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Executive Summary 

In the last two decades, Mexico has made substantial progress in expanding access to 
education. Primary education completion rates are very high in al l  areas and practically 100 
percent nationwide. The lower secondary school completion rate continues to increase. 
However, there are s t i l l  gaps in enrollment and, especially, in learning achievement. While 
access to education by disadvantaged populations i s  being expanded through conditional cash 
transfers, the quality o f  education has not kept pace with enrollment increases. Increasingly 
many children, especially poor children and those living in rural areas, are being educated in low 
quality schools. Therefore, raising the quality o f  education i s  the major challenge in Mexico’s 
education system. 

The evidence from Mexico on the determinants o f  learning was analyzed during the f i rs t  
phase o f  the Quality o f  Education Programmatic Study. The analysis reaffirmed what i s  known 
about how the socioeconomic status o f  students affects how wel l  they learn and about the limited 
role played b y  physical investments. The analysis sheds new light on the importance o f  school 
climate and the need for policymakers to use learning assessments to inform pol icy decisions. I t  
also confirmed the disadvantages faced b y  indigenous peoples, as evidenced b y  their l ow  returns 
to education. Qualitative evidence shows that the degree o f  implementation o f  bilingual 
education i s  low in indigenous schools and varies widely. The study concluded that Mexico 
needs to emphasize school autonomy, increase accountability, and use learning assessments in 
order to improve the quality o f  education. I t  recommended that the second phase o f  the study 
should focus on evaluating programs designed to improve school outcomes. As a result, in 
collaboration with the Government the fol lowing programs were selected to be the subject o f  in-  
depth study and evaluation: the Secretariat o f  Public Education’s (SEP) compensatory education 
programs and interaction wi th Oportunidudes; the Quality Schools Program (Prograrnu Escuelas 
de Culidud, PEC), a school-based management program; and bilingual education. 

Two  main features characterize the Mexican education system: decentralization and 
compensatory programs. The policy environment operates in a decentralized federal system that 
combines strong central participation wi th increasing devolution o f  authority to the states, though 
there are l i m i t s  to the power that the state level education authorities have (they do not develop 
curriculum nor are they involved in textbook selection since these activities are carried out at the 
federal level) Also, since decentralization formally began in 1992, Mexico has developed 
several important initiatives to combat poverty and to aid students that face specific 
disadvantages, such as poverty and minority language status, at the basic education level. These 
compensatory actions have implications for how the decentralized system functions. In recent 
years the federal government and many state authorities have moved beyond simply trying to 
increase access to basic education and have begun to try to improve the quality o f  education. 
Therefore, i t  i s  essential for policymakers to understand all o f  the implications and outcomes 
resulting f rom initiatives to combat poverty and to  increase accountability including the role o f  
state governments in providing quality education. This report presents the results o f  background 
studies of several key Mexican programs (those aimed at students facing specific disadvantages 
and school-based management programs) and discusses their pol icy implications. I t  also 
presents new findings on the role o f  accountability systems. 

i v  



Compensating for Disadvantages 

In Mexico, there are various compensatory programs and demand-side scholarships 
available to assist disadvantaged students. The compensatory programs at the primary education 
level target schools in disadvantaged and isolated rural communities, including al l  indigenous 
primary schools. Oportunidudes, Mexico’s conditional cash transfer program, offers demand- 
side scholarships to children from very poor families in highly disadvantaged communities. 
Indigenous communities, who constitute 11 percent o f  the Mexican population, are well- 
represented among the beneficiaries o f  both compensatory and demand-side conditional cash 
transfer programs and also benefit f rom intercultural bilingual education. Living predominantly 
in rural areas, wi th a high probability of being poor, indigenous people have less access to 
educational opportunities than other Mexicans. T w o  studies were undertaken as part o f  this 
report to assess how these important programs affect schooling outcomes. One study evaluated 
the impact o f  the supply-side compensatory education program and o f  Oportunidudes’ demand- 
side scholarships on intermediate school quality indicators (failure, repetition, and dropout rates). 
The other study analyzed the correlation between intercultural bilingual education and student 
test scores. 

The first study found that the higher the share o f  Oportunidudes students in a school, the 
lower the failure, grade repetition and dropout rates, even when controlling for the effects o f  
compensatory education. On the other hand, the study found that, after controlling for the effect 
of Oportunidudes, compensatory education programs have no statistically significant impact on 
schooling outcomes. However, when the study examined the impact o f  individual components, 
i t  found that the longer a school has benefited f rom the school supplies component o f  the 
compensatory program, the greater the reduction in failure and repetition rates. Thus, i t  takes 
time for compensatory programs to yield results. The study yielded no robust evidence o f  
Oportunidudes and compensatory education programs having a jo int  effect. However, this may 
be due to a number o f  factors: (i) there are no such synergies; (ii) the effects are too small or not 
strong enough to be captured b y  the model that was used in the evaluation, (iii) the period o f  
analysis was too short to  observe if and how the programs affect the way in which schools 
operate, or (iv) improving the quality o f  schools might mean that they become more serious 
about assessing student performance and, therefore, fa i l  more students or ask more students to 
repeat grades. The latter explanation points to the need to analyze student performance on tests 
in future evaluations. 

Effects of Compensatory Education and Oportunidades on Failure, 
Repetition, and Intra-Year Dropout Rates 

ProgramKornponent Significant Effects 
Compensatory education Reduces dropout rates 
Compensatory education - School supplies 
Oportunidades 

Reduces failure and repetition rates 
Reduces failure, repetition, and dropout rates 

Another major initiative aimed at reducing disadvantages faced by some students i s  
intercultural bilingual education, a longstanding program in the Mexican education sector. 
Indigenous people are among the most disadvantaged segment o f  the Mexican population and 
have poverty rates that are more than four times higher than those o f  non-indigenous people. 
They have less access to  basic services and the quality o f  the education that they receive i s  
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thought to be very poor. The returns that they receive f rom investments in schooling are 
significantly lower than those o f  non-indigenous people. However, our efforts to investigate the 
effects o f  bilingual education produced inconclusive results. Phase 1 o f  our study found that 
knowledge and implementation o f  bilingual education policies i s  l ow  in officially designated 
indigenous schools. Whi le the variables that measure the application o f  bilingual education 
policies have a relatively small and negative association wi th test scores, this i s  largely due to the 
fact that there i s  no reliable way to measure implementation, which highlights the need for better 
data and continued research in this area. The decomposition analysis did, however, show that 
test score gaps are fully explained, mainly by home factors. This means that schools could 
encourage parental participation and policymakers could make efforts to reduce the adverse 
impact o f  poverty on schooling, particularly through conditional cash transfers, which have been 
found to improve outcomes disproportionately more for indigenous students than for non- 
indigenous students. 

