animal numbers,
account for 4% of the 2003-05 PSE in Mexico. Their share is larger in other OECD
members, accounting for 15% of support. However, it has fallen in the United States
from 31% in 1986-88 to 6% in 2003-05 and in Canada from 16% in 1986-88 to 8% in
2003-05.

Figure 4.8. Composition of Producer Support Estimate among OECD members
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General services Support Estimates

The GSSE, as noted above, measures transfers to the sector overall, reflecting the
focus of many agricultural policies in Mexico and other OECD members on improving
the infrastructure and technology applied in the sector, as well as to provide inspection,
marketing and other services. OECD countries spent about USD 40 billion on general
services in 1986-88, and USD 66 billion in 2003-05. Of this total, Mexico accounted for
about USD 1 billion, on average, in each period. Such absolute measures do not reflect
the magnitude of such support relative to the agricultural sector, nor to the economy
overall.

The importance of general services in overall agricultural policies in Mexico, as
measured by the share of GSSE in TSE, is below the OECD average (Figure 4.9)
Whereas the GSSE represented 13% of TSE for the OECD overall in 1986-88 and 18% in
2003-05, the share in Mexico was lower, at 10% in the 1991-93 period and 14% more
recently. Mexico’s share trails particularly far behind certain countries that allocate more
than a third of their support to general services.

In contrast to the rising importance of GSSE measured in absolute terms or relative to
TSE, the size of GSSE relative to the overall economy is declining throughout the OECD,
including in Mexico (Figure 4.9). On average, the OECD members allocate less than a
third of a per cent of GDP on general services to the sector overall. Mexico spending in
1991-93 was roughly equal to the OECD average of 1986-88, 0.3%, but has fallen below
the average to 0.1% as compared to the 0.2% OECD average.

Figure 4.9. GSSE among OECD members
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Decomposing the GSSE shows that Mexico, like many other OECD members, spends
more on marketing than any other GSSE category, but that spending in Mexico focuses as
well on research, education and inspection, while OECD members overall prioritise
infrastructure (Figure 4.10). In the OECD as a whole, marketing and promotion
accounted for 42% of GSSE in 2003-05 – equivalent to 8% of TSE – and this category
represented more than half the GSSE in two countries. In Mexico, this share was lower, at
28%. The share of agricultural schools, research and development in GSSE in Mexico is
three times the OECD average, but several OECD members place even greater priority on
programmes of this type, at least as measured by share of TSE. The share of inspection
services in GSSE is also higher than the OECD average in Mexico, at 19% as compared
to 4%. Infrastructure spending associated with agricultural policy as a share of GSSE in
Mexico, which was 13% in 2003-05, was less than the OECD average of 32%.

Figure 4.10. Mexico and OECD GSSE composition in 2005

Mexico
Research and
Development

Agricultural schools

Inspection services

Infrastructure

Marketing and
promotion

Public stockholding

Miscellaneous

OECD

Mexico OECD

Research and development 17% 10%
Agricultural schools 21% 3%
Inspection services 19% 4%
Infrastructure 13% 32%
Marketing and promotion 28% 42%
Public stockholding 0% 3%
Miscellaneous 1% 6%

What these data omit

Institutional arrangements that do not generate transfers directly are typically
excluded from the OECD support estimates. Thus, the data do not reflect the structure of
land tenancy determined by the constitution, nor the changes introduced in the course of
land reform, although agricultural policies that provide support to facilitate the process of
land reform or to help small farmers adapt are included. The presence of state-owned
enterprises is included in these support estimates to the extent that they provide transfers
among different agents, and in the event that they implement any import barriers, but any
inefficiencies or distorting practices embodied in their activities in the market are not
measured as such. Institutional arrangements relating to resource use may not yet be fully
captured in the OECD support estimates; the transfer embodied in privileged access to
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resources such as water that producers receive are currently not included from the PSEs.
Institutional arrangements, including those relating to land reform and water use, are
addressed in Chapter 6 of this study.

