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Abstract
Corn in Mexico is a central component of the economic and productive structure and of the 
nutritional value of the diet of rural communities, where its efficient management determines the 
viability of sustainable agricultural systems. This research aimed to analyze the profitability of corn 
production in the peasant locality of Ayotzintepec, Oaxaca, for the autumn-winter cycle (2023-2024); 
to this end, production, population characteristics, and economic variables, including production 
costs, profits and the benefit-cost ratio, were estimated. In the study, significant differences were 
found in the economic variables and in the three types of ejidatarios (shareholders of common land): 
Mixed: ejidatarios with owned and leased land (29.49%); owned land: ejidatarios only with owned 
land (64.1%); tenant: ejidatarios with leased land, (6.41%); these ejidatarios were identified in five 
categories according to yield: category I) yield ≥4 #5 t ha-1; category II) ≥5.1 ≤6 t ha-1; category III) 
≥6.1 ≤7 t ha-1; category IV: ≥7.1 ≤8 t ha-1; and category V) ≥8.1 t ha-1. The economic evaluation 
indicator, the benefit-cost ratio (B/C), for the three groups in the five categories was: Mixed) 1.34 
MXN, owned land) 1.72 MXN; and tenant) 1.4 MXN. The results showed that corn production is 
strategic for the basic diet and food sovereignty of the population of Ayotzintepec, Oaxaca.
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Introducon
Corn production is a fundamental part of Mexico’s history and identity (Gobierno de México, 2024).
In 2023, 6.3 million hectares of corn were planted, with a production of close to 29.4 million tons
and an average yield of 3.95 t ha-1 (SIAP, 2023); although Mexico is self-sufficient in white corn, in
yellow corn, it only satisfies 11.6% of the national demand (SIAP, 2024; FIRA, 2024).

In Oaxaca, the annual demand is 771 500 t per year (t year-1), and the average production is 566
000 t year-1, generating a deficit of 205 500 t year-1, mentioning that planting is carried out in two
cycles: spring-summer and autumn-winter (SEGEGO, 2017). The most important regions for corn
cultivation are: Istmo, Mixteca, Central Valleys, and Coast. However, the Papaloapan Basin stands
out for its potential, with yields of 5.49 t ha-1 in Ayotzintepec, compared to the state average of 1.35
t ha-1 (Armendáriz et al., 2024; Rodríguez et al., 2024).

Materials and methods
The research was carried out on a population of 97 farmers from Ayotzintepec, listed in the registry
and history of agrarian nuclei (Phina, 2017). The sampling method was completely random; for
the analysis, descriptive and inferential research methods were used. The inquiry to collect the
farmers’ data included: how much do they produce? And for whom do they produce? The sample
was obtained with a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error, yielding a total of 78 farmers.

Profitability esmaon
The study was conducted during the 2023-2024 autumn-winter cycle, calculating the crop’s total
production cost and income. The costs were divided into direct (inputs, machinery, labor) and
indirect (semi-annual land rent, considering two agricultural cycles per year). To estimate profitability
and yield per hectare in the autumn-winter cycle, the costs of inputs and production activities were
considered based on the average prices recorded in 2023 in Ayotzintepec.

The analysis was based on the economic model proposed by Samuelson and Nordhaus (2009),
which allows us to formalize cost and revenue calculations through algebraic expressions. Where:
total cost (TC) is defined as the minimum monetary expenditure necessary to obtain a level of
production and is expressed as follows: TC= Px. TC= total cost of production; P = price of input or
activity X; and X= activity or input.

The total income per hectare is obtained by multiplying the yield of the crop by its market price. The
algebraic expression is: TI=Py; TI= total income ($ ha-1); Py= market price of product Y ($ t-1); Y=
crop yield (t ha-1). Profitability is finally equal to: profitability= TI-C; TI= total income ($ ha-1); TC=
total cost of production; benefit-cost= I, which results from subtracting total cost from total income.

Results and discussion

Characteriscs of farmers
Ninety-one percent of producers are men and 9% are women, with an average age of 49 years
(range from 24 to 79), and families are composed of four members. Ninety-one percent of the
population is bilingual, speaking Spanish and an indigenous language, whereas 9% only speak
Spanish. This data contrasts with the state and national trends, where the indigenous language
has been declining; in Oaxaca, only 27.3% of the population speaks an indigenous language, and
at the national level, only 5.9% of the population over three years old does so (INEGI, 2024). This
suggests a progressive loss of cultural ties and identity.