Oportunidades i s  very effective at reaching indigenous people. No t  only are indigenous 
children overrepresented among the program’s beneficiaries, but also analysis o f  panel data 
shows that Oportunidades has a large impact on reducing repetition rates and the probability of 
chi ld labor, especially among indigenous children. In other words, indigenous children are more 
l ikely than non-indigenous children to be beneficiaries and receive higher returns as a result. 
Combined wi th  previous evidence o f  how compensatory education has improved indigenous 
schools, this suggests that compensatory supply- and demand-side programs are effective in 
improving outcomes for indigenous students and schools. 
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In the impact evaluations carried out for this report, we found that compensatory 
programs that attempt to make up for the disadvantages faced by households or schools are 
effective interventions and relatively low-cost. The compensatory education package 
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implemented by CONAFE costs just $50 per student per year. This compares with annual 
overall per student costs o f  $828 at the primary level and $1,276 at the secondary level. 
Oportunidades, which i s  also very effective and has other important benefits, pays students at the 
primary school level between $100 and $200 depending on their grade level. 

Therefore, we recommend that Mexico continue with its compensatory policies, including 
compensatory education, conditional cash transfers, and eflorts to improve indigenous schools. 
In terms o f  compensatory primary education, our main recommendation i s  to rationalize and 
expand the components that work best for different types o f  schools as appropriate. I t  might be 
worthwhile to consider expanding the relevant compensatory education components, especially 
the AGEs, as well  as Oportunidades scholarships in indigenous schools. In addition, when the 
more successful schools “graduate” f rom the compensatory program, they could perhaps 
continue to receive certain components o f  the program in combination with Oportunidades. 
Oportunidades could also be implemented in al l  CONAFE schools. W e  also recommend 
experimenting wi th providing scholarships that offer extra incentives to students to improve their 
learning outcomes, subject to a rigorous and prospective impact evaluation o f  such scholarships. 
As for indigenous schools, policymakers could consider classifying them according to their 
demand for bilingual education. Finally, Oportunidades and compensatory programs, especially 
the AGEs, could be expanded to lower and uppder secondary to increase transition to these 
levels. 

School-based Management 

School-based management (SBM) i s  a concept that devolves power f rom education 
authorities at the central or state levels to the schools themselves. S B M  i s  a supply-side 
intervention aimed to give more power to beneficiaries. Increasing the power and authority o f  
schools i s  intended to make school management more responsive to the needs o f  students, 
parents and local communities. In Mexico, two programs are based on the S B M  concept to 
varying degrees: the school management support component o f  Mexico’s compensatory 
education program (Apoyo a la Gestio’n Escolar, AGE) and the Quality Schools Program 
(Programa Escuelas de Calidad, PEC). Two  evaluations o f  these S B M  programs were 
undertaken as part o f  this study. Few o f  the well-known SBM programs in other countries have 
been evaluated for their effects on learning or performance outcomes, but useful - and 
conclusive - evidence has come f rom the evaluation o f  the AGEs. 

The AGE component was designed in the mid-1990s to promote school-parent 
cooperation and encouraged the establishment o f  an AGE in every school. The AGEs support 
and finance Parent Associations (APFs) and train parents in the management o f  school funds and 
in participatory s k i l l s  to increase their involvement in school activities and provide them with 
information on the students’ achievement and ways in which parents can help their children to 
learn. The financial support consists o f  annual grants transferred quarterly to the parent 
associations’ school accounts ($500-$700). The grants can be invested in infrastructure or 
materials that parents deem important for  the school. In return, parents must commit to being 
more involved in school affairs and to  attending training sessions delivered by state educational 
authorities. The activities are planned by the parents, the school principal, and the teachers. B y  
2005,46 percent o f  primary schools had an AGE. 
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According to beneficiaries and a previous analysis, the AGEs have increased parents' 
participation in school-related activities, have improved parent-teacher relations (meaning that 
parents are more l ikely to be aware o f  the teachers' role in the schooling of  their children), and 
have increased parental involvement in student l i fe (that is,  parents are more aware o f  their 
children's performance in school and are more l ikely to ins is t  that their children fulfill their 
academic obligations such as doing their homework). 

A rigorous impact evaluation carried out for this study found that AGEs had reduced 
grade repetition and school dropout rates b y  6 to 8 percent (approximately 0.3 percentage points 
on a base o f  4 to 5 percentage points) in only three years. This relatively large and significant 
effect remains significant and strong even when controlling for  the presence of Oportunidades 
scholarship holders within the schools. 

The Quality Schools Program (PEC) also encourages parental organizations to get more 
involved in schools. Created in 2001, PEC provides grants to schools to implement school plans 
that have been developed by staff and parents. Participation in the program i s  voluntary and, in 
2004, 10 percent o f  al l  Mexican primary schools had chosen to receive PEC support. 

Estimated Percentage Effect on Failure, Repetition and Drop-Out Rates 
Sub-sample of All General Rural Schools 

0.00 

-2.00 

M 
3 . 0 0  

t 

5 
3 

C .- 
e 
36.00 

5 
gE.00 
c 

-10.00 

-12.00 

Failure 

Repetition 

Intra Year DroD Out 

Educational Outcome 

1 mAGEs OOportunidades 1 

In terms o f  parental participation and o f  teacher-student and parent-teacher relations, PEC 
schools are performing well. The program has been shown to be transparent and an effective 
deterrent to petty corruption and illegal fee collection at the school level. The program has 
demonstrated the benefits o f  increasing the ownership o f  schools by municipalities, c iv i l  society, 
and the states. I t  i s  also an efficient program, wi th only 5 percent o f  funds being spent on 
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overhead costs, and there are no fiscal year rules. I t  i s  one o f  the few education programs to 
have been designed with an evaluation at the start. 