The TSE, PSE, CSE and GSSE are not measures of the effects of policies on
production, consumption, trade or welfare, nor on the distribution of the transfers and
effects. In economics, the term “welfare” is not a reference to social security; economic
welfare has a specific meaning that goes beyond the first incidence of transfers generated
by policies. Thus, whereas PSE data describe to and from whom transfers take place as a
result of agricultural policies, questions of welfare must be addressed by considering how
agents respond to the signals given by these transfers. Relevant agents are producers,
consumers and traders of the commodities, and their activities are conditioned by other
factors as well, including general conditions in the market and in the economy overall.
The next section of this chapter discusses the effects of agricultural policies on welfare.

Welfare effects of agricultural policies

A common goal for agricultural policy is to improve economic welfare generally and
farm income in particular. The remainder of this chapter is dedicated to evaluating the
impact of Mexican agricultural policy on the welfare of those participating in the sector.
Other important impacts of policies, such as those on commodity markets, rural poverty
and natural resources are addressed in later chapters.

In this context, economic welfare is defined as the extent to which benefits of a policy
change exceed the costs that are paid. For consumers and producers, welfare can be
defined more explicitly as the consumer surplus, the utility valued in monetary terms that
consumers receive from the goods they buy in excess of the total costs they pay for them,
or producer surplus, which is the profit of owners of inputs, such as labour, capital and
land. Agricultural commodities are the output of activities undertaken by a wide set of
agents that include any seller of inputs into agricultural product, such as fertilizers and
capital goods, and the taxpayers who fund agricultural programmes, and not only farmers
(who provide their own labour and capital). For calculations of welfare to be inclusive,
they must include the effects of changes in agricultural policies on all sector participants.

Agricultural commodity production may affect the environment in negative and
positive ways that lead to benefits for which no payment is made and costs for which no
compensation is provided in the market. Measuring these benefits and costs — positive
and negative externalities — is beyond the capacity of current OECD modelling tools,
and so they are not included in the assessment provided here. However, wider impacts of
agricultural policies and institutions on poverty and on natural resources are considered in
a later chapter.

As mentioned above, Mexico’s agricultural policies have moved from being
predominantly market price support that increases domestic producer prices to being
predominantly budgetary payments. The most significant of these in terms of the welfare
implications of this change is the PROCAMPO programme. Programmes such as
PROCAMPO, which are based on historical rather than current aspects of agricultural
production, have been shown in previous OECD documents to be some of the most
efficient at generating positive welfare benefits for producers for a given level of
transfers.6 In general, it has been shown that MPS, payments based on commodity output,
and payments based on input use are the forms of support least efficient at transferring
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income to producers, while payments based on area and payments based on historical
entitlements (e.g. PROCAMPO) are the most efficient means for governments to increase
aggregate farm income.

Box 4.1. Brief summary of the Policy Evaluation Model (PEM)

The OECD Policy Evaluation Model was used for the analysis in this chapter. The PEM
models the agricultural sectors in six OECD regions, namely Canada, the European Union,
Japan, Mexico, Switzerland and the United States, representing in an aggregate manner the
production of wheat, coarse grains, oilseeds, beef, and milk. PEM is an equilibrium displacement
model, Starting from an equilibrium state where supply equals demand in every represented
market, the model is solved by returning all markets to an equilibrium after the introduction of a
policy shock. The model is calibrated to match observed production and trade in a specific base
period and makes use of estimates of supply and demand responsiveness in each market
(elasticities of demand and supply), information on the production technology (elasticity of
substitution of factors of production), and information on relative factor intensity.

The PEM measures welfare changes to the different participants in the agricultural
sector by measuring the changes in producer and consumer surplus that result from any policy
scenario. The change in budgetary expenditure is also tracked — taxpayers benefit when
government expenditures decline.