In terms of labor, 97.4% of producers work their own land only, and 2.6% work occasionally for
others, with an average daily wage of $182.00 MXN; in addition, all of them mentioned having
basic services: water, electricity, and drainage. As for complementary income, 19% receive average
monthly remittances of $2 900.00 MXN, and 55% access the Proagro program with an amount
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similar to $778.00 MXN, which continues to arrive with delays, which limits the ability of farmers 
to maintain corn planting and contribute to the reduction of the national deficit (SADER, 2024; 
Gobierno de Oaxaca, 2024).

In addition, official statistics show that, in Oaxaca, corn producers receive technical training and 
access to technological packages and fertilizers; nevertheless, they continue to demand greater 
efficiency and timeliness in the delivery of support. This delay in the application of resources directly 
affects the motivation to invest in agricultural production and thus slows down the possibility of 
reducing dependence on imports, especially in this type of locality, where corn, beyond its agro-
productive function, represents an economic and sociocultural axis. This reflects the fact that 88%
of its inhabitants historically identify with the indigenous language (INEGI, 2024), and the cultivation 
of corn continues to be an essential part of the community fabric; however, demographic, linguistic, 
and institutional support changes indicate the tensions between the persistence of traditional 
practices and the structural transformations of the rural environment in Mexico.

Producon characteriscs
Farmers planted an average of 6.04 ha with a planting density of 61 400 seeds ha-1 in the 
autumn-winter cycle. In the community of Ayotzintepec, 100% of farmers are mainly 
engaged in corn cultivation; of these, 9.36% grow other crops, such as beans and chili, and 
engage in livestock farming. Of the 78 farmers surveyed, 94% sow white corn and 6% yellow 
corn. In the 2023-2024 autumn-winter cycle, the average yield was 6.9 t ha-1, higher than that 
reported by Rodríguez et al. (2024), which was 5.29 t ha-1 on average in the municipality of 
Ayotzintepec and 2.7 t ha-1 in the locality.

In the production process, it was found that 100% of farmers use improved seed, mainly 
hybrids from commercial houses: Pioneer with 61.5%, Reycoll with 28%, Dekalb with 9%, 
and Sorento with 1%.

Types of farmers
In the study, three types of farmers were identified, as described in Table 1, which lists the types of 
farmers in the first column and the percentages in the last. Tenant ejidatarios (TEs): this first group 
produces on leased land, and only represents 6.41% of the population; mixed ejidatarios (MEs): 
these are farmers who produce on their own and leased land, representing 29.49% of the total; 
and ejidatarios with owned land (EOs): they are farmers who produce only on land they own and 
represent the highest percentage, with 64.1%.

Table 1. Yield categories by type of farmers in the locality of Ayotzintepec, Oaxaca.

Type of ejidatario Categories Yield (t ha-1) Num. of farmers (%)

I ≥4 to ≤ 5 0 0

II ≥5.1 to ≤6 3 3.85

III ≥6.1 to ≤7 1 1.28

IV ≥7.1 to ≤8 1 1.28

TEs

V ≥8 0 0

I ≥4 to ≤5 1 1.28

II ≥5.1 to ≤6 7 8.97

III ≥6.1 to ≤7 9 11.54

IV ≥7.1 to ≤8 6 7.69

MEs

V ≥8 0 0

EOs I ≥4 to ≤5 1 1.28
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Type of ejidatario Categories Yield (t ha-1) Num. of farmers (%)

II ≥5.1 to ≤6 8 10.26

III ≥6.1 to ≤7 24 30.77

IV ≥7.1 to ≤8 16 20.51

V ≥8 1 1.28

TEs= tenant ejidatarios; MEs= mixed ejidatarios; EOs= ejidatarios with owned land.

Although most work on their own land, almost 36% depend wholly or partially on leasing, reflecting
a well-founded and vulnerable agrarian structure. This trend coincides with estimates by ASERCA
(2021), which indicate that 40% of agricultural land is leased; nevertheless, the actual figure
could be higher, as some producers lease land only to access subsidies such as Proagro, which
limits investment and long-term sustainability (CIMMYT, 2023). In addition, according to González-
Estrada (1999), about 66.2% of the corn agricultural area is under some form of lease, reflecting
a growing pressure on peasant tenure.