Our rigorous impact evaluation o f  PEC has shown that, in i t s  first three years, the 
program has reduced dropout, repetition and failure rates by more than the decreases that have 
occurred in s i m i l a r  non-PEC schools. Using a large panel o f  schools and propensity score 
matching to create a control group, we found that difference-in-differences estimators showed 
that schools participating in PEC had decreased dropout rates by 0.22 percentage points, failure 
rates b y  0.20 percentage points, and repetition rates b y  0.28 percentage points, all in the first 
three years o f  the program. These decreases were not sensitive to whether participation in PEC 
was in any or al l  o f  the three school years covered by the study. 

School-based management promotes social participation and improves the school 
climate. Over-time studies, qualitative assessments, and impact evaluations show that such 
initiatives may eventually also improve educational outcomes. Moreover, the AGEs are very 
cost-effective. Parents at each participating school receive between $500 and $700 a year 
depending on the school’s size. There are over 45,000 schools and over 4.5 mi l l ion students 
participating in the AGEs. The total cost o f  the AGE school grants i s  about $26 mi l l ion a year. 
After adding in the costs o f  administration, evaluations, and institutional strengthening, the 
average comes to $6.50 per student annually. PEC - since it i s  focused on in urban areas - has 
higher unit costs than AGEs, but these are s t i l l  relatively low. In 2004, PEC costs per school 
were $8,400, while the unit cost per student was $37. 

We recommend that the Government of Mexico increase parental participation at the 
school level. Given the positive and significant results o f  the impact evaluation, which 
controlled for Oportunidades, this objective can best and most efficiently be accomplished b y  
expanding AGEs. This w i l l  benefit disadvantaged rural schools directly. In urban areas, we 
recommend that the government continue to support the PEC experiment and over time make 
adjustments based on the results o f  the forthcoming impact evaluation. In addition, more 
information on the assignment o f  benefits w i l l  be needed to make an accurate assessment o f  
PEC’s impact. Given the l ow  cost o f  AGEs and PEC, pouring more resources into schools may 
not be necessary to improve outcomes if parental participation exists and i s  strong. The 
government could encourage all efforts to increase parental participation and improve school 
climate through the expansion and continued support of  AGEs and PEC, especially in indigenous 
schools. Finally, school-level parental participation needs to be expanded in l ine wi th state-level 
initiatives to further decentralize functions. In addition, the government could experiment with 
other forms o f  school-based management - for example, by giving more decision-making power 
to parents and the school community or b y  giving awards to students or schools - as long as the 
results o f  these experiments are piloted and rigorously evaluated before being adopted on a larger 
scale. Lastly, research on the supply-demand links could be continued and any reforms could be 
accompanied b y  prospective evaluations. 

Information, Evaluation, and Accountability for Results 
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There i s  evidence that the use o f  assessments, benchmarking, accountability systems, and 
evaluations that increase accountability at the school level can improve outcomes. This means 
that the design o f  systems and procedures matters. Good information systems help to manage 
the public’s expectations about education and allow authorities to manage the education system, 
which i s  impossible to do effectively without proper measurement. There i s  also a need for 
monitoring and evaluation. Such data need to be updated and made accessible to the public. 

Participation in international achievement tests and benchmarking has helped many 
countries to improve the quality o f  their education systems. Benchmarking with international 
assessments, such as the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), allows countries 
not only to compare their own results wi th those of other countries but also to use the data to 
analyze key investments and programs. Mexico has improved i t s  system o f  benchmarking b y  
continuing and expanding i t s  participation in international student assessments, b y  widely 
disseminating results, and by making more extensive use o f  information in policymaking. 

States have a role to play in making schools more accountable. Those states wi th the best 
education results and outcomes are using these results as a means to gauge the progress o f  
schools in improving their students’ academic performance and to build momentum for any 
necessary reforms. The states wi th the best academic results are characterized by state-wide 
examinations, decentralized decision-making to the local or school level, and campaigns to 
persuade teachers and c iv i l  society o f  the necessity and effectiveness o f  their reforms. While 
strong state accountability systems are very important in a federal system l ike Mexico’s, there 
also i s  a need for a reliable, robust, and timely national student assessment system . 

Several states do not rely only on the important but sample-based national student 
assessments but have chosen to develop their own assessment mechanisms. Some states use the 
results o f  their state-wide assessments to inform pol icy directly, but new analysis for this study 
has shown that the states with the best academic records disseminate the results o f  their state- 
wide assessments to schools and feedback, which they then use in designing interventions. Thus, 
accountability systems seem to have a strong, positive, and significant impact on academic 
outcomes. In fact, the correlation o f  accountability systems with PISA scores i s  significant and 
as high as or higher than other variables, such as educational resources in the home or the level 
of the mother’s education. This result i s  also correlated with the state education authorities 
having a good relationship wi th teacher representatives. 
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State Actions as Determinants o f  Student Learning 
(point increase in PISA math scores) 
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Complete state Low conflict between Mediumconflict between 
accountability system s tate-union s tate-union 

ITest, disseminate, po l icy  and strategy use 

Outcomes can be improved even further b y  conducting impact evaluations o f  
interventions, preferably wi th a random design. Impact evaluations determine how to prioritize 
and fund subsequent interventions. In several countries, including Mexico, impact evaluations 
have been used to provide timely and reliable information on key programs when policymakers 
had to make urgent decisions about their future. For example, impact evaluations of  
Oportunidades in the late 1990s ensured i t s  preservation by a new presidential administration. 

Our analysis also confirms the importance o f  continuing regular student assessments to 
meet the considerable social demand for more information on the effectiveness o f  the education 
system. The Mexican Government took an important step in this regard in deciding recently to 
undertake national universal (all students in particular grades each year) student testing and to 
disseminate the results widely. 

In Mexico’s decentralized system, there i s  a clear role for  the states to play in ensuring 
accountability throughout the education sector, and some states have undertaken innovations 
with a degree o f  success. Too few states, however, are developing the accountability systems 
that would allow them to measure the performance o f  their education systems and to provide 
them with the information to enable them to perform better in the future. Whi le at the national 
level, the education sector has adopted benchmarking and the collection o f  information for use in 
decision-making, there i s  s t i l l  a need for more aggressive benchmarking, wider dissemination of  
results, and using results more consistently in designing policies and interventions. 