A technical note describes the modifications made to this model specifically for its use
here (Technical Note to the OECD Study of Agricultural Policies in Mexico available at
www.oecd.org). In brief, edible dry beans were added to the model, as was subsistence maize
production, and improved input market representation.

Transfer efficiency

A key measure of agricultural policy is its transfer efficiency. This is defined as the
ratio of the change in producer welfare to the change in policy transfers. It measures the
proportion of agricultural policy transfers that actually accrue to agricultural producers.
Transfer efficiency is always less than perfect (value of one) because the suppliers of
purchased inputs are able to capture some proportion of the benefit of any policy.7 Consumers
and taxpayers also gain or lose from policy changes. Deadweight losses also reduce the
potential benefit to producers. These losses are a result of allocative inefficiency – the
reduction in consumer and producer surplus resulting from policies that distort output away
from its efficient level. To the extent that raising farm income is an objective of agricultural
policies, higher transfer efficiency is critical to achieve that end with least costs and fewest
unintended consequences.

In order to evaluate the impact of the evolution of Mexican agricultural policy on
farm welfare, a simulation model was used to estimate the total transfer efficiency of the
mix of agricultural policies in place in each year between 1990 and 2004. To generate
welfare estimates, it is assumed that producers earn the producer surplus from the factors
of production that they own — their land, their own labour, and their livestock. This
means that changes in producer welfare are driven by changes in the rental rate of land,
the (implicit) wage rate of the farmer’s labour, the value of the livestock herd and the
changes in the respective quantities used of each of these factors. The changes in welfare
of other agents, namely the suppliers of purchased inputs, consumers and taxpayers, are
calculated in a similar manner. Simulation results from models such as that used here
represent just one of many possible outcomes, and are intended to illustrate the
implications of the economic assumptions and reasoning that they contain.

Simulation results show that the estimated transfer efficiency of Mexican Agricultural
policy has improved steadily, from an initial level of around 30% in 1990 to in excess of
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70% in 2004 (Figure 4.11).8 That is to say, an additional MXN 100 transferred through
the array of agricultural support existing in 1990 would raise farm income by only
MXN 30, whereas MXN 70 of an additional MXN 100 spent on the policies existing in
2004 would find its way to farmers. Thus, the effectiveness of Mexican agricultural
policy at transferring income to farmers has more than doubled over the study period,
from an initial condition where less than one peso in three was actually captured by
producers in the form of a net income increase. This reflects mainly the reduced
importance of MPS in the total PSE — and the increasingly narrow base of MPS which
mostly relates to milk in recent years — and the increasing importance of the
PROCAMPO programme.

Figure 4.11. Estimated transfer efficiency of Mexican agricultural policy
1990-2004, per cent
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Source: OECD PEM model.

Transfer efficiency is a good measure of the cost-effectiveness of policies whose
intent is to improve the welfare of agricultural producers, the ultimate intent of a large
proportion of agricultural policy in most countries. High transfer efficiency can be taken
to be a characteristic of good agricultural policy. Many factors determine the transfer
efficiency of a policy or set of polices, but the most important of these is the extent to
which policies alter production decisions in commodity markets. Generally speaking, the
more a policy distorts production, the lower its transfer efficiency. Typically, a policy is
more production distorting the more transfers are affected by the level of production, and
the more concentrated the policy is on specific commodities. As the link between
payment and production strengthens, a producer is encouraged to increase output even
more.9 If the economically optimal response to a certain policy is to increase production,
the farmer will do so and bear the increased costs of such an expansion. Moreover, as all
farmers respond by producing more, they purchase greater quantities of inputs, so the
prices of inputs is assumed to rise with demand and further increase costs on farms.
Those increased costs must be subtracted from the benefits the producer sees from the
policy in question, such as a higher price for the producer’s output.

