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STAIISTICAL INDICATORS OF THE IMPACT OF NATIONAL REVOLUTION
oN fHE CATHOLIC CHURCH lN MEXICO, 1910-1967*

Whar has b€en úe iñpact of the lú€x¡€ñ
B€volution on the C¿tholic Church du.ing rhe pasr

sixty yeárs? How hai ¿ program oi nationál integration
condúcted under the auspicet of "in'titutionalized" or
conlinuing revolut¡on allected Church po\^€r? Hás $e
l¡€x¡cañ populace heeded a governmental call ol the
1920s and 19303 to r€orieñl ilr loyalty from the

Church to the st¿te? W¡th nátioñalizatioñ af áll church

bu'ldings and proh,brt,oñ of outdoor rel,g'ous seiv,ces.
h¿s the quality of religious lif€ declined? ln recent
y€¿rs do w s€e th€ "resurgEnce of thé Catholic
Church" in t\¡¿xico ar some have claimedT I

Given the politica¡ powÉ. ol the C¡tholic Chti.ch
in lv€xico during the colonial era añd ths renewsd
streñgth ol the Orurch under dictátor Porlirio Díáz in
üe lai&r par¡ ol ¡he nin¿teenth ceñtüry, after 19'10

manv revolutionists wsre readv lo curb the church by
r€izing its prope(y and by liceo3ing ¡ts i$rs at
profeii¡onal m.n. This latter act explic¡tly extended
the pov!¡€r ot ihe st¿le over the inrernál álfairs of ih,
Church and, l¡ke the fo.mer act, led to the Crúte.o
religious \rt?r ¿g¿inst the Mexicañ goverñmeñr be¡¡¡€eñ
1926 and 1929.2 An ¿rm¡st,ce in 1929 did not end
Church'st¿te difficult¡€r béc.u!€ .rgumeñt over üé
natu.e ol st¿te educ¿rron¿l p.ograms w?s ro cont'ñue
into the 1930s.3 fhouEh many Mexicañ. followed th€
banner of an anti.governmenl, láy Cátholic, S¡h¿/gulsr¿
movemeñt to eñd ".na.chy" during rhe lat€ 1930r ¿ñd
é¿rly l94Os,4 ob6.ruers g.ñ€ra¡ly c.edit Pr$ident-€lecl
Máñuél Avila C¿ñacho with ea3iñg Church{tate d¡s-

cord 3hortly aftlr the 1940 ellct¡on c¿mpaiqn when he

añnounced, "¡ am a b€l¡ever." Th¡r stsnce in ¡e$rd to
r€ligio¡ wos bun.essed by aÍlendni€ñt of M€xico's
Cotutirution to sh¡ft the emphasis ol Mexico't educ¿.
tional prograin of thé 193G fiom jmplánting s
"rarionál coñcept of the univ€rs€" ro encour.ging

How mighr v'/€ gauge fte role ol the tvventaeth

century Catholic Church rñ.Mexico prior to ¿ñd 3ince

1940? ldeslly, it would help io know the amount of
economic power controlled by the Church as w€ll as

rhe ou¿litariv. fedeñcv of th. C¿tho¡ic OoDul¿tion.
Since it ¡s not possibl€ ro obráin figurer on such
questions, let us turn to some selected rtatistic¡l
indicatorr wt'ich are available but which háve been

l¡ttle interpreted.6 W! ñáy b€qin bv examinins d¿¡¿ on
religious all¡liat¡on ¡'elo.€ turning to the sha.e of
populatioo iñ a c¿tholic countrv $iich has béen
¡r'arried under Church auspices. Fiñ.lly, wE ñay iñfer
the quality ol r€l¡gious panic¡pát¡on ¡ñ Church lile
from lhe ñumbe. ol prielti per 

'ñhabitánt 
at vár¡out

benchmarkr in co.teÍiDorarv Mexican histo.v.

I

Tabl¿ 1 sho!$ üar in spit of a n¿tionar

r€volution, l\¡ex¡co ha! rema¡ned overwhelmingly
C¿tholic. The percentage of poputation decla.ing
C¡ihol¡c 8lf¡l¡arioñ v¡rtu.llv rem.ined th¿ iam€
bety€en 1900 and 1910, ln 1921 th¡s f¡gure fell under
!p ro about 97 per cent, but il "unknown affiliátion"
k calculared as beiñg Carholic. then in l92l rhé

'R.pti^ted t¡ú Jou,út .¡ chlr.t ed s¿rc ¡ 2: r lwiner t 9701, Dp- 891(16¡ ú¡.d w p.rñisjon-
Gráritude tor.id i^ prep.ratioñ ot rñú.dicl. ¡ h.r¿by -kn@r.dg.d by tñ. tuüor to hi¡..*.rch araiú$, odid Eb.rr. ioh¡o
St.r. Unir¿Giry ) .nd John C.Sup.r {Uáiv.¡3¡¡y or Cjirorñi¿,1o, Angrle¡¡,

1Fo. ¿xañpr¿ !a Fich.rd P.tL., fh¿ C¿thol¡c B*¡val iñ M.¡,¿o (W.shi.gton. D.C.i Cátholic A$oci.tion for l¡tern¿noñ.| P.e,
19441j ánd Norñ.ñS. Hay..t, N.r P¿Í..nt ¡. Old M.r¡co {S!.nl¿: Unive4kv olW.rhi.gioñ Pó¡!,19661, c}t!p.9, R..ur!..ce
ot rh. Cárhor¡c Ch!rch." Ct, Fr.nr R. Br&d.ñb¡rg, fr. tt r ¡at of Mod¿.a M.'¡co lE¡gtñod C¡ifrs, ñ,J,: Pr.nti6Hrll, lE64l;
ód 'Lá rgr6i¡ .. An¿¡¡c. bri..; r.y.c¡o.¡. .t r cl..o polftico o.t¡c¡ño he¡á ls .r.eioñGs d. 19€8.' P¡obt ñ. dc
¿rttr@rÉ.,b. lM.¡Eo Ciry¡ 3 ¡F.bru.ry 19561r l-¡34.

2Sc¡J".". W.W¡tr¡c.'r¡" r,¡...i^g ot t¡€ C.r¡r.ro B.rigiou. w.r Ao¿iñ{ th. M.:icrñ R.vot!\i.n,'Jou.n.¡ ol Chu..h tndSt t a
I Spri.g 1 9661: 214- 233j and J.@. W. Wilk¡. .ñd Edñ. Moñz6n ó¿ Vli ki., Mat ico th.o .ñ .t t¡glo tx: ¿ñrd¡tttt d. h¡tto.i. ót¿t
lMÉxico, D.t-: O¡rÍibured by Cu.4rño¡ Añ.ri€not lor ü!. lñ ituro M.¡c¡ño d€ lnv.3¡i9xion6 Écdóm¡..s, 1969¡, chF. 5.
''Migu.¡ PdmÍ v ViE.rá. C.tórico Mir¡i.ñ¡..'