In this sense, the high proportion of producers with owned land is positive, but the significant
presence of leasing schemes reveals structural challenges that impact food security and rural
autonomy. This is because land tenure directly determines producers’ investment capacity,
productive planning and economic stability. Farmers who work on leased land often face greater
risks, as they rely on temporary contracts and are less incentivized to make long-term investments.
As a result, widespread leasing limits the sector’s sustainability and productivity, creates structural
vulnerability and conditions local and regional food security.

Analysis of the profitability of corn producon of the three types of
ejidatarios (TEs, MEs and EOs)
Analyzing the three types of ejidatarios, it was found that tenant ejidatarios (TEs) are the ones with
the highest average total cost per hectare with $19 962.14 MXN; in second place are the mixed
ejidatarios (MEs) with $18 247.41 MXN and finally the ejidatarios with owned land (EOs) with $14
581.18 MXN ha-1.

In relation to the profit per hectare ($ ha-1), the EOs showed the highest value with $10 714.37
MXN, followed by the TEs with $6 597.85 MXN per hectare and the MEs with $6 264.98 MXN per
hectare. Nonetheless, analyzing profit per planted area ($ area-1), it was found that the ejidatarios
who obtained the highest profit are the MEs, with an average of $69 834.98 MXN, a difference of
$11 233.12 MXN compared to the EOs and $47 289.68 MXN compared to the TEs.

The reason why mixed ejidatarios obtain a higher profit per planted area is that the investment costs
are distributed among the total number of hectares planted by the ejidatario; thus, it is assumed
that the more the planted area, the greater the profits (Table 2).

Table 2. Total costs per hectare, profit per ha and profit per planted area of ejidatarios with owned land (EOs), 
tenant ejidatarios (TEs) and mixed ejidatarios (MEs). Autumn-winter agricultural cycle.

Type of ejidatario Category I Category II Category III Category IV Category V Average ($)

Total cost (cost ha-1)

TEs - 20 134.00 19 688.25 20 064.18 - 19 962.14

MEs 16 186.68 18 242.58 19 154.24 19 406.16 - 18 247.41

EOs 11 943.99 14 382.87 15 316.97 15 096.87 16 165.20 14 581.18

Profit ($ ha-1)

TEs - 2 566.00 7 261.75 9 965.81 - 6 597.85

MEs 3 063.31 4 921.19 6 997.24 10 078.21 - 6 264.98

EOs 5 606.08 7 574.94 10 608.15 13 772.87 16 009.80 10 714.37

Profit per area planted ($ area-1)
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Type of ejidatario Category I Category II Category III Category IV Category V Average ($)

TEs - 5 987.33 21 785.25 39 863.24 - 22 545.27

MEs 22 974.82 36 515.22 80 468.26 139 381.64 - 69 834.98

EOs 11 212.16 34 560.66 61 438.87 89 738.85 96 058.80 58 601.86

With this, it is assumed that the ejidatarios that present the most costs are the TEs; on the other
hand, the MEs are the ejidatarios that obtain the greatest profit per total planted area, whereas the
EOs will be the ones that will obtain the highest profit per hectare; however, statistical analyses
were performed to find statistically significant differences.

These results align with studies by CIMMYT (2023) and FAO (2021), which highlight the importance
of land tenure and the size of the rented area; in addition, dependence on leasing limits investment
and increases economic vulnerability (CONEVAL, 2020; ASERCA, 2021).

Aguilera’s (2017) findings established that when the benefits outweigh the costs, the investment
is profitable; this principle remains valid in the current analysis of corn production, in which recent
studies confirm that producers with the highest yields per hectare obtain the best benefit-cost
ratios (B/C> 1.38), especially in conventional systems that achieve ratios of up to 1.38-1.5 (Carrillo-
Martínez et al., 2019).

Nevertheless, it has been observed that small-scale categories (I and II) continue to receive lower
relative benefits, underscoring the need to focus resources on increasing yields per hectare through
efficient inputs and technical advice (Guera, 2025). These findings reinforce the hypothesis of
Ramírez and Peña (1985); Ayala-Garay et al. (2013), which directly relates profitability to high yields
per unit area.