The most transfer efficient policies do not greatly influence the production decisions
of producers, and thereby accrue more directly to their income. Designing programmes to
maximise transfer efficiency usually also leads to less distortion of production and trade,
which is an important part of minimising the negative effects of agricultural programmes
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on trading partners and is a key goal of multilateral trade negotiations. In other words,
policies that succeed at raising efficiency of transferring income to farmers also tend to be
more benign in terms of distortions to production and to international trade.

Deadweight loss

Another measure of the cost effectiveness of policies is the amount of deadweight
losses they impose. Where agricultural polices lead to large distortions in production and
trade, society as a whole pays a price due to misallocated resources. Measured as the
difference between the gains to producers and input suppliers and the losses to consumers
and taxpayers arising from agricultural support, for Mexico, this indicator is relatively
high in the early 1990s and lower after the 1995-1996 currency crisis (Figure 4.12).10

Interpretation of this measure in 1995 and 1996 is difficult because of the large negative
MPS for several commodities in those years. The data problems for these years make
estimation of deadweight loss unreliable.

Figure 4.12. Estimated deadweight loss due to agricultural policies,
real MXN billion, base 2004
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Source: OECD PEM.

The decline in this indicator after 2000, indeed its value in general, is strongly
determined by MPS levels in each year. The increase in payments based on input use (the
most distorting form of support) that took place in 2003 and 2004 raised the value of this
indicator relative to what would otherwise be the case, but the greater decline in MPS
over the same period results in an overall decline.

Benefits and costs

The main beneficiaries of the increase in transfer efficiency and reduction in
deadweight loss are consumers and taxpayers (Figure 4.13). While the benefits to
producers in real (2004) terms have been relatively flat over the period, ranging from
MXN 27 billion in 1990 to MXN 21 billion in 2004, with a high of 40 billion in 1994,
costs to consumers have fallen from an average of almost MXN 50 billion in the early
1990s to 12 billion in 2004. Tax expenditures too have fallen by nearly half from
MXN 50 billion in 1990 to MXN 24 billion in 2004, following the elimination of the
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substantial consumer subsidies associated with the MPS in the early to mid-1990s but
ignoring the introduction of PROGRESA/Oportunidades.11 Benefits to input suppliers fell
from an average of around MXN 10 billion in the early 1990s to around MXN 4 billion in
the last part of the study period.

Figure 4.13. Estimated distribution of benefits and cost of support,
real MXN billion, base 2004
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Subsistence producers

Many producers grow crops for their own consumption. These producers are not
participating in the marketplace, and so are not greatly affected in their capacity as
producers by programmes that affect market price. They may not use a great deal of
purchased inputs such as herbicides or fertilizer to producer their crop, doing so mainly
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by virtue of their own labour on small plots of land. To investigate the likely impact of
agricultural policies on this community, it is assumed that a fixed amount of land is
planted to maize for own consumption each year (1.4 million hectares) and that this
amounts to some 17% of total production of coarse grains in Mexico (Box 4.2).12

Box 4.2. Subsistence maize production

The model used for the policy experiments made in this chapter treats subsistence
farmers differently from commercial farmers, as does the model used to estimate commodity
market effects in the next chapter. In both cases, the models are adapted to the current study by
treating subsistence farmers as a distinct group, and assuming that they do not change production
in response to market signals. This assumption has the virtue of being simple and offers a clear, if
extreme, look at the most important distinction between commercial and subsistence farmers: their
degree of connection to commodity markets. Moderating this assumption would change the
simulation results but likely not the conclusions drawn from them.

There is a body of literature studying subsistence agriculture in Mexico, focusing on
subsistence maize production. Data from all sources indicate that subsistence producers overall
are net buyers of maize; subsistence production must be supplemented by further purchases in
order to meet household needs. However, the impacts of changing price signals on subsistence
farmers in Mexico is a matter of debate that goes beyond the present study’s scope. Ashraf,
McMillan and Zwane, for example, note that even though subsistence production is not sold, the
implicit value represents a large share of imputed household income, so a price reduction could
lower seriously their income, but they find that the effects of falling prices historically has not had
any important effect on subsistence farmers. On the other hand, other authors find evidence of
price links and important effects of market changes on subsistence farmers, if sometimes indirectly
as in the case of Dyer, Boucher and Taylor.