The government has started using PISA results to inform i t s  education policymaking, but 
a further step in this direction would be to give researchers access to other information such as 
administrative data to supplement the PISA data and thus improve the quality o f  analysis that can 
be undertaken. The OECD (2005b) credits the creation o f  the INEE in 2002 as a step forward in 
increasing accountability in the Mexican education system and in empowering schools. World 
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Bank (2005) agrees but calls for i t s  results to be taken into account fully in policymaking and 
school management. Our analysis o f  PISA confirms this but we recommend that state-level tests 
are needed as well. We recommend that the Mexican government continue its efsorts to increase 
parental participation at the school level, thus improving the school climate and increasing 
school autonomy, and that more states develop mechanisms for holding schools accountable for 
their performance. A few key factors characterize effective school accountability mechanisms: 
(i) schools report useful information about their activities and performance to state- or national- 
level education authorities; (ii) the states collect accurate and timely data to inform 
policymaking; (iii) policymakers use the results o f  evaluations o f  existing interventions to inform 
the design and implementation o f  future policies; (iv) politicians at the national and state level 
actively support the principle and practice o f  accountability in the education sector; and (v) 
education policymakers have a constructive relationship wi th teacher representatives. The 
government could a im to increase accountability b y  carrying out more assessments o f  student 
learning, b y  enabling more benchmarking at the national level, and by encouraging the 
development o f  state assessment systems. I t  could also experiment wi th devolving decision- 
making to the local level and carrying out rigorous impact evaluations of  this experiment, even 
though i t  may take several years to yield results. In addition, the federal government could also 
disseminate examples o f  best practices f rom the states and subject more programs to impact 
evaluations. In fact, SEP could systematize this function, perhaps in a group devoted to 
economic analysis and research and to encourage independent organizations to undertake impact 
evaluations o f  al l  programs. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The findings presented here are supported b y  the Wor ld  Bank’s forthcoming Mexico 
Poverty Report Phase I11 on service delivery. In short, the Poverty Report calls on the public 
sector to promote models that improve pedagogical practice and evaluation at the local level and 
that encourage accountability at a l l  levels. The federal government could further promote this 
development by loosening the regulations that currently govern local governments, while 
strengthening i t s  own role in setting standards, conducting evaluations, and encouraging state 
governments to be more transparent. This report identifies some o f  the innovative state actions 
that have improved the quality o f  education and have enhanced equity in access to education. 

The impact evaluations undertaken as part o f  this study have shown that several key 
education programs in Mexico improve educational outcomes. Oportunidades decreases dropout 
and repetition rates, increases the number o f  students transitioning to lower secondary school, 
and i s  well-targeted to indigenous students. Certain components o f  the compensatory program 
have been shown to improve failure, dropout and repetition rates. School-based management 
promotes social participation and improves the school climate. Over-time studies, qualitative 
assessments, and impact evaluations show that such initiatives may eventually also improve 
educational outcomes. In addition, compensatory programs and school-based management 
programs have been shown to be cost-effective. State accountability systems and increased 
access to information on education are associated with better educational outcomes. Finally, the 
findings o f  this report support the hypothesis la id  out in Phase I o f  the Quality o f  Education 
study (World Bank 2005a), in other words, the need to promote autonomy, accountability and 
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assessment in the Mexican education system. Based on this evidence, we recommend the policy 
actions outlined in the table below to the Mexican education authorities. 

Evaluations o f  Oportunidades, 
AGEdCONAFE 

Policv Area 

Prospective evaluation; state accountability systems 
(testing and dissemination); dedicated evaluation 
and analysis group in SEP 

School retention, transition 

States using system to their 
advantage 
Independent evaluation, external 
research leads to better 
policymaking and improved 
outcomes 