Stascal analysis
Three variables were analyzed: cost per hectare, profit per hectare and benefit-cost ratio, in MEs
and EOs. TEs were ruled out in categories I and V because the number of these farmers did not
meet the condition of minimum samples for the comparison of means, as is the case with MEs in
category V (Table 3).

Table 3. Mean square error for ejidatarios with owned land (EOs) and mixed ejidatarios (MEs) in the variables cost, 
profit, and benefit-cost rao per ha.

Source of variation Cost Profit Benefit-cost

Ejidatario ($) 123696103.5** 76446606.4** 0.83113611**

Category ($) 4244337.5NS 92922455.6** 0.26300278**

Ejidatario by category 842303.9NS 6319428.9NS 0.06103611NS

Error 0.46867 0.682412 0.61724

Mean ($) 16 491.54 9 434.738 1.6

NS= not significant; *= significant p ≤ 0.05; **= highly significant p ≤ 0.01.

The average cost per hectare was $16 491.54 MXN ha-1. Significant differences were identified
between types of farmers (p = 0.001), but not between categories (p = 0.442), nor in the farmer-
category interaction (p = 0.8474). This indicates that EOs and MEs differ in costs, but do not
depend on the productive category, suggesting structural differences in the management and use
of resources (FAO, 2021; SAGARPA, 2024).

As for the profit per hectare, it averaged $9 434.73 MXN ha-1. Significant differences were found
both between types of farmers (p = 0.0002) and between categories (p = 0.0001), but not in their
interaction (p = 0.2434). This suggests that profits per ha depend on the tenure regime and the level
of productive management, but not on a combination of both studies. Data from CIMMYT (2023)
confirm that producers with owned land tend to have higher margins due to better control of inputs
and less financial pressure.
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On the other hand, the average benefit-cost ratio was 1.6, which means a net profit of $0.60 per
peso invested. Significant differences were detected between types of farmers (p = 0.0001) and
categories (p = 0.0011), but not in their interaction, reinforcing the idea that profitability varies by
producer type, beyond their production level.

Therefore, these results show that the type of land tenure (own or mixed) significantly influences
costs, profits and profitability independently of the productive category. This highlights the need for
differentiated policies according to the agrarian regime that consider access to land as a determining
factor in productive efficiency (CONEVAL, 2020; FAO, 2021; ASERCA, 2021).

Table 4 presents the minimum significant difference (HSD) test between mixed farmers (MEs) and
farmers with owned land (EOs), comparing three key variables: variable cost, profit per hectare and
benefit-cost ratio.

Table 4. Difference between mixed ejidatarios (MEs) and ejidatarios with owned land in variable cost, profit and 
benefit-cost rao per hectare.

Ejidatario Cost Profit Benefit-cost

MEs 18 345.2 a 7 977.5 b 1.45278 b

EOs 14 637.9 b 10 892 a 1.75667 a

HSD (p ≤ 0.05) 2 263.7 2 078.5 0.176

Idencal leers within columns indicate a significant difference between types of farmers.

Table 4 detected significant differences between the two types of ejidatarios, with the mixed
ejidatarios (MEs) presenting the highest variable costs, which can be attributed to the need to lease
land, pay additional labor, or face higher logistical expenses. The EOs achieved greater profit per
hectare, reflecting greater economic efficiency by not assuming lease costs and possibly having
more comprehensive management of their productive unit.

In terms of the benefit-cost ratio, EOs also outperformed MEs with a ratio of 1.76 vs 1.45, implying
that, for every peso invested, EOs earn $0.76 cents compared to $0.45 for MEs. These findings are
consistent with studies by CIMMYT (2023) and FAO (2021), which highlight how land tenure directly
influences the profitability and sustainability of agricultural production. Farmers who own land have
greater investment capacity, long-term planning, and economic resilience (SAGARPA, 2024). In
addition, CONEVAL (2020) stressed that landless producers face greater economic vulnerability
and dependence on subsidies, implying limited room for maneuver to improve yields and adopt
sustainable practices.

Tukey’s test between categories for the variables cost per hectare, profit per
hectare and benefit-cost rao
Table 5 shows the results of the Tukey test applied to categories II, III and IV to evaluate three
variables: cost per hectare, profit per hectare and benefit-cost ratio.