These producers do not sell into commercial markets, and so do not benefit from
MPS. They may be net consumers of maize, but their benefits from consumer subsidies
are likely to be small. Their labour is unpaid; the maize they produce is the only return to
their labour. This limited connection to markets means that reaching subsistence
producers with agricultural policies in a meaningful way is difficult. However,
programmes that offer a direct payment to these producers based on their landholdings
have the potential to be effective. These producers do not participate in markets, either for
their output, or for inputs, including their own land and labour, so only direct payments in
the style of PROCAMPO will reach them, and these will act like a lump-sum transfer,
where the producer’s benefit is equal to the full value of the payment. Accordingly, the
benefits to subsistence producers of maize is calculated as the proportion of PROCAMPO
payments they are expected to receive based on the proportion of land used for such
production. Benefits to other producers of maize are calculated in the usual fashion as the
producer surplus to the owned factors of labour and land. For these producers, payments
based on land such as PROCAMPO increase the producer surplus for land. Taking this
approach, subsistence maize producers, who gain nothing from policies in the early
1990s, receive between 13 and 27% of the benefits of this programme to all maize
producers (Figure 4.14). As the rate of payments is fairly steady, variations in the
proportion of benefits result from market effects impacting returns to commercial maize
production.
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Figure 4.14. Distribution of estimated policy gains,
subsistence and commercial producers of maize,

real MXN billion, base 2004
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The change in the composition of support, both in terms of the instruments used and
their degree of targeting toward specific commodities, brought about a distribution of
benefits of agricultural programmes that is more balanced across commodities
(Figure 4.15). In the early years of the study period, support is targeted mainly towards
maize, milk, and beef production. Moving away from commodity-specific MPS payments
improved the distribution of support to crops other than maize. That said, support to milk
remains mainly in the form of MPS; by the end of the study period, this commodity
received more than half of total MPS.
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Figure 4.15. Distribution of estimated programme benefits, percent of total,
1990-94 and 2000-04
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1990-94 2000-4
Total, MXN billions 33.9 26.2
Other Crops 17% 33%
Maize 38% 23%
Dry beans 1% 9%
Milk 22% 24%
Beef 23% 12%

Source: OECD PEM.

Alternatives

The above results demonstrate that the transition from an agricultural policy
characterised mainly by market price support to one based on more decoupled budgetary
payments such as PROCAMPO as the main form of policy support has led to
improvements in the effectiveness and efficiency of Mexican agricultural policy as far as
farm incomes are concerned. What is the scope for further changes in the policy mix to
lead to additional improvements? Significant use of input support is still being made, and
remaining tariffs generate market price support for many commodities, particularly milk.
Input support is taxpayer funded, whereas consumers pay for market price support (MPS)
to producers, but the use of historical entitlements to smooth the phasing out of tariffs on
bilateral trade with NAFTA partners was an important feature of reform. In this section,
input subsidies and MPS are also removed and replaced by an increase in the
PROCAMPO programme of the same value. This simulation would lead to increased
benefits for producers and for the agriculture sector in general – or, alternatively, re-
instrumentation of this sort could be used to achieve a given objective relating to
commercial producer income at lower cost (Table 4.3) These scenarios are not intended
to suggest an expansion of PROCAMPO as such, but rather as an indication of the
potential benefits available from continued reform.