3S.. Lyre C. s.o6, "MG¡ic.. Church-St.a F.l.t¡on., 1933-19,O, J@ñ¿.ot dlutcñ ¿ád Sdt.6 tslei^s Éf,f.202-222.
4For.n iñroducrioñ ro Sin.rcliño, !6 Alb. l, Mich*lt, "F.Ekñ.nd Sin..qukño: Popul.. N.rion.li3ñt Ag.i.st rh€ M.rics
á*o1!tio , ' Jout¿.t ot chutch ¡d S¡¡r. 8 lspring 1966) r 234-250,

sFo. € bibriosreh¡crl 9úide ro rh. p.obr.ñ3 ol di. 1936, * J.ñ.. W, Wirti. .nd Albétt L. Mi.n4ls,.dt,. R.toturio, iñ M,¡co:
Yqtt ot Uph..t t. t9t0-t9¡,0 lN.w Yo'r: Kroor, 1969). pr. 242-297. A .tudv or pád¡@¡.r inieGt ¡ Dnid L. R.bv! "LG
ñ.¡rrG rur.r.! y rc cóf ¡.16 *¡.16 d€ Mat i6 11931- 1gaol ," B¡stoti. M.x¡c¿n¿ 1a lo.rob.r-O€.emb.. r 968! : r 90-227.

6s.hooléñrolln.ñt¡vpriv.te!ñdpublicid¡ú¡oñk¿rcld.d.!¿nind¡c.ro.lrodü;5¡n.lyrirñotoñlyb.c.u!.th.rho.g.
tñd qq.lity of psbric ¿dqc.tio..l t¿ciliti6 ofteñ ñ¿k¿ priv.t'.dúation á nF.s.irv, bu¡ .l¡o becEu* rh. ge€rnñ¡nr r.g!1.@5
pro!..d of fudy, S* J, Lróvó Mehn, Chutch .ad S..r¿ ¡, L.t¡n Añ.t¡.., ta. ¿d.lchro.r llitr: Univ.úirv ol Nor$ C.roliñ.
PGs, 19661, p.413: -d Rici.¡d B. M.Coñrk, "A¡riud. Tow¡rds R.tigiou3 M.teB iñ M.¡i@ S.hóót Éúto¡y f.r¡b6k5,"
Añ.,t .t 1a U¿.!aN 19491: 236-211 .
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W¡lk¡e . Sra¡r¡fics ¿rd National Pol¡cy: Patt I

1921

TAAIE I
Popul¡tion According to R.ligiour Affil¡rtion, l9O0¡950

lTotal. 100.0 P.r c.nd

19oO 1910 1930 1940 1950 1960

¡Tot.r

c.tholic

Oth.r

t3 607

99.4

b

b

.l

.t

15 160

99.2

b

b

.2

.1

t4 335

97.1

b

.8

1.4

16 553

97.8
.8

b

.3

t.l

19 654

96.6

.9

.l

2.2

b

25 791

98.2

1.3

.l

.4

34 923

96.5

1.7

.3

.4

.5

¡1. trou.ndr ól p.rsñ¡ ¡ñclu.bd iñ ñ¿rio¡ál por{ l.t¡on enss.
crnclúd.d in Oth.r

So!rc.: Maxico, On ción Gen... d. E3!.dírri.. e.eñ.ñ d.t an@, Igq p.16o:A"@t¡o..t dhtico. t955.1956, pp,43.44,. d

catñolic ropulation wri over 98 per cent. Even ¡lta¡
¡h. cr¡¡t.ro war h three.y€ar per¡od when prieís t¡Ére

oo 3tr¡ke), the C¿üol¡c f¡gure rem¿¡n.d ¿lmost
98 pcr c!nt. Whilr th. etfects of Churci-súre iúu991¿
ovlr 3oc¡¿li¡t .d*.tio. c¿w the p€rc€ntage of c¿thol¡ca
lall ro 96.6 in 1940, th¡e figúr€ ¡n 1950 r.bound€d to
ov.r 98 per c.nt. By 1960 this ¿mountw¿3 agEiñ abour
th¡r ol ¡940, bur b.c.use of Prorerañt ¡ñd Jewirh
inro.ó ráthü thln g¿iñs by those p¡ol$i'ñg no
relioioñ. h is int.r¿iiing to note th.t ¡n 1940 ov€r
2 p€r c6nt cláimod to hrve no rel¡gion, and oñe could
surmi3é thst rh. texua¡ and soc'alirr¡c educ¡i¡on
Fograña ol th. 193& had gr.¡¡er imp.ct on C.tholic
b¿li.l thlñ th. ¡rncd confrontátion ot ihe r92G.
Alio, .ftü incr!.ring in t921, 1930, .nd 1940, ü.
pérc.ñr¡gÉ of tho3e wrhout religioñ fell to 3n inr¡gñi.

licant anount ¡n 1g5O .nd 1960, a phlnom€ñon

Frh.ps r€la¡ld to the eñd of governmént hosrility
towud th! Church rft.r 1940.

ll th€ ábové f¡gu¡e3 .rc ¡ñd¡É¡¡vc ol Church

nr.ngrh, thln th€ R.volut¡on has la¡¡.d to 9.¡ñ .t th!
expeñ3a ol th. Church. Alt¿rnttively, r¡c might
hypoth¿¡iz. th.t noñinal b€licwrs have intl¡t.d ligure3

on C¡thol¡c religiout afilial¡on. Th€refore w¿ must

iurn to other data lor 6n e)€min¿tioñ of the qu¡lity ol
religiou! panic¡ptt¡on.

n

Fen.ncy.of Catholic beliet ¡n Mex¡co m¿y b€

tetted rg€inr th€ wáy iñ wt¡¡ch th. M.x¡cán Popl¡c¿
entefi into lorrnal rnan¡.gÉ. lf th€ Mct¡c!ñ popule it
a. highly r.ligious a3 th! lbove figur6 iñdiclte, ú¿n
$¿ m¡ghr rxp€ct the n.tion¡l popuhtion centucas ¡o
3how th.i over 96 per ceñr ol all rí¡riad pertont h¡d
be€n united with Church app.ov.l. A3 T.bl. 2 shows,

hor¡\,€vé., th. percent¡ge for yerr3 wh€ñ d.i. rré
sva¡láble 3ince 1930 ¡ndicates th.t only ¿boul 80
pér cent of such pe6oñs l¡r/€re ñ!Íisd wkh Church

r¿ñciioñ, Hü the p€rceñt69e dcc¡'ning rlightly 3'ñce

r930.7
ll !r¿ could róy thár áboúr 80 p8r cent of the

Mexic¿n populac¿ h¡s b€en lirmly comrñitt€d to
Gthol¡c pr.ctices. $r. might conclid. th¿r thc Chu¡ch
h¡s contiñued to hold ¿ r.lar'vlly stroñg poiton ¡n