Linguistic diversity 

of results and analysis 
Federal role: collect & disseminate best practice 

Improve data; make data available to public; 
publish results; continuehustain INEE efforts, but 
intensify 

~~~~ 

Lower secondary, 
telesecundaria 

Supply-demand l i n k s  

Learning outcomes 

Participation 

School climate 

Funding schools 

Learning outcomes 

School-level decision- 
making 

Evidence-based decision- 
making 

Benchmarking 
Dissemination, 
policy/strategy design 
Information on state 
policies 
Informatioddata for 
research 

Improve performance 
Superior performance at state level I Continue participating in PISA, state systems; use 

I Continue participating in PISA 

x i i i  



Challenges for the Future 

The gap in primary education coverage between the r ich and the poor has narrowed. 
Equity has improved, partly due to the cumulative effect o f  the compensatory programs. 
However, the government’s effort to increase lower secondary schooling enrollment has faced 
significant challenges, particularly in raising learning outcomes. Largely due to the success o f  
Oportunidades and compensatory education, there i s  significantly increased demand for lower 
secondary education, which means that the challenge o f  improving the quality o f  education must 
also extend to the lower secondary level. Therefore, priority research areas for the next phase o f  
the quality o f  Education Programmatic Study include the fol lowing elements. 

a The on-going reform o f  lower secondary education could focus particularly on 
telesecundarias, which tend to cater to disadvantaged and most indigenous students and which 
have worse learning outcomes than other types o f  secondary schools. Curricular and 
technological aspects o f  lower secondary schools - especially telesecundarias - are currently 
being addressed b y  the government in the context o f  the Secondary Education Reform (Refomza 
Zntegral de Educacidn Secundaria, RES) .  Another technology issue that needs to be addressed 
i s  the introduction o f  Enciclomedia (interactive technology learning in the classroom). 

a Another area requiring further research includes compensatory schools that are ready to 
“graduate” f rom participating in the program but may s t i l l  need some extra help. The 
government could experiment wi th different combinations o f  compensatory support, including 
combinations o f  demand-side and supply-side actions and academic achievement awards, and 
look for any synergies. 

a Given that further school autonomy experiments and accountability innovations are l ikely 
to happen at the state level, the federal government must take on a new role, namely to 
disseminate examples o f  best practices f rom the states. This could ideally include more state- 
level student evaluations. 

a While there i s  evidence that indigenous schools have been improving over time (albeit 
based on analysis of  a small sample o f  schools), further analysis i s  needed on what works best 
and under what circumstances. 

a Mexico i s  making great strides in providing early childhood interventions, including i t s  
Init ial  Education (Educacidn Znicial) program, which i s  currently undergoing a prospective 
evaluation. 

e 

schools in Mexico and in comunitaria, the non-formal education provided in the most remote 
areas of Mexico. These concerns need to be addressed through further study. 

Some concerns have arisen about the quality o f  education being provided in multigrade 
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Chapter 1: Context 

This policy note - which i s  one in a series o f  Wor ld  Bank reports on education in Mexico 
- examines the effectiveness and impact o f  the major pol icy initiatives and programs that form 
the cornerstones o f  the Government o f  Mexico’s agenda to increase equity and improve quality. 
These programs and policies are the backbone o f  the government’s decentralization and 
compensation policies. This pol icy note presents a series o f  recommendations for developing a 
strategy to improve the quality o f  education. More specifically, i t  w i l l  look for ways to meet the 
needs o f  hard-to-reach populations and disadvantaged schools, including the expansion, 
integration, or coordination o f  programs designed to increase access to and improve the quality 
o f  education. The pol icy note also includes recommendations to help the government build i t s  
capacity to plan, manage, and implement programs by strengthening i t s  ability to monitor and 
evaluate them. 

This report looks at decentralization and compensatory policies as tools to improve 
quality and increase equity. W e  evaluate al l  o f  these programs in terms o f  how they improve 
outcomes and reduce the inequity that poorer children face today. 

Introduction 

In the last two decades, Mexico has made substantial progress in expanding access to 
primary and secondary education (Figure 1). Primary education completion rates are very high 
in all areas and practically 100 percent nationwide. The completion rate for lower secondary 
schools increased f rom 55 percent in 1994 to 80 percent in 2004. In rural areas, the net lower 
secondary school enrollment rate increased f rom just 25 to 48 percent during the same period o f  
time. At the tertiary level, the proportion o f  the population aged 15 and over wi th some 
university education increased f rom only 6 percent in 1980 to 11 percent in 2000. Based on this 
progress, the government has recently expanded i t s  ini t ial  goal o f  attaining universal basic 
education to include the goal o f  significantly improving the quality o f  the education currently 
being offered as measured b y  national and international assessments (Human Development and 
Social Cabinet 2005). 

However, there are s t i l l  gaps in enrollment. Students in the poorest states and indigenous 
children have less access to schooling than others. Only 70 percent, 76.5 percent, and 76 percent 
o f  school-age children in Chiapas, Oaxaca, and Guerrero (Mexico’s three poorest states) are 
enrolled in school. Also, 18 percent of indigenous children between the ages of  5 to 14 do not 
attend school compared with only 9 percent o f  non-indigenous children. When disaggregated b y  
state, this difference i s  even starker. While the percentage o f  non-indigenous children who do 
not attend school i s  below or on par with the national average in most states, the percentage o f  
indigenous children who do not attend school i s  much higher than the national average, reaching 
as high as 60 percent in Sinaloa. 
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Figure 1: Primary and Secondary School Enrollment (1990 - 2005) 
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While access to education for disadvantaged populations i s  being expanded through 
programs such as Oportunidades and the telesecundarias, there i s  s t i l l  an acute need to raise the 
quality o f  education. School quality has not kept pace with enrollment increases, and an 
increasing number o f  children, especially poor children and those living in rural areas, are being 
educated in low-quality schools. The consequences o f  l ow  quality schooling include grade 
repetition, which was l o w  at the primary level (5 percent) in 2005 but rose to 18 percent at the 
secondary level. In addition, dropout rates and rates o f  failure to finish school within a normal 
time frame are also high for secondary school-age children. The dropout rate in primary schools 
in 2005 was 1.7 percent compared with 7.1 percent in secondary schools. The percentage o f  
children not finishing school within the normal time frame was 10.3 at the primary level and 21.2 
at secondary (INEE 2005a). 

Achievement Outcomes 

Another consequence o f  poor quality education i s  l o w  achievement. Analysis of a repeat 
o f  Mexico's 2000 national assessment exam (Estdndares Nacionales) in 2005 yielded mixed 
evidence about the quality o f  schooling (INEE 2005a). The good news was that primary school 
performance has improved. The 
percentage o f  6th grade students who scored at level 1, which corresponds to the lowest ability, in 
reading comprehension fel l  f rom 25 to 16 percent. Similarly, the percentage o f  students scoring 