Currently, input support is mainly directed at the use of energy for fuel and to provide
irrigation, while MPS is directed mainly at milk (68%) and maize production. If the
support provided on the basis of input purchases had been shifted into PROCAMPO, the
result would be an increase in total welfare by MXN 196 million, and producer welfare
by MXN 751 million. This re-instrumentation would disrupt the existing pattern that
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shifts most of the benefits to input suppliers, as producers would no longer be encouraged
to purchase subsidised inputs. Eliminating the remaining MPS and making these transfers
instead a part of PROCAMPO increases net welfare by MXN 6 209 million, and the
welfare of producers by MXN 4 376 million. Consumers, who pay the cost of transfers
via MPS, save over MXN 12 billion, while taxpayers who bear the cost of the shift to
budgetary payments, are made worse off by over MXN 9 billion. Hired labour and other
input suppliers are made worse off as removing the production distorting effects of MPS
reduces output and therefore demand for factors of production. In either case, the effect
on subsistence farmers is positive: whereas land-owners may be eligible for PROCAMPO
without selling goods, the benefits of MPS and input subsidies accrue primarily if not
exclusively to commercial producers.

Table 4.3. Some alternative policy scenarios, 2004

Welfare effects on agents

Policy
situation

Size of
transfers
affected

Producers Input
suppliers

Hired
labour Taxpayers Consumers Total

MXN million

Moving input
support to
PROCAMPO

1 579 751 -479 -29 -16 -31 196

Moving MPS to
PROCAMPO

10 675 4 376 -713 -165 -9 410 12 120 6 209

Source: OECD PEM.

Conclusion

The transfers from consumers and taxpayers to producers generated by Mexico’s
agricultural policies fluctuate substantially during the 1990-2005 period, but are now
somewhat lower relative to gross farm receipts than at the start of this period. The
reforms caused a more important re-orientation in the mechanisms by which support is
delivered. In particular, barriers to imports that create market price support – higher
prices in the domestic market that consumers must pay to producers – has been partly
replaced by payments based on historical entitlement in the form of the transitional
PROCAMPO programme. This re-orientation is not complete: market price support
remains in place as tariffs for several key products are still being phased out and,
moreover, tariffs are being eliminated as a result of bilateral rather than multilateral
agreements so barriers to other countries’ trade remain in place. At the same time,
subsidies to producers’ purchases of inputs have been shifted to emphasise different
inputs, focusing more on financial and energy inputs in recent years, but in any case
account for a roughly constant share of the total transfers.

Mexico’s support for the sector as a whole has been affected by the termination of
CONASUPO and its direct intervention in the market, and growth in programmes to
support markets and information often under the umbrella of Alianza or operated by
ASERCA. As a consequence, general support for agriculture is no longer dominated by
public stock-holding. Instead, marketing and promotion expenditures now dominate
general support to the sector. Research, education and especially inspection services
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account for large shares of the total, as well. Infrastructure support, with a falling share of
these general expenditures, is at present comprised largely of subsidies to irrigation
projects.

Mexican agricultural policy has moved from being dominated by market price
support and payments based on input use, the two forms of support that are most
distorting and least effective at increasing producer welfare, to its current situation where
an important means of support (PROCAMPO) is quite effective and efficient at
improving farm welfare. This evolution in the composition of Mexican agricultural
support has improved farm welfare at lower (deadweight) cost to society. Moreover,
subsistence producers of maize have benefited from this transition, from an early situation
where they were not helped by agricultural support, to a situation where they receive real
benefits from agricultural policy. Further consolidating this process by replacing the
remaining (significant) amounts of input support and MPS with targeted payments would
continue this course of improvement.

The welfare results of this analysis presented here focus on the impacts of agricultural
policies only, and only upon the actors in the agricultural sector. Within the set of
included policy options, payments based on historical entitlements such as PROCAMPO
are the most effective at improving farm incomes. This does not mean that PROCAMPO
or similar programmes are always the best approach, not without specifying more clearly
the objective. For example, rural poverty alleviation and rural development are also
important policy goals. While agriculture and farm income is a part of the rural economy,
the path to faster rural development does not necessarily lie in improved agricultural
income via PROCAMPO, nor in increased agricultural production. The interaction of
agricultural policies and rural poverty, with special attention given to the distribution of
benefits, is addressed in Chapter 6.