M.¡¡cáñ roca€ty.8ur since m.ñy Meric..3 h.v€
anreréd ¡nto m¿.r¡aqe ouBid€ ot $ncrioñed chu.ch
ñorÍB by márryiñg only üth c¡vil c.r.moñy o. bv
lormiñg hous€holcls in lf€€ ¡rñion wthour b.nelir ol
¡nv c.rcriroñy. the Chü.ch's porilion ñ!.d3 to b€

assest€d in terms of ¡ts ¡ñfluénce oñ mlril.l statu¡ at a

r¡hol.. frbl.3 3hós rhai rh¿ Church.!á¡rction.d
rn¡ri¿g. h¿s reñ€in€d ¿t.boua & per c.nt 3inc. 1930,

7fhtueh d.r¡ do no! d¡iñeuúh b.tÉ.ñ C¿rholic.ñd ñoñ-C.rholic Cherch ñ.ri.¡É¡, rhe i.¡.r... d.ducEd h.ú .cordiñc ro ni.
tollowinl mrhod. Siñd ¡ou.cd in T.bl* I .ñd 2 Fv.¡l th.r .bo!t 28p.r c.ñr ot the ror.r populrrioñ l.¡l .!.t ú.¡ lotñ.lly
ñarr¡.d iñ rh. lour ..ñ$¡ y.d, { ñ.y 6fuñ ü.r.bdr rh. ¡.@ p.';ñr¡|. ol.o¡-C.tholic¡ i¡.1¡ !g. iú@o¡ ú.. ¡ó ñ.raó
úd rh¡¡ p.onr¡i. ¡ d.ducr.d trú rh! Chu.dr" olio.y ¡ñ f.¡6 2 úd 3. A. T-¡. r ñoú, ñon{¡ñor,.¡ ñ¡..dr¡tuüó
oñly. @lr pon¡oñ ol th.l&rioñ rop'rl.rioñ.
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. 
ll¡ . Catholic Church ¡n Méx¡co

TAALE 2

Catholic Chorch.S¡nctionsd M.rr¡.g! of P.rson3 !s a Shlre of Psr3ons Form.lly Mar?t.d, 1930-1960

lToül = 100.0 f'.r C!ni)

1930 1940 1950 1960

áTotat {ceñsurl
b8y churcrr

4 479

82-9

5 3S5

79.7 ?8.4

9 838

772

.1. rho!¡.nd! ol p.4óñsj 
'ñ¿lúd4 

ñ.rri¡.! .oñd!cr.d onry bv civit llthoriti*, onty by Chúreh..¡d comttñ.<t civit .nd Chsndr

h9lsr¡t dry by OruEh ó¡ by Cho.dr r 4n r civir rüo'h¡.r l.ine r.!.t ñr.i¡. ño.r b. r@a,.d wirñ rñ. cjvit r.¡irw,
Church m.iii.¡.. F.y .¡¡o tE {ñcr¡on.d by th. sol.mm.ñd. Perc.ñr.!.r .r¿ d.lra.d to erctude ú 6rin.ud ñ.tt ¡h.r. of
,.rc4 @r.¡d ¡. ñ*C.üol¡c dwrch6 by Erecriw ss¡ v..r ü lotr@r: t.2, 1.2, 1.8. úd 23 p.r c.nr.5i .or. ?,

So!.ce: Marico, Dn.ccióñ G.n.r.r d. Er.d bric., B.en r dat ..ñ@. 1930, ,9, tO, a1: 1910, ep, a, 6: t95O, p, 4A: 1950, p. 1't2.

TABLE 3

c.iholic church.s¡nct¡on.d lt¡¡r¡agf, of P.r¡oni $ a sh.re ot s.ncr¡on€d ¡nd un,.ncrion.d p.non.t Mlr¡t¡t sú!us,
1qrG1960

{Tot¡t - 100.0 p.r C.nt)

1930 1940 t95t) 1960

bD¡uorc¡d

bFréé Un¡on M¿rr¡.g.
bonty civit Marriaga
cBy orurdr

5 884

.8

23-r

12.1

6:t.r

7ú7
.6

22-9
14.6

6t.o

I 055

.8
't9.8

15.7

€2.3

80!)

1.0

15-7

17.1

64-3

'tn rho¡.nd¡ ot p€r¡(h3,
fu nsñcr¡o..d br Chur.rr.
9s.*to"ra ry Ot,tcrr: i*luó.. drr.!É @nd¡cr.t onty by Crr¡cñ G {í - by Ch!¡ch -d by.n ¡'bdh¡É. p.@ñt O- -.d.tl.r.d io .r.ru<r. .ñ di.i¡¡.d ¡turr ¡h.E ot p.Eo¡r mrn.c iñ.oñ€dhor¡é ci¡rcñ.r bv ¡€rr.o iv. c..¡u¡ yor * rórowr: .9, 9,r.t ..d 13 F 6.. Sé nor. 7.
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Wilkie . Sfáú/st/:6 árd Nat¡onal Pol¡cy: Part I

the firsr year lor wh¡ch luch c€nsus dara are avaitabte.
Though p.rcentage wi¡h tre€ uñ¡on marrióges steádity
decrcased from almosr one qurrter ot üe married
popu¡atioñ in 1930 to abou¡ 16 p€r cefi ¡n .t960, 

the
ihare of ptsons ma(ied onty by qivit author¡ties
gen€rclry góined at Church expeñs€.

lr ¡s inte.esting to note thát the tevet ol d¡vorce
has not exceeded ¡ percent ¡n Table 3 and rhót jn
addhion it hss remained tow in .etation ¡o popu¡arion
census€d over age 14. Whereas iñ 1960, 2.3 per cenl of
the U.S. population over sgs t4 w3s divorc€d {an
¡ncreáse from .7 per ceñt 'r 1920), 

'ñ 
[¡elc; th€ ]960

proportion w€s .5 per c€ñr (down io 1930, 1940, and
1950 from 1.5 p€r cen¡ in 1921).8 tv€xicot high figure
fot 1921 wat withour doubr related to en¿ctm€m oi
more liberal divorce legÉlarioñ b€twe€n 1914 and
1917. During the era of viotenr revotution, pressure

buik up to legálize absolu¡e d¡vorce, ¿nd afre, the Eear
dirupt¡on of society wrought by €xten.ivé mititary
comb¿t, a number of per3ons v\€re ¿nxiou3 to take
advantage of thé new ¡egirlórion. A decrcase in rhe
¡mpon.nce of the divorced percenlag€ may reltecr
redlarliag€ ¡s t¡!¡€l! as avoidance of divorc€, wh¡ch ¡s

uñs¡ncÍoned by the Church and caries grearér pubtic
stigms ¡n a Catholic-oriented soc¡¿ty than the more
coven tre€ union or ertrañarital affáir.