Table 5. Tukey’s test between categories for the variables cost per hectare, profit per hectare and benefit-cost rao

Category Cost Profit Benefit-cost

IV 17 176.4 11 973.6 a 1.72667 a

III 16 193.4 9 870.9 b 1.6475 a

II 16 104.9 6 459.7 b 1.44 b

HSD (p ≤ 0.05) 2 263.7 2 078.5 0.176

Different leers within the same column indicate stascally significant differences between categories, according to 
the HSD test (p ≤ 0.05). By contrast, values with the same leer do not differ stascally.
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Analyzing the cost-per-hectare results, no significant differences were detected among the three
categories. This suggests that the level of investment per hectare remains relatively stable,
regardless of management level or production scale. Regarding profit per hectare, there were
significant differences; category IV was the most profitable with $11 973.60 MXN ha-1, surpassing
categories II and III.

The differences between category III and II were $3 411.20 MXN, which indicates that the higher the
level of management and possibly the greater the technification, the better the profitability per area;
this agrees with Ayala et al. (2023), where profitability was analyzed in three categories with a single
type of producer, and it is assured that the most useful category is the one that produces the most.
Regarding the benefit-cost ratio, the relative profitability was higher in categories IV (1.73) and III
(1.65), with no significant differences between them; however, both were higher than category II
(1.44). This implies that, although the costs are similar, the return on each peso invested is higher
at the most advanced production levels.

These results indicate that profitability is linked not only to the level of investment but also to
the efficient management of resources and possibly, to the use of better agricultural practices
(Mercado and Yañez, 2023; Ouorou et al., 2025). FAO (2021); CIMMYT (2023) agree that technical
knowledge, diversification, and access to technology are determining factors in corn productivity.
In addition, SAGARPA (2024) highlights that the most profitable productive units tend to combine
traditional practices with technological innovation, which aligns with what is observed in categories
IV and III. For its part, CONEVAL (2020) warns that producers with lower profitability (such as
those in category II) face greater economic risks due to a lack of access to technical assistance
or financing.

Conclusions
Corn production is strategic for the base diet and food sovereignty in Ayotzintepec, Oaxaca.
Additionally, the key to increasing productivity lies in decreasing costs per hectare; the higher the
average yield, the lower the cost of production per tonne, directly impacting profits. Of the three
types of ejidatarios found in the locality, all recover the investment and obtain profits.

The ejidatarios who obtain the highest cost-effectiveness according to the financial indicators,
benefit-cost ratio and profit per hectare, are the ejidatarios with owned land (EOs), which results
from not disbursing capital for the rent of land for the production of corn. In the region under study,
as well as in the country, there is the production capacity and sufficiency to reduce the existing corn
deficit and stop importing it if effective subsidies are provided to the countryside through programs
that directly benefit producers.

Bibliography
1 Aguilera, D. A. 2017. El costo-beneficio como herramienta de decisión en la inversión en

actividades científicas. Cofin Habana. 11(2):322-343.

2 Armendáriz-Beltrán, R.; Lugo-Cruz, E.; Ruíz-Hernández, R.; Zavala-García, F. y Ramírez-
Grimaldo, N. C. 2024. Producción y rentabilidad de maíces nativos en condiciones
de riego y temporal. Tropical and Subtropical Agroecosystems. 27(124):1-10. http://
doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5645.

3 ASERCA. 2021. Agencia de Servicios a la Comercialización y Desarrollo de Mercados
Agropecuarios. Panorama agroalimentario de granos básicos. Agencia de servicios a la
comercialización y desarrollo de mercados agropecuarios. https://www.gob.mx/aserca.

4 Ayala-Garay, A. V. y Hernández-Vázquez, B. 2023. Rentabilidad de la producción de maíz
en sistemas agroecológico y convencional en dos comunidades de Tlaxcala. Agricultura,
Sociedad y Desarrollo. 21(1):1-12. https://doi.org/10.22231/asyd.v21i1.1566.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004

elocation-id: e4004 7

https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004
http://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5645
http://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5645
https://www.gob.mx/aserca
https://doi.org/10.22231/asyd.v21i1.1566


5 Ayala-Garay, A. V.; Schwentesius-Rindermann, R.; De la O-Olán, M.; Preciado-Rangel, P.;
Almaguer-Vargas, G. y Rivas-Valencia, P. 2013. Análisis de rentabilidad de la producción
de maíz en la región de Tulancingo, Hidalgo, México. Agricultura, Sociedad y Desarrollo.
10(4):381-395.