at level 1 in mathematics fel l  f rom 24 to 20 percent. The even better news was that this 
improvement appears to be driven largely b y  indigenous primary schools (though the sample was 
very small - only 14 out o f  almost 10,000 indigenous primary schools in Mexico - despite being 
representative). This decreased the percentage o f  students scoring at level 1 in reading 
comprehension by 43 percent (Figure 2). 

Sixth grade reading scores had improved b y  27 points. 
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Figure 2: National Assessment Primary Reading, 2005 (% students in level 1, lowest comprehension, Grade 6) 
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The performance o f  lower secondary school students in reading comprehension also 
improved but only modestly: ninth grade scores rose b y  only 7 points. When disaggregated by 
type o f  school, a disheartening picture emerges (Figure 3). While the percentage o f  gth graders 
scoring at level 1 in reading comprehension declined in general and technical secondary schools, 
i t  increased in telesecundarias, meaning that the academic performance o f  telesecundaria 
students deteriorated. This i s  particularly troubling because one of Mexico’s principal 
challenges in education i s  to increase lower secondary enrollments, and telesecundarias are the 
fastest growing sector in Mexico’s education system (INEE 2005b; Shapiro and Moreno 2004; 
Torres and Tenti 2000; and Wor ld  Bank 2005a). 

Figure 3: National Assessment Lower Secondary Reading, 2005 (% students in level 1, lowest comprehension, 
Grade 3) 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

r 

National  Average General Technical Telesecundaria Pr ivate 

ource: I N E E  2005 

3 



Mexico participated in the OECD's Program for International Student Assessment 
(PISA) in 2000 and 2003. PISA provides a measure o f  reading, mathematics, and science 
achievement for a nationally representative sample o f  15-year-olds that i s  comparable across 
countries. PISA's assessment focuses on young people's ability to apply their knowledge and 
s k i l l s  to real-life problems and situations rather than on how much curriculum-based knowledge 
they possess. In both years, Mexico's performance was the lowest among OECD countries but 
was one o f  the best in Lat in America (Chile, Argentina, Peru, Uruguay, and Brazil also 
participated in either the 2000 or 2003 rounds) (Figure 4). 

The slight decline in Mexico's performance in PISA between 2000 and 2003 coincided 
with an increase in enrollments among 15-year-olds f rom 51  to 56 percent. Therefore, a 9 
percent increase in enrollment was associated with a 5 percent decrease in reading scores, a 0.5 
percent decrease in math scores, and a 4 percent decrease in science scores. 

Dispersion o f  test scores i s  very l ow  in Mexico (World Bank 2005a). The overall 
variation in performance among Mexican students i s  small compared to the other participating 
countries. The gap between the top 5 percent and the bottom 5 percent of  performers in Mexico 
i s  s imi lar  to the gap in countries such as Canada and Finland, two o f  the top performers in the 
PISA tests. When comparing countries' performance while controlling for level of dispersion, 
Mexico's results differ f rom those o f  other L A C  countries. Whi le i t  i s  grouped with the under- 
performing countries in terms o f  test scores, i t  ranks high on equity, being in the same quadrant 
as Portugal and Serbia (Figure 5). Students' socioeconomic background has less o f  an impact on 
their academic achievement in Mexico than in Germany (McGaw 2004). 

Figure 4: PISA 2003 Rankings and Results 
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Figure 5: Math Scores and Dispersion across Countries, PISA 2003 
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In addition, some states within Mexico perform very wel l  (Figure 6). If the Mexican 
states of Colima, the Federal District, and Aguascalientes were countries, they would rank above 
Uruguay, Serbia, Turkey, and Thailand. The best performing Mexican states are also those that 
have the most innovative education systems (Box 1). 
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Figure 6: Some Mexican States D o  as Wel l  As Higher Performing Countries (PISA 2003 M e a n  Science 
Scores) 
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Box 1: Educational Progress in Aguascalientes 

Substantial improvements have been achieved in educational performance in the state o f  
Aguascalientes since 1992. With the active support o f  the state governor, a dynamic team 
succeeded in carrying out a raft o f  major reforms. A new educational secretariat, Znstituto de 
Educacidn, was granted substantial autonomy. The foundation o f  the secretariat’s capacity to 
design and monitor the reform program was a detailed database for every child in school and the 
results o f  an annual testing program for all children in primary grade 6 and secondary grade 3 
that was introduced in 1996, the f i rs t  o f  i t s  kind in Mexico. I t s  power was strengthened by the 
devolution o f  administrative functions within the state to a network o f  regional coordinators. 
Each o f  these was given overall responsibility in their area o f  jurisdiction for preschool, primary, 
and secondary education, as well as for the inspection service. I t s  capacity to implement reform 
was predicated on i t s  control over the educational inspectorate, whose role was gradually 
converted from a purely disciplinary one into a supportive role. The secretariat adopted a “CO- 

option” strategy o f  actively selecting influential union activists to occupy positions as 
coordinators and supervisors. This strategy was successful in avoiding any opposition from the 
powerful teachers’ union. History test scores improved from 4.1 to 5.3 (on a scale o f  10) 
between 1995/96 and 1996/97, but math scores declined. Enrollments among 5 to 14 year-olds 
increased from 90 to 99 percent between 1992 and 1997, moving the state from lo* to 4* 
overall in the country. Preschool coverage for 5-year-olds was universal by 1997, up from 70 
percent in 1992, and moving the state to 2nd place overall in the country, up from 17*. 

Source: Alvarez Cordova 2000 ; SEP 2000a, 2000b, 2005 
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Decentralization Context 

One o f  the most important developments in Mexico in recent years has been the 
revitalization o f  i t s  basic education system. In 1992, the federal government, the states, and the 
National Union o f  Education Workers (Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educacidn, or 
SNTE) signed the National Agreement for the Modernization o f  Basic Education (ANMEB). 
The main purpose o f  the agreement was to reorganize the education system through political 
decentralization and a revision o f  the basic education program. Those in favor o f  
decentralization argue that i t  increases the say that local people have in decision-making, which 
in turn improves outcomes (Fiske 1996; Gunnarsson and others 2004; King and Ozler 1998). 
The ANMEB has brought about tremendous changes in the educational landscape that affect 
how services are delivered. The decentralization process has also meant that more resources are 
now allocated to those areas that local governments consider high priorities. The ANMEB 
transferred more autonomy to the states to make decisions on the’organization and functioning o f  
schools and the participation o f  municipalities in education decision-making and this has been 
the case since the end o f  the 1990s. 

However, despite the implici t  margin o f  discretion that local executive branches now 
enjoy as a result o f  the decentralization, they s t i l l  cannot fully exercise this privilege since the 
bulk o f  federal resources for education that are at their disposal have to be spent on teacher 
salaries and benefits. State level education authorities also do not have the power to develop 
curriculum nor are they involved in textbook selection, activities that are carried out at the 
federal level. This means that in practice states have l i t t le discretionary authority to institute 
innovative education programs. Nevertheless, the state governments themselves are increasingly 