Reg¿rdl€$ of these sp€cularioñs, soñe obeners
m¡ght \¡ell ¡nlis¡ ihat Ca'rholic influ€ñce over marhal
státut has more ro do with cuitom than w¡ft the
qualhy of C¡thol¡c bel¡ef. Thus the ñumber ot inhab.
itan$ per priest ñay teil us more about the nature of
.brvice which rhe Church is áble to provide.

ut

It pliests ár€ in abund¿nce ¡o relation lo the
der¡añds áñd ñeeds of nsiionál populace, we may
suppose ihat insruction 3nd practice iñ religious
activitiet rn¡v proceed with greater ¡ntensity. Con.
!érsely, uñen the ratio of inhabit¿nt5 per priest grows,
poss¡b¡lity for noñinal C¿tholicism i.cresses ápace.
Thus, il Catholic áffilia¡ion or marr¡age rre to bé
anything more than o$tom, often the cont¡noed
pr¿tenc. of ¿ pri€st is nece$ary to sr€ñgth€ñ bel¡el
añd encourágÉ rccepted ri¡u¡1.

Rátio ol p.E3ts to rot¡l inh¿brt¿ñrs ol l¡.xico in
ditlérent yean i3 giveñ ¡n Table 4.9 Eetween 19lO and
'1967 the rario increased from 3 398 to 5 765 p¿rsons
p¿r priest. From l9l0 to 1926 the numbér ot giests
te€méd to h¿ve b¿€n umffected e¡thff po3it¡velv or
negatively by the conlusioñ ol.evolut¡onary upheaval.
and the ratio of priesR ro ¡nhab¡tants rém¡ined th€
samé be€u3€ population onlv ba.elv exceeded the
l9l0 rotal by 1926. Suh€quenl confl¡ct bctw€éñ th€
Church and rt¡te. ho\ ¡ever, drast¡cálly afléc¡¿d cl€r¡c¿l

Given the góvernmental st¡¡€'by-stat€ lirñitar¡on
in l926 of the number of clergy perm¡tted to function
{in Puebla, for e¡ample, the legal l¡mir on the numbe.
ol clergvmen lor that itá¡e wás set ár 255 wñ€re 5r2
h¡d seN€d), and given a decision in 1926 by Presidenr
Plutarco Elías Calles to enforce v.rious ¡rt¡cles of the
fvexican Constirut¡on of 1917 (185 lor€i9ñ pl¡ests
v\Ere depof€d aod 73 convenrs wEre clos€d along w¡th
42 churchesl,l0 Mex¡can prie3B s$p€nded all retig¡ous

SFor sourc.! ee T.br. 2 ánd U,S- Book of F..tt, S.¿nnE ,
@nsus fitur.¡ lor both counrrier iñclodé p€Boft !60 hre b.!¡ divoréd úd rcñ.fr.d, h il h.rprur 16 rook¿t ihedivor4 r.re pét
rhd6ñd p.6om iñ fi¡e M.¡ic¡ñ .nd U.S. p.put.r¡ons. tn 1930, l9¡¡O, t950, ¡nd 1960 ihe..!D.crive úc¡ Gaút.r.d wnh
¡thoririF *.. .1, .2, .3, .4 ¡.d 1.6, 2.0, 2.6, 2.2. Sourer Jor droG. rár€s át. ibid., !. 52: Th. Sant''dt H¡súy ot ,hc Uniad
sát t f.oñ Coto,¡tt f¡ñt ro.n P..f¿r tst¡oto.d, coñn.: F¡nr.td Pubtkhc6, 119651), r 30;ad th. rollding públic¡ridt
by M€¡¡.o r O¡r.ccióñ G.ñ.rrrd. E{¡di3¡ic.: A,!¿¡,¿ ¿@dínEo, t938, p.31; tga2. o.149:1954. p.83: t 2-1963,e.71.tF'e
M.xic.n itd€r.l civ¡ code, whicñ gÉn€rrlly etu6¡ .¡ th¿ ñodér tor rhe Merica¡ ¡t¡t.!. !p.cifi4 rh. iolowinq q.ou¡dr tordivore.
eirhsr by ñlrual con€nt (. É.!oñ ior di@re i^ irelll or bv deñ5¡d ol ei6er ot úe ¡poues: .d!tt ryj ihe f4r rhár the wile
9iv¿3 birh ro r chird coñc¿iv.a b€toE rh¿ ñ.ri.g.; the proposL of úl€ hú¡b.nd to prornule hii wit.: rñcn¿lon or viót.nc.
.¡e.ied bY o...pou* upo. rhe oth.r:iññor¿l .cc ror rheputpor. ol.orupring.h¡ldr¿n: chro^ic or iñcur.bre d'*.4:incur.b¡¿
irnporñe o. ruñ¡6r d.ráng.@.rj áb.róoñ@ñt ol üe hom.: or.!ñ.d &¡rh:.ru.r!y, thr€as or gr&e ituuris by o^e spou*
.9Éin3l in. orhlr; ñoñjúpoonj c.ruó¡i@s ncúsrio^ ñóde by oñ. ¡90ue ag:i.r rñe orhef:in6ñou¡ non.pdnid crió.;hrbns
of gambliñ9, druñkeññ€ss or uÉ ól drúgs: coññúrio. ofám.jo.crimiñd acr by o¡. lpoo¡¿ agai¡ri lhe p!Áoñ o¡ p¡opldv ol rhe
othet, 34 Th. C¡tit Code fot th. F.d.tal D¡t.ict.ñd f¿Íi¡oiet ol M.r¡.o, tr.n., Ortó Sch@nrich lN.w yo/k: Brk.r, Voo.hi¡ 8¡
Co., 1950), pp. 61-69, According ro Erñ.rt Gru.n¡ng lMer¡.o.nd l6 H.t¡ég. lNe \ork: C€nru.v Co., 192a1, p.625t, though
rh€ Civil Cod. ot 1884 prov¡d.d lo. d¡vorc, n ".dñ.rsd ro rhe o^o¡ re which p.oct.iñ.d th. ind¡¡so¡ub¡tity or ñ.ri¡g.. Wh.r
Ér looM !'divore i. th.r cc'd.@3rur.|y. ¡.9.liz€d ¡.p.rúio^ u.d.r which ..ñrri.g€ me torbidd....'

gR..dért 
rhoeld ¡ót rh¿t th. r ¡o of ¡nñ¿bit.ñi¡ro pr¡.r3 is m..ñingr.$ i¡ hs.lt, but ¡r do.t'rd thr!th. church ñ!v hlw br

ground ¡n ..|¡rion ro ¡t¡.biliry ro ñiniftt torh. popú|.é. Thouch oñ¿ ñight aro0. th.r w¡rh ¡¡c..ss.d ñobaritv p.i.f¡..¡.ow
..8ch ñor. p.opl. tháñ théy could on núr.brck iñ 1910, ech ¡ l.dor hai prob.bly b.en ott*r by rhe láci rh.r p.Bonál
..l¿tionlb¡ps ¡r. b.6ñi^9 tur. dilli.ulr lor !h. t.¡.r whh e r.pidly .xpandiñq ñ!ñb.. ol p.'&ñr !o r.'v.. ¡holgh rh. d.i. do
.ot t ll 6 how mny pri6r.cr4lry h*e b..n ¡. @¡rad úiü $. lopur@ raltlr iñrn co¡duc¡¡ñg .<rñr.¡¡f6!¡4 or orh..¿tt.¡.t
ól rh€ Cñur.ti, E roy via liguE3 ¡. T¿b¡.4., r4.r¡ñq ¡h. dr.t¡v. nrEñsrh ot rh. Cñurch b{r.rur¿c.y i. M.ri@, i.crud¡ns
p.rbn..l nsd.d to mk€ tñ. Chu'ch i!.dion.

iqt/irr'.d H. Ccrcon. ¿,]!ear'r ;" Metico, 185r-tg2g l9Énlord, Cllir.: Srsñtord Univ.Bity P.e$, 193 | ), pp. 367-369.
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TABLE 4

Pr¡es$ in the fvlexicán Populal¡on, Sél¿cted Y¿árs, 1910-1967.