Chapter 4. Agricultural policy transfers and welfare effects – 113

AGRICULTURAL AND FISHERIES POLICIES IN MEXICO: RECENT ACHIEVEMENTS, CONTINUING THE REFORM AGENDA– ISBN-92-64-030247 © OECD 2006

NOTES

1. The OECD estimates measures of support for all OECD members as reported in the
OECD’s annual Monitoring and Evaluation Report. A full explanation of the
concepts, method, interpretation and guidelines for the use of the OECD support
indicators in policy evaluation can be found in Methodology for the Measurement of
Support and Use in Policy Evaluation [http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/ 36/47/1937457.pdf],
and a less technical discussion is available in Agricultural Support: How Is It
Measured and What Does It Mean? [http://www.oecd.org/ dataoecd/ 63/8/32035391.pdf].

2. These considerations are discussed later in and the following chapters.

3. With respect to the PROCAMPO payments, it is important to note the problem of
allocating payments based on historical entitlement to specific commodities in PSE
calculations. In fact, the restrictions on these payments are that the land be used for
crops, livestock, forestry or an approved environmental use. In the OECD’s method
for PSE calculations, the payments in each year are divided among crops based on
current planting on eligible land, but are not allocated to livestock products.
Allocation methods are also applied for similar programs in other OECD members,
but this practice is under review at the time of writing of this publication (Agricultural
Policies in OECD Countries: at a Glance, OECD, 2006.)

4. Since 2001, there have been two limits imposed on the amount that an individual crop
producer may receive. First, there is a maximum payment amount that may be
received per agent and, second, there is a reference yield set at a regional level beyond
which no payments are made. However, these limits are ignored in the present
assessment as difficulties of enforcement are assumed to prevent stringent application
of these constraints.

5. The calculation of TSE prevents double-counting certain components of CSE.

6. See OECD (2001), Market Effects of Crop Support Measures.

7. The model holds as a basic tenant that there are no or only minimal imperfections in
the market, but some researchers posit that there is evidence of incomplete markets
for rural finance to small-scale producers. This argument is noted again later, in the
context of input market policies, and the potential for multiplier effects is ignored
here.

8. These results, as with those for all simulation models, hinge on the assumptions that
underlie its workings. In particular, the OECD Policy Evaluation Model used here
assumes that prices operate to clear well-operating markets, both for commodities and
factors of production. Some modifications of the model have been made to
accommodate, for example, non-commercial producers. However, the complexities of
the land tenure system, such as the system of eijidos, are such that the results should
be interpreted with due care.



114 – Chapter 4. Agricultural policy transfers and welfare effects

AGRICULTURAL AND FISHERIES POLICIES IN MEXICO: RECENT ACHIEVEMENTS, CONTINUING THE REFORM AGENDA– ISBN-92-64-030247 © OECD 2006

9. In practice, Mexico’s current payments based on output for most crops, namely the
Target Income Programme, and the subsidies to input use are subject to certain limits
that are intended to place an upper bound on the amount a single producer can
receive. The analysis here ignores the potential that these limits could reduce the
production-enhancing effect on an individual beyond a certain point, which could
indeed occur if these limits were binding, although there would nevertheless be
effects on decisions about which crops, if any, to produce.

10. Including consumer subsidies made as a part of agricultural policy, which benefit
consumers as well as producers and input suppliers, and amounted to about 6% of the
value of consumption in the early 1990s. These subsidies do not include payments
made under PROGRESO/Oportunidades, which are not agricultural policies.

11. PROGRESA/Oportunidades are not components of agricultural policies, so
expenditures under these programs are not included in PSE data and the effects are
not estimated in the analysis of this chapter.

12. These assumptions are maintained in the AGLINK analysis of Mexican commodity
markets in the following chapter.
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