keen to play a role in the education sector and have put the subject o f  education and, in 
particular, i t s  quality high on their agendas. 

Education Expenditures 

Since 2002, Mexico has increased i t s  education expenditures by 17 percent (Table l), 
which now represent 27 percent o f  total government expenditures and 7.1 percent o f  GDP 
(Government o f  Mexico 2005). In 2002, Mexico’s spending on education as a percentage of 
GDP was above the OECD average (5.8 percent). Among Lat in American countries, Mexico 
had higher education expenditure than Argentina (4.7 percent) but lower than Chile (7.3 percent) 
according to the OECD (2005a). Primary and secondary education expenditures comprise 3 
percent o f  GDP, while tertiary expenditures represent 1 percent. This expenditure i s  higher than 
that for Argentina (3.1 percent) and Brazi l  (3.4 percent) and higher even than in some OECD 
countries. Mexico’s education expenditure growth has outpaced GDP growth. Education 
expenditures have increased almost constantly since 1995. Education expenditures for the 
primary and lower secondary levels totaled $15.12 bi l l ion in 1995 and had risen to $16.19 bi l l ion 
by 2005. 
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Table 1: Government Expenditures on Education 

1998 
Total spending ($ million) 155 
%of GDP 0.04 
% of total public spending on education 0.76 

Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
200 1 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
198 249 234 233 218 
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
0.84 0.87 0.71 0.67 0.65 

Primary & Lower 
secondary 

15.1 
12.8 
13.4 
14.1 
13.7 
15.3 
16.2 
16.4 
15.8 
15.1 
16.2 

illion constant 200( 

Upper secondary 
3.7 
3.0 
2.7 
2.3 
2.2 
2.3 
2.6 
2.5 
2.3 
2.3 
2.6 

Tertiary 
5.2 
4.2 
3.9 
4.1 
3.9 
4.3 
4.8 
4.9 
4.6 
4.6 
4.7 

Other 
5 .O 
3.7 
3.7 
1.5 
1.7 
1.8 
1.7 
1.8 
1.7 
1.7 
1.88 

Source: Mexico 2005 

Spending on four important education interventions has risen in recent years: 
compensatory education, Oportunidades, PEC (Programa de Escuelas de Calidad or the 
Program o f  Schools Quality), and bilingual education. Compensatory education and bilingual 
education are supported b y  the government’s National Education Development Program, which 
recognizes regional inequalities and takes steps to redress them by providing more federal 
resources to schools wi th the greatest need (the plan specifically recognizes the need to provide 
good quality education to indigenous peoples). More than 5 mil l ion students in initial, 
preschool, primary, and lower secondary education benefit f rom Mexico’s compensatory 
education program implemented b y  CONAFE. The demand-side conditional cash transfer 
program, Oportunidades, reaches 5 mil l ion families, benefiting more than 25 mi l l ion people. 
Annual spending on Oportunidades scholarships i s  almost $1.2 bi l l ion in 2006, up from $872 
mi l l ion in 2003. There are over 21,000 indigenous schools in Mexico, and the bilingual 
program, run b y  the federal Secretariat o f  Public Education, benefits more than 1.2 mi l l ion 
students. Annual spending on bilingual education i s  over $3 million. 

Total annual spending on compensatory education i s  $206 million, representing 0.65 and 
0.80 percent o f  public and federal education spending (Table 2). The share o f  compensatory 
education in federal spending has declined f rom 1.06 percent in 2000, but i t s  budget has 
significantly increased (although i t  has a drop in the last few years due to efficiencies). Mexico’s 
compensatory program i s  relatively low-cost. Even though real costs have risen in the last 
decade, the compensatory program only costs just over $50 per student per year. 
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Total spending ($million) 
% of public education spending 
% of basic education spending 

Determinants of Learning in Mexico 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
61 185 198 172 176 

0.19 0.53 0.57 0.49 0.47 
0.36 1.01 1.08 0.92 0.88 

This policy note revisits evidence on the determinants o f  learning highlighted in analysis 
carried out during Phase 1 o f  the Quality o f  Education Programmatic Study. Wor ld  Bank (2005) 
reaffirmed what i s  known about how socioeconomic status affects learning and the limited role 
played by physical investments in improving learning outcomes. I t  also sheds light on the 
importance o f  expectations, participation, pedagogy, autonomy, and accountability in raising 
student learning. We also document the challenges faced b y  indigenous students, as evidenced 
by  their l ow  returns to education and their poor relative performance on assessments. Qualitative 
evidence has also shown that bilingual education policies are not being implemented as widely as 
they should and vary b y  type o f  school (Yonker and Schmelkes 2005). Phase 1 outlined an 
agenda for action to improve the quality o f  education based on three main principles: autonomy, 
accountability and assessment (Box 2). 

The policy note identified the need to conduct impact evaluations o f  programs designed 
to improve school outcomes. In collaboration wi th  the Secretary o f  Public Education and the 
Quality o f  Education AAA Committee, we selected the fol lowing programs for in-depth study: 
(i) SEP’s compensatory education programs implemented b y  CONAFE and their interaction with 
Oportunidudes; (ii) the Quality Schools Program (PEC), a pi lot school-based management 
program; and (iii) bilingual education. These programs have been implemented during a period 
when an increasing number o f  functions have been decentralized to the state level. In fact, PEC 
and some aspects o f  compensatory education decentralize decision-making even further to 
individual schools. Whi le Intercultural Bilingual Education (BE) policy i s  developed by the 
federal government, i t  i s  implemented at the school level. Therefore, i t  i s  crucial to ask whether 
this process and these programs in particular have resulted in real increases in autonomy and 
accountability at the local level as wel l  as to improvements in school quality. 
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Box 2: Phase 1 Conclusions and Agenda for Action 

Autonomy: To  improve quality, the Government o f  Mexico needs to continue i t s  efforts to devolve 
Jecision-making to schools because: 
o Increasing school autonomy can aid disadvantaged schools 
o Autonomy can raise the academic performance o f  indigenous students 
o Schools need autonomy to develop locally appropriate education policies 
o School autonomy reinforces the role o f  homework, effective learning styles and perceptions 
o With more autonomy, schools can determine the most effective way to spend the resources available 
Accountabilitv: Involving parents and communities in the management o f  schools can improve academic 
outcomes by: 
o Putting people at center o f  service provision 
o Flexible and wide-ranging accountability could encompass various types o f  services 
o Increasing incentives for parents to enroll their children in school 
Assessment: Testing can be used to: 

Inform policy decisions at the local, state and national levels 
o Foster public and c iv i l  society involvement in education reform 
o Encourage public debate about the assessment results 
Meanwhile, the government could continue participating in international tests and expand coverage o f  
national assessments. 

Source: World Bank 2005a 

Conclusion 

In the last two decades, Mex ico  has made substantial progress in expanding access to  
education. Primary education completion rates are very high in a l l  areas and practically 100 
percent overall. The lower  secondary school completion rate continues to increase. However, 
there are s t i l l  gaps, in enrollment and especially learning achievement, and the government faces 
the major  challenge of  trying to improve the quali ty o f  education, especially at the secondary 
level. School qual i ty has not kept pace with enrollment increases, and more  children, especially 
poor children and those living in rura l  areas, are being educated in low-quali ty schools. To a 
large extent, the poor performance of students at the lower  secondary leve l  i s  a result of rapid 