1910

1926

1940

r 953
1967

4 461

4 493

3 863

5 26r
7 922

r5 150

15 468

19 654

28 053

45 671

3 398

3 443

5 088

5 755

S@rce lor Pri€sB; 191 0: IMoi!¿! Gonzáre! Nd.rol , €¡dd,iJ¿.ar o¿,:r/.r det Do.tit¡.to. , A77-r 910 \Mé¡ico, D. F. I O¡.ñción
Goerár d. Esr.disric., 19561, p, 19. r926r Albdo M.ríó C.t.Áo. P¿g¿s ol t .t)can Sitro.y {Mexico, D.F.i Ed¡cioñ* Victori¿,
19361, !p. 361-362. 1940, AltEdo G¿rindo M.¡dóza, Apuhet geog¿¡¡@ y etadít.t@t d. t¿ rgt¿tia C¿xjtic. @ M¿ttco
lM¿:ico. O,F.: Adñi.i.rrió. d. la FdÉ6 L¡C.!r.'19451,pp.22.3211.1953:Thón.sK.Blrch.rdOoñ.tdJ,Au oñ,
coñps. -d willi.ñ J. G¡bbo^t..é.. BÚi. E..t tir.¡c.t sd¡ittict lot L.t¡á añ¿rid. 195¿ tM..ykno , N.v.: wdtd ¡tori¡oñ¡
R.poG, 19551. pp.48.53. 1961: Añnu.t¡o Portil¡cio, t96á (V'ric.no: fipogrlfi5 Potigrors Váric.ñá, 196a), p€siñ.

Solre. lo. Pop!¡.rioñ: M.xa.r. g@.rntunr c.n$s d.ta .ñd .lriñár¿s giv€n i. M¡xico, Onecc'ón ceñer.t de En.dúric..
Coñp¿r<l¡o .tt dhti.o, 1954, 9p.34-3, Migu€¡ Ch ir. Otitos, Prcy*.ioñet dñostáric.t.Je t. R.ptbti@ ¡¡tex¡@a:
pobleión l?vott-: Mattco, O.F.: Oúe..'ón C.ñer.r dc E¡r¡di!¡c¡, 1966.196A1, 2: 61lt ¿nd Jñ6\1,1. Witri., fh¿ Mcx¡an
R.vot¿tioá: F..t tal Etpeñd¡tu.¿ .ntt Sq¡t¡ Cñt¡q. 

'iñe 
t9t¿ l8.rk.tey: UñiveBity ot C.titor.i. Pr.¡r. 1967). Appeñdi¡ K.

s¿rvic¿3 betweeñ 31 Julv 1926 and 27June ¡929.
During this p€riod, lay Catholi6 fougnr rhe goveh.
nñent ¡ñ ¿ guerrill¿ wá. until an armirtice wár reached,
New friction betweeñ thé Church and rate duriñg rhe
1930s did not p€rmi¡ the Chu.ch to recover irs iorñ€.
position in society; and by 1935, only 322 priesrs were
perñitt€d by law to serve $roughout the.epublic.ll
ln sp¡te ol continu¡ñg sÍuggle ovd such matters as

control of edr¡cataoñ añd 3€i?!ré ol m¿nv church
úildiñgr fü use ar l¡braries or fo. oth€r publ¡c

Frrposés, bv 1940 rh€ carholic church h¿d3 853
pliesG seding the faithful.

Ouring this p€riod ol ádvert¡ty. the rario ot
Méxicañs F€r priest inc.ca.éd from ¿bout 3 4mtoovér
5,0m p€rronr; í€anwhil€, the number or priests
declined 14 per cenr álthough roral popuratioñ ga¡ned
by about doublé that amount. This me¿nt rhát by
1940 fvexico's p.¡€sts, who v¡rrua¡ly had ¡o try to sérve
üe eñti.e Mex¡cáñ F,opulace, \Ére hard pressed ro
máintáin rel¡giou3 quálity - esp€ciálly wh€. cohpa.ed
to priests in the Unned States, who served only ¿

mind¡ty ot the population ánd who enjoyed a.at¡o of
620 Catholics tor €acir priest.l2

Eetweeñ 1940 and 1967 the number of priests ¡ñ

lvexico increased only 105 p€r c€nt vüile the countryt
popul.rion iñcr€¡s€d 132 per c€ñ! What were the

lactort which,. in spite of improved Church.ttat€
rélát¡on3, impeded th€ growth of clergyrn€n to m€et
popul¡tion changé!? On the one hand, we m¡ght look
to h¡stor¡cil factor! bv which ü¿ Church cumulat¡velY
lost sround durins the ¡920s and 1930s v¡/heñ the

cl€rEy !¡verc uñder a¡tack aod semin¿r¡$ $¡€.€ cloi€d bv
qovérñmeñt edicr. On üe othe. hand, failure of the

Church to maintain a higher rate of growth of pr¡es¡s

íi¡v be traced in part to ils p€rception of ihe Problem
of ¡ñcrease ¡n populár¡on.

Population figures iñ Table 4 h.ve béén prepared

W rhe Mox¡e. govern'nent ánd are coñsid€rablv

higher tha^ population estimat6 bv the Church. ln
1953 and 1967 the Chu.ch €'timated n¿tional popula-

tion to be25 995 000and39 916 020 respectivelv. ll
Church figurcr are used ro calculate the ratio of priest!
ro inhabiünts, reduc€d .at¡os a.e obra¡n€d. Acrord¡nS
lo Chlrch er¡mat*, in 1953 the rstio was 4 941
p€rsons pe. p.iést, compared to 5 332 given ¡nTable 4.
Wher€as governñent popula¡ion data vi€ld a ratio of

11A¡b.fro M.ría C.reño, Prg€ t of Metic.A HÉtoty \Mértco, O.F.: Edicione, Viclori¿, 1936), p.362,
r2An do G.riñdo M.ñdo¿a. ¡ pú"tet g¿ogt¿r¡co; y ú¿ttkticot.t t¿ tsl$¡¿ Ca¡ót¡c. a Mé'¿o IMé¡i6, O.F.: adñrnEr*ióndet.