6 Carrillo-Martínez, C. J.; Álvarez-Fuentes, G.; Aguilar-Benítez, G.; García-López, J. C. y
Contreras-Servín, C. 2019. Rentabilidad de la producción de frijol (Phaseolus vulgaris L.),
maíz (Zea mays L.) y chile (Capsicum annuum) en el municipio de Morelos, Zacatecas.
Acta Universitaria. 29:1-16. https://doi.org/10.15174/au.2019.1984.

7 CIMMYT. 2023. Centro Internacional de Maíz y Trigo. Retos y oportunidades para la
mecanización orientada a productores de baja escala. https://idp.cimmyt.org/retos-y-
oportunidades-para-la-mecanizacion-orientada-a-productores-de-baja-escala/.

8 CONEVAL. 2020. Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política de Desarrollo Social.
Pobreza rural en México. 54 p. https://www.coneval.org.mx/medicion/mp/documents/patp/
pobreza-rural.pdf.

9 FAO. 2021. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Land tenure
and sustainable agrifood systems (Policy Paper). https://openknowledge.fao.org/
handle/20.500.14283/cb7154en.

10 FIRA. 2024. Fideicomisos Instituidos en Relación con la Agricultura. Panorama
agroalimentario 2024. https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/dgsiap/acciones-y-programas/
produccionagricola33119.

11 GM. 2024. Gobierno de México. Expediente científico sobre el maíz genéticamente
modificado y sus efectos. Efectos del maíz GM sobre la salud humana, el ambiente y la
diversidad biológica, incluida la riqueza biocultural de los maíces nativos en México. 197
p. https://usrtk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/dossier-maiz-spanish-2024.pdf.

12 GOAX. 2024. Gobierno de Oaxaca. Programa abasto seguro de maíz. Gobierno de Oaxaca.
1-22 pp. https://periodicooficial.oaxaca.gob.mx/files/2024/01/ext-sefader-2024-01-30.pdf.

13 González-Estrada, A. 1999. La descampesinización de México y la clasificación de los
sistemas agrícolas. Agricultura Técnica en México. 25(1):1-34.

14 Guera, O. G. M.; Villa-Alcántara, J.; Núñez-Peñaloza, O.; Verhulst, N.; Fonteyne, S.
2025. Mejor rendimiento y rentabilidad de maíz en el trópico húmedo mediante camas
permanentes, residuos de cultivos y rotación con frijoles. Tropical and Subtropical
Agroecosystems. 28(2):1-17. https://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5756.

15 INEGI. 2024. Instituto Nacional de Estadística Geografía e Informática. Encuesta
Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica (ENADID) 2023: población hablante de lengua
indígena. Comunicación Social núm. 472/24. 48 p. https://www.inegi.org.mx/contenidos/
saladeprensa/boletines/2024/enadid/enadid2023.pdf.

16 Mercado, Y. J. y Yañez, C. L. 2023. Unidades de producción agrícola y rentabilidad: Tecajec,
Yecapixtla, Morelos. Trece. 83:161-187. https://doi.org/10.22134/trace.83.2023.728.

17 Ouorou-Ganni, M. G. M.; Villa-Alcántara, J.; Núñez-Peñaloza, O.; Verhulst, N. y Fonteyne, S.
2025. Mejor rendimiento y rentabilidad de maíz en el Papaloapan. Tropical and Subtropical
Agroecosystems. 28(2):1-17 http://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5756.

18 PHINA. 2017. Buscador, cantidad de ejidatarios registrados en el padrón 2017. Datos
mostrados hasta el año 2000. https://phina.ran.gob.mx/buscarNucleoAgrario.php#.

19 Ramírez, B. X. y Peña, J. X. 1985. Rendimiento y subsidio en el cultivo del maíz: estudio
en una región del estado de Puebla. Tomo II análisis y planeación del desarrollo urbano,
regional y municipal. Ed. Asociación Mexicana de Ciencias para el Desarrollo Regional
AC. 473-484 pp.

20 Rodríguez, H. R.; Cárdenas, I. P.; Ariza, F. R. y Cabrera, T. J. E. 2024. Análisis
de la autosuficiencia alimentaria en maíz en la región del Papaloapan, Oaxaca,

DOI: https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004

elocation-id: e4004 8

https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004
https://doi.org/10.15174/au.2019.1984
https://idp.cimmyt.org/retos-y-oportunidades-para-la-mecanizacion-orientada-a-productores-de-baja-escala/
https://idp.cimmyt.org/retos-y-oportunidades-para-la-mecanizacion-orientada-a-productores-de-baja-escala/
https://idp.cimmyt.org/retos-y-oportunidades-para-la-mecanizacion-orientada-a-productores-de-baja-escala/
https://www.coneval.org.mx/medicion/mp/documents/patp/
https://openknowledge.fao.org/
https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/dgsiap/acciones-y-programas/
https://usrtk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/dossier-maiz-spanish-2024.pdf
https://periodicooficial.oaxaca.gob.mx/files/2024/01/ext-sefader-2024-01-30.pdf
https://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5756
https://www.inegi.org.mx/contenidos/
https://doi.org/10.22134/trace.83.2023.728
http://doi.org/10.56369/tsaes.5756
https://phina.ran.gob.mx/buscarNucleoAgrario.php#


México. Scientific Journal of Applied Social and Clinical Science. 4(40):1-12 https://
doi.org/10.22533/at.ed.2164132420068.

21 SADER. 2024. Secretaría de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural. Fertilizantes para el
Bienestar. Oaxaca. Gobierno de México. https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/documentos/
fertilizantesparaelbienestar2024deoaxaca.

22 SAGARPA. 2024. Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería, Desarrollo Rural,
Pesca y Alimentación. Panorama agroalimentario. La ruta de la
transformación agroalimentaria 2018-2024. https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/dgsiap/
acciones-y-programas/panorama-agroalimentario-258035.

23 Samuelson, P. A. and Nordhaus, W. D. 2009. Economía, 19ª Ed. McGraw-Hill, Madrid,
España. 744 p. https://www.cadep.org.py/uploads/2018/01/economia-con-aplicaciones-a-
latinoamerica.pdf.

24 SEGEGO. 2017. Gobierno del Estado de Oaxaca. Diagnóstico, análisis, diseño de perfiles
productivos y cadenas de valor de las ocho regiones del estado de Oaxaca. 1a Ed. Decide
soluciones estratégicas, SC. 34-75 pp. https://www.oaxaca.gob.mx/coplade/wp-content/
uploads/sites/29/2017/04/Perfiles/Perfiles%20Productivos.pdf.

25 SIAP. 2023. Servicio de Información Agroalimentaria y Pesquera. Anuario estadístico de la
producción y cierre agrícola. https://nube.agricultura.gob.mx/cierre-agricola/.

26 SIAP. 2024. Servicio de Información Agroalimentaria y Pesquera. Producción de maíz.
www.gob.mx/siap.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004

elocation-id: e4004 9

https://doi.org/10.22533/at.ed.2164132420068
https://doi.org/10.22533/at.ed.2164132420068
https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/documentos/
https://www.gob.mx/agricultura/dgsiap/
https://www.cadep.org.py/uploads/2018/01/economia-con-aplicaciones-a-latinoamerica.pdf
https://www.cadep.org.py/uploads/2018/01/economia-con-aplicaciones-a-latinoamerica.pdf
https://www.cadep.org.py/uploads/2018/01/economia-con-aplicaciones-a-latinoamerica.pdf
https://www.oaxaca.gob.mx/coplade/wp-content/
https://nube.agricultura.gob.mx/cierre-agricola/
http://www.gob.mx/siap
https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004


Rural sustainability: corn producon and profitability in Ayotzintepec

Journal Information

Journal ID (publisher-id): remexca

Title: Revista Mexicana de Ciencias Agrícolas

Abbreviated Title: Rev. Mex. Cienc. Agríc

ISSN (print): 2007-0934

ISSN (electronic): 2007-9934

Publisher: Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones
Forestales, Agrícolas y Pecuarias

Article/Issue Information

Date received: 01 November 2025

Date accepted: 01 February 2026

Publicaon date: 01 January 2026

Publicaon date: Jan-Feb 2026

Volume: 17

Issue: 1

Electronic Locaon Idenfier: e4004

DOI: 10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004

Categories
Subject: Arcle

Keywords:

Keywords:
agricultural system
cultural territoriality
food sovereignty
planng

Counts
Figures: 0
Tables: 5
Equaons: 0
References: 26

DOI: https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004

elocation-id: e4004 10

https://doi.org/10.29312/remexca.v17i1.4004