R*úr: "L! Cru¿," 19451, o.22.
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5 765 tor 196?, Church figuret give a rario ot 5 025.13
ln orher vt¡ords, for the yesr t967 the Church conceives
of the ratio as approaching th€ rÍagnitude of the
problem wh¡ch, áccording to f¿ble 4, w?s reached
atout 1940. Though we canñor be sure of populat¡on
est¡fñáte3 for the 1960! until the ñational census of
1970 has b€en adminilte¡ed, wÉ know o¡ the bas¡i of
the 1960 census that the gov€rnmental esrimáte for
1953 used iñ Táble 4 was accur¿re within 193 m0.
Sinc¿ thé Church 6tim¡te was oft by 2 058 0m, we
rnay susp€ct thal the M€x¡can Catholic clergy taker an
unduly optimist¡c v¡ew of th€ populatioñ rituarion ancl
of th€¡r own ability to s€rve Mexicot people. ln 1967
the diflerence b€tw¿en goverñment and Church esti.
m¿tes of populat¡oñ amounted to 739 persons per
priért, a conside.able number of p€ople.

ln óddition to historical p.ob¡ems and qüestion.

able optimilm concern¡ng the impact ol population
growth in relat¡oñ to the number of clergy, r¡v€ may
suspecl thát íie Church fac€s a probleñ in f¡nd¡ng
priests who in this rñodern ag€ ol coinforts look
forw¡rd to enduring relat¡ve socialand cultural deprivá'
tion in rur6l sreas ol Mexico. lñ order io examin€ ruch
a supposition it is irnportant to €xámín€ the distjb.
ution of pri€sts in á régionalsamplé.

tv

S¿ven regionr a.e r€preteñted by añ e¡ghl-state
sample for \h¡ch a profile of 1953 ¡s presented in
Table 5. The regions are geo-soc¡al areas of Me'(ico
develop€d with ¡e$rd to an lnder ol Poveny or soc¡al
mod€rniz.tion.l4 On the b¡tk ol soci¿l iñdicátoB, ¡n

1960 rhe Federal District, a reg¡on in its own r¡ght, wai
in the most advantag€ous position. lñ d€sc€nding
order,lhe tollowng r€g¡ons (¿nd s€mple st.ted show€d
less character¡st¡cs of soc¡al mo<lerni2arioñ: Norlh
(Ch¡huahuá), West {Nayar¡t), Gulf (Yucatán}, W.st
Cénrral (Guanaiuato.lVichoacán), East Centr¿l ($n
Lu¡s Poto!í), South {Ch¡apai). Choice of the states wai
drctated by ¿ n€€d to pr€*nt govérnmental eñt¡ties

wth boundaries similar to eccl$iastical units in order
tñat consiitent tiñe ser¡6 could be d€velop€d lor each
r€gion with regard to m¡xed govehm€nta¡ añd church
sourcas for numbfl of pri€sts given in Tábte 4. lñ the
c¿se of W€n Central l¡ex¡co, dioces€s overlap state
boundariei and it is n€cessary to present Guañajuáto
snd I¡ichoacan as oñe unit. W,th l,ght dilcrep¿ncies,

st¿tes chosen ¡ncorporate dioc$ee with clore p.oa.

¡mity, except for Nayarit lor which diocese boundaries
have b€€ñ.dj$ted to €xclude Jaliico.

Dat¿ ¡n Table 5 repr€sent 39.5 per c€ñt ot
Meticot pr¡est5, alñost 37 p¿. cent of the popularion,
¡ncl .bout 28 per cent of the country's t€rritory. fhut
the s¡mple should concksly show us the positioñ of
the Church iñ váriou3 reEions of Merico. lt ir iñte.
$ting to ño¡e that áboul 15 perceñt of the priests

\€,e locarcd ¡ñ th€ Feder¿l DirÚic¡ and about i6
per c¿nt in th€ Gtholic rtroñghold and Cr¡rtero states

of Guanajuaro and Michoaoán.
Ratio of populalioñ to priesrs iñ the rámple

state! lor M€x¡co's seveñ r€giont given in fábie6
porrray some exÍémes which mak€ up the ¡v€rage

¡at¡onal r¿taos prc3ented ¡ñ Table4. ln 1910 the
Fed¿rál District h.d the most favorable stañding
coñpared to cited $mpl€ stat€s, b€ing álmo5t fiv€
t¡m¿s better oll in the averarqe c¿3¿ load per pri$t üañ
Ch¡ap¿s. By 1326 thc Ch¡ápas ratio w¿s much wo¡s€

anong the sample.ta¡es, reach¡ng increasing ¡mbal¡nc€
in relatioñ ro rhe national average until after 1953
wh€ñ an influx of pr¡errt reduced the ratio from about
28 000ro 20 000.

Though these latter totals may ss€m incrédible,
th€ situation in the st€te ol Tabasco abo has be€n

ditficuli. ln 1925 Tabaico's goverñment decreed that a

pri6t could not pract¡ce unless he u¡€re marr¡edj añd

tñough the hostil€ 3t¡t regime wár rep¡actd during
1935, the d¡ocese h¿d only I pr¡esrs iñ 1940, 22 ¡n
1953. and 49 in 1967. Ev€n us¡ng Cr"rch population
f¡gll.es, the ratio lor the resp€ctile benchmtrk years

w¡s 38 814. l5 273, áód l2 245.15 Giv.n tLrccessful

lay Catholic efforts to topple the Tabasco golernmeñt,
il is surprisingthat after th¡rty ye.rs the Church h¿s not
don€ mor€ to establish its pG¡tion ¡n thát dioces¿,

Perhaps destrucrion ol chu.ches and p€r*drtion of
cler¡cf vEs so üo.oughgo¡ng over á ten-ye P..id,
however, that the Churc'l has not lelt it wonhwhile io
ltaff the area with adequate personñel. 0r F€rhaps
givén th€ Church's problern in such states as Chiapas

and Chihuahua, efforts ñight b€ner t¡e exP€nded ¡n

othér locales. Among ttle sample statei, .n inllux ol
priesB inlo Yuc¿láñ .s r¡\¡€ll as Chiapas and Chihu¡huá
has beeñ evid¿nl in rec€nl years, but rh€ clericál
pérsonn¿l problem in ál¡ areas is more crit¡cal thañ it
w€s iñ 1910.

Though we cannor ¡ell lrom the way d¿ta ¡re
prerented whether or nor the church ¡t basic.lly urban

oriented wirh ¡ts placement of priests, we cañ s€e that

13-fá. Arnu.¿o Pú¡¡l¡.io, ISA lv.ricúo: T¡pogr6li. Poliglo a v.tica.. 196$, ,¿r!it, g'w. th¿ popola¡¡oñ i. lvLrico .r
39 a16 O2O 

'.noñs. 
Gdernm.nr po9ulslioñ t¡qur6 ac t.ñ Mig!.| Ch&¡r. O¡iv6. Aore¡o'cs .t¿ñogt¿lt ttd.b a.qúbtid

,tLtian.: pou*¡óó. 2 vo¡t, l Mór¡.o, o.F.: o¡écc¡óñ Geñ¿r.r óe €.t.dÍrtic., 1966-1$81. l: 6711.

14J.@s w. wilki!, rr¿ Mé¡t¿.n qdotut¡or: F.d.ttl Etp.ndittt..nd Soci.¡ Ch¿ngc Sré t9t0lB.rk¿l€y: un'v€úity ol C.lilorñi.

lssee $urc* in f.br.4.ñd dar¿ i^ Aññu.t¡o Ponrlficio, 1968.
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fABLE 5

Shar€ of fvláx¡c.n Priests, PoPul.tion áñd Aréa iñ Sámpla S¡ates, 1953

{Total= 100.0 P€r cént}

Chiapas

5 261

t4,
r5.9

1.9

2.2

.7

1.2

38 052 513

36.5

12.8

to.4
3.3

2.0

1.2

1 g72 547 kr'2
37.8

.1

4.6

3.2

12.4

2.2

3.8

1.4

here, $e l4exican govehmeñt probably holds powe.
on the basis ol wide acceptánce of itr leadeGhip.

Second, on the oñe hañd, high p€rcentage of
popular¡on backing Church and state (¡/t¡o old loes

struqgling to influenc¿ Mexicán so.¡etY) might .ppeár
ro augur pooly for development of á pol¡lic¿¡ cultur€
in !ú¡ch inlorm€d ánd discrimiñating cititens opt for a

wide va.iety ol choicés without mo.olithic¿lly ¿ccept.

ing positioñs. On the other hand, the lact that
Mex¡cans are commiited ro báck both the Church ánd

the ltate could ¡ndicáte the developmeñ¡ of a modern

system rn which coñpeting lov¿ltlé3 r.duce t€ns¡ons
end perrnit polit¡cál ánd social stáb¡lity. ln this lrtter
cáse, the populace h$ overiapp¡ng inter¿st! which do
not pérmit rhe National Actaon Party hhe leóding'

opp6hion party) to capitalize pol¡tically on ¡ts

Cetholic.oriented values.l 8

Ereakdown of a détente b€¡!€en the Church ánd

rt¡te d!¡r¡ng the 1920. may b€ raced to an ánempt by
each of üe inst¡tut¡ons to test thé lim¡ri ot ¡ts spher€

ol act¡oñ. The Churcht po.ition w¿s not monol¡üic,
and iñ rh¿ rruggle betw€en hardl¡n€ Criste.os and

moderates, th€ forme. group temporárily won a strong
hand.lg W¡th Church grolps split, leftists with¡n the
qov€rnmenr could forge shead with tt.te control over

Sou.c.: Pric.te ..d pogu¡átioñ.c c.lculát d lrd f.blet4 ánd 6:..eá ú i'ñ Mérico, Oir.Éióñ Ge¡.r.I de É¡t.dí!tic¡. ¡'¿"t¿
.iadís.¡co cod,p.nd¡..to. 1966. 9. 13

b/ 1967 Church strength (measured iñ terms of the

lesr ¡nh¿bitants per priest) w¿s gre.te.t iñ the W¿tt,

rhe traditional Gthol¡c bastion. Except for Chiap¿s, on
the basi! of ihe sample, Church ttrength dó€! not
appear to have b€en related to standing of st¿tes in

regioñal levels of poverty.

v

lñ liqht of the foreqoinq review of statistical
indicátoE, whar conclutions pretent th€rÍselves fo¡ our
co¡srd€rat¡oñ? First, governm€ñr po¡¡cies ol ¡fttitu-
¡ónál revoluiion do not se€m to háve hád much effect
oo the p€rcentag€ of the popúlatioñ claim¡ng Cáüolic
afl¡liátion. lt is ¡mpo.tanr to note. in f6ct, that the
populace áppearr 10 háve accepted the church for
rpüitual gu¡d¿ñce and the oftic¡al pany of the l\,lexican
Fevolution for politacal l€adenhip whhout qu€st¡oning

consist€ncy ¡n such a s¡ance. ln r¿lai¡on to the y€ars
p.esentd in Tsble4, the otf¡cial p6.ty won pr€li
déntial €l*rion !¡ctories wirh the following pe.cent.
aqes of the vote: gS.3 in 1911,94.1 in 1924,93.6 in
1929,74.3 in 1952, and 89.0 in 1964.16 Though the
quality of th¡s backing has been quéition¿d,l7 as the
quálity ol C.tholic affil¡ation has béen que.tion€d

16a* wita¡., |hc r,ldton R¿volur¡oñ, 9. 180.
17Se ¡:m¡ w, w¡lt¡¿, 't¡e* appro&t!€r iñ CoñEñpor¡ry M.xi¿.ñ Hútori.¿r F6¿.rch.". p.p.. d€liered ro ih. fhtd M.€inE ol

Hú¡ori.tu ol M.rico ánd rh. UniEd St.r.¡, O6¡¡€p€c, Mor¿lo!. M.¡ico,4 ñ@eñber 1969 1.. Cti.p¡d I .bov€¡.
rSCl. Robér1 E, scon. Mé,;€. jov¿ntunt ¡ñ T.¿ñsh¡oñ, 2ó Ed, lurh¿ ¿: univ.r¡iw ol lllinoG Pr€$, 1964lirád Scorr, "Mexico,

the Esiablished F.volurion,' in Lúci.n Pye ..d Sidnev V.¡h¿,.dt., Pot¡t¡c¿t Cútturc.¡d Potit¡c¿t Deretopm.nt lPti^eton,N.J.:
Princ.toñ Uñiv.BiV Pas, 19651,pp.330-395.
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TAALE 6

Sample of lñhábilánt! p.r Priest ¡¡ Sevén Region3 ol Mexico

Dttrict
aGuanaiuato- bsan Lü¡s

Yucátán dc¡¡"p"t eNayar¡t

r9r0
r926
1940

1953
'1967

1910
h¡920

r 940

r 953
r967

19r0
1926

1940

1967

484

400
i63r

?42

1 004

721

1 068

r 758

6 815

914

420

700

838

1 207

2 265

2 339

3 183

3 498

3 746

73

50

60

101

r88

1t1

50

71

113

149

340

372

418

551

775

3 063

7 440

5 887

4 876

5.201

141

100.

r03

143
201

57 77

30 90

27 s69

35 965

72 s1o1

B. lnhabirants (Thou!¡nds)

2 074

1918
2 228
2 931
4 522

628

679

918

406

447

624

928
1 678

5 562

I 940

r0 400

9 188

8 920

439

476

680

987

1 470

7 702
15 867

25 185

2A 200
20 4t7

171

156

211

326
532

C. Inhab¡tan¡t per Pr¡€r

1 588

2 670

27
4 600
6 784

4 534

5 130

6 592

6 420

6 741

2 221

18/.4
3 145

5 0i5
4 972

.lñclod6dio.*s ol Leóñ. Moe¡i., Ap.t2iñqén. T.cáñ6.ro, Zañor.: strie bolnd.rieÉ.r€ tim¡|...
bl nc¡ud* di@.o¡ or S¿ñ luis Porosíed v¿1r6.
cln.lud* dieees ot Chiho.hua.ñd Jqótez.¡ well6 f.r.hqm.ra Apoi¡oli. Vic.ri.re.
dlñclü*s d¡@s*olSán Cr¡stóbeláñd T.páchul.;soñ€ diffe.e.c. in.t.te bound.rier,
elrclude! di€esof Tepic.¡d Pte¡*y Nulliu! ol Jed. M.ri. del N.y.r; diocee boúnda.y adiu¡bd ro €x.lude Jali*o.
lApp.r.nny nor ndch árrecied by bound.ry chlngé átter 193O.
gAdjúsred 1953 and 1967 by.xclud¡ng 17 Fér ceñr or priesr in J¡rk6, a in 1940,
hlnh.bir¡nL Biñared.r m¡d'point of tg21¡930 poprl.rion @nsus figlres,

educ¿tion during the 1930s. lnter€iiñglv eñough,
struggle amoñg l\¡exican Catholic groups tod¿y involves
a b¡tter controv€rsy over the nature of vaiican-
sponsored reform within the Church it elf. Conseruá-
tive fvl€xican Cáthol¡cs, fo¡ exámple, ruccessfully
¡niliated a Vaticañ bán in 1965 prohibiting th€ use of
psyóoanalysk at a Bened¡stine ñonastery ¡n Cuehá-
v8c¿ heáded by Father Grégoire Lemerciér; and th€y
v.,on a Vat¡can ban in 1969 forbidding the eñrollmeñr

of pr¡ests and nuns ¡n the 'ládical" lnterculturar
Documentat'oñ Center {CloOC) headed by Monrisnor
lván lllich. fvlany consenatives are of the oPioion ihat
CIDOC, also located ¡ñ Cuernávaca, is a ,eedbed of
heresy and revolutionary polit¡c.lactivity. Though this
latter bañ áppa.endy has beeñ mod¡l¡ed to permit
a¡téñdáñce by the cl€rgy under certain r€st ictions,
Mexican C¿tholics remain much divided over prospectr

for innovation in the Church.20

2OFor iñlo¡ñ¿rion cónc.r.ing problehr ¡n Cuer.d*¿, @Jo.quiñ S¡.ñ2 v Ariáo., C¿r.ráhd y st p,og¡.s¡ño ret¡gioe 4 Métib
(México, D.F.: ñ.p,, r96t)j táw fo.k T¡net, 23J. o¿ry 1*9t Lo. Ans.les riret 3oM.¡.1 1 9: L¿t¡ñ-Añ.r¡Ú anmait,
ft Aprit 19Gí Satú.hv F.v¡.w, i9 Jurv 196€. pp, 14-19;.nd tlré, 29 Aueuí 1969, p.48.
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Finally, the real loñg.run threat to the Church

',./ouid 
ror appeár to come froñ Mexicot natioñal

revolut¡on but lrom the rap¡d groúh of populátion- ln
rhir ¡egard, the Churcht stand agsinst populátion
convol would appear to be self.defeatiñq unless it can
more r¿pidly expánd th€ priefhood.2l Sjnce the
Church in_Mexico has consistently underestimated
populat,on qo!^1h and ihe probleh ot l1¿,ñtarnrng a

qualitatively low ratio of inhabitáñts p€r p¡iest, it
$ourd áppear rt'at nrernal contrádic¡on! may force a

crisis in Church áffairs thát the rtate could not háve

External problems have no doubr compl¡cat€d
the Church's posrtron :F rhat the st¡te s prohibition on
outdoor relig¡ous cer€monies has inhibited ñass rall¡et
wt'ich m¡qht compensate for a ririns r¿tio of p€lso.t
p€r p.i€5t. Though thk provision ol rhe láw i5 nor
always as stricly ento.ced as ¡n the p¿st, one m¿y
question the quality ol relig¡ous p¿n¡c¡pátion devel.
oped in mássive ceremony. Nor h.s ihe nationali2¡t¡on
of church buildings hurt the Church. Though some
bu¡ldings v\€re convened for govel.menl use, since the
laie 1930e church€s have b€en only nom¡nally under
governm€ñi coñtrol. lñ effect, they are mánag€d by the
Church; ánd since m¿ny are visited only periodically by
travelinq priests, the probl€m would not seem to be
how to fit people inro rempl¿s, but how to stafl them

G¡ven the shortag€ of pr¡$ts and the growrh of
fvlexicot population, perháps it k rprisiñg that rhe
Church has not laced more problems. Eveñ nom¡nal

Gthol¡cism does not ¿pp€a. to have be€n greatly

lll . Catholic Church in lvlex¡co

üBakened, and by 1950 the rate ol Church.sanction€d
mariages hád not been greátly ¿ff€cted by the lack of
pr¡ests.

ln view of the p.oblem ol the shortage of priests,

commentators wEre of different minds ábout a cam-

o¿ign proñouncement ,n 1969 by Luis Echeveara
Alvarez, the official partv cañdidate for the l¡erican
presidency (1970-1976). Though some observers feh
that Echevarríak dr¿matic statement againsl populá-

iion control22 w?s meant to appeal to conseNativé
C¡tholics tvho fear such activity, othe15 speculated that
p€rhaps EcheverrÍa realized that añ €xpañdin9 popula.

tion would severely tesr the Church, Siñce unchecked
population growrh also will iest the gov€rnmentt
abi¡iry ro ma'ntain ñecess¿ry servrces, the lalt€r v¡ew

sounds we¿k indeedj the p'inciple. however, remains

trué. A third v¡ewclaimed ihar Echevería was catering
to leftwing, ultra.natjona¡ists, who maintain that
lv€x¡co musr abstain from bnth control iñ ordér to

Fin a population bas€ wh¡ch ca. exist politically and
ecoñomically indepeñd€nt trom rhe lJnit€d Státes,

in shon, góverñment.sponsor€d r€volution ¡n
health standards since 1910 may well p.ove to be more

importanr in impact on the Church than revolution in
ideoloqic¿l and politicái terms. A5 l\¡exico's population
expands ever more rapiclly, the Church must expand its
cler¡cal manpovwr or face a v€ry r€al challenge to
rel¡9ious qual¡ty. Since the Church has lost much
ground iñ the pást d€cades, añd since it ¿pparently it
not au/are of the significance of th€ populat¡on
probleñ, it m¿y ¡,!€ll face lurther loss of influence by

21fhe Church'5 prob em! of inrern¿l ñ016l¿ ¿ñd ello6 ro change lh¿ n.rure ol the prietúrood sre beyond the scope ot lhi¡ p¿p.r,

For a indicaion ol the scope ol ih¿ Mexican debaie .ndcóñditiors,* no$ 20 ab@e;alro,5e Futilio Ram6,l3idoro A¡onlo,
áñd Oomiñgó G¿r@, Lá /g/errá 4 Métic,: e.tu.tuht ectet¡¿tr¡rs {Madrid: Estudios Seio'Réligiosc Latino Añ€¡icaños, 1963t

228l o,i, 6 Ndember 1969.
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