enrollment increases brought about in recent years because o f  the success of programs such as 
Oportunidades and compensatory education. At the same time, other programs have been 
created to  raise attainment, including compensatory education. With this in mind, this report 
aims to  evaluate the programs that have been developed to expand education opportunities 
(Oportunidudes) and to improve quality (compensatory programs, PEC and IBE). I t  also 
examines the role of institutions and accountability systems in determining outcomes. 
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Chapter 2: Compensating for Disadvantage 

Education, then, beyond all other devices of human origin, is the 
great equalizer of the conditions of man 

Horace Mann 

In Mexico, the government addresses the issue o f  access to and quality o f  education for 
disadvantaged students primarily through compensatory education and demand-side 
scholarships. The compensatory education program targets schools in disadvantaged and 
isolated rural communities, including al l  indigenous primary schools. Oportunidades, Mexico’s 
conditional cash transfer program, offers demand-side scholarships to children from very poor 
families in highly disadvantaged communities. Indigenous populations, who are well- 
represented among beneficiaries o f  both compensatory and demand-side conditional cash 
transfer programs, are also the intended beneficiaries o f  intercultural bilingual education (BE). 

As a part o f  the analysis for this pol icy note, we undertook two studies to assess the 
impact o f  these important programs on schooling outcomes. One evaluated the impact o f  the 
compensatory education program and Oportunidades’ scholarships in terms o f  their effect on 
intermediate school quality indicators (failure, repetition, and dropout rates). The other study 
assessed the relationship between the implementation o f  IBE policies and student test scores. 

Compensatory Education 

The goal o f  most compensatory education programs i s  to increase equity and improve the 
quality o f  education for al l  children by increasing the supply o f  schooling for children from 
minority or disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds. Policies or activities associated with 
compensatory programs include (but are not l imited to) special interventions such as school 
feeding programs, the distribution o f  free textbooks, classroom libraries, in-service teacher 
training, extra classes, early childhood education, tutors, classroom aides, and scholarships. In 
general, studies o f  compensatory education have found that young children living in low-income 
families benefit greatly in the short and long term when they have access to preschool programs 
o f  good quality (Bentaouet-Kattan 2005). For example, compensatory education programs in the 
United States such as Chapter One, the Perry Preschool Project, and Head Start have been 
credited wi th  closing the achievement gap between high-income and low-income schools and 
with raising rates o f  high school completion and college attendance rates and increasing income 
for those students who participated in the programs (Currie and Neidell 2003; Heckman and 
Krueger 2003). Furthermore, Chile’s P-900 program has been effective in reducing achievement 
gaps between participating and non-participating schools (Tockman 2001). 

Mexico began to address the challenge o f  disadvantaged communities and schools as 
early as 197 1 b y  creating the National Council for Educational Development (Consejo Nacional 
de Foment0 Educativo, CONAFE), a division o f  Mexico’s Secretariat o f  Public Education 
(Secretaria de Educacidn Publica, SEP). CONAFE began by supporting non-formal schools in 
isolated and rural areas. B y  the early 1990s, i t  took over the implementation o f  SEP’s 
compensatory education program, a supply-side intervention designed to increase the supply and 
improve the quality o f  education in those schools with the lowest educational performance and 

11 



that are located in highly disadvantaged communities. The program counterbalances the early 
disadvantages faced b y  some students b y  channeling extra monetary and in-kind resources to 
these schools in order to reach the most disadvantaged students and reduce schooling 
inequalities. In this regard, i t s  model resembles compensatory education in other countries, 
including Tit le I (formerly Chapter I) and Head Start in the United States and Chile’s P-900 
program. Head Start provides extra resources to  disadvantaged more than 800,000 preschool 
students in the U.S. Chile’s P-900 program provides teacher training, textbooks, pedagogical 
materials, and infrastructure improvements to those schools that have the worst performance on 
the national learning assessment (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Selected Compensatory Programs 

Title 1 US: Head Start Chile: P900 Mexico: CONAFE 

Budget $12.3 billion $6.7 billion $1.9 million $221 million 
Children covered 16.6 million 0.9 million 295,297 5.6 million 
Cost per child $740 $1,222 $1 $50 
Note: Data i s  for 2004, except for Chile, 2000 

(ex. U S  Chapter 1) 

The compensatory program has served primary and secondary schools since 1992-93 and 
now covers 45,000 localities. At the primary level, the compensatory program serves 31 percent 
o f  a l l  primary school students. In addition, the program began to cover preschools in 2001 and 
now covers preschools in 16,000 localities. I t  now serves more than 5 mil l ion students in initial, 
preschool, and primary education (see Figure 7) .  

Figure 7: Compensatory Education Coverage (millions of  students) 

1 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

0 Init ial H Preschool Primary ;:Secondary 

Source: SEPKONAFE 

The compensatory education program aims to reduce schooling inequalities b y  
supporting the development of curricula and learning materials for bilingual education in 
indigenous schools and by providing improved technology, infrastructure, teacher training, and 
school management grants to parent groups. Compensatory education programs are also 
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intended to reach younger children (three years and under) through courses designed for parents 
on child-care practices and early education. All o f  these programs are operated by CONAFE 
(Box 3). 

Box 3: Compensatory Education Outputs 

10,000 educational facility construction or rehabilitation projects are carried out each year 
0 Each year 4.5 million primary and lower secondary students receive school materials 

More than 13,400 teachers receive monetary incentives to reduce mobility and improve teaching 
Parent groups in 12,000 preschools and 47,000 primary schools receive grants to improve schools 
Init ial  Education serves half a million parents through orientation in early stimulation, childcare 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a Multicultural and indigenous education activities are also undertaken 

Source: SEPKONAFE 

CONAFE targets all disadvantaged schools. However, in less disadvantaged states, 
CONAFE targets the worst performing schools according to a targeting index constructed on the 
basis o f  school characteristics and educational outcome indicators. The benefits provided vary 
across school types and in the different program phases. Moreover, the f inal decision to allocate 
resources rests wi th  the state government and i s  based on the schools’ needs and on the 
availability o f  resources in each state. As a consequence, there i s  a substantial variation in the 
type, number, and timing o f  interventions received by each school. 

Earlier evaluations of the compensatory education programs generally found that i t  has 
had a positive impact on academic performance and achievement. An earlier version o f  the 
compensatory program (PARE) was effective in raising Spanish test scores in rural and 
indigenous schools (Paqueo and Lopez-Acevedo 2003). Student scores increased by 95 percent 
in indigenous treatment schools compared with only 17 percent in indigenous control schools, 
thus eliminating the gap in scores between the two groups. The gains were less, though s t i l l  
sizeable, in rural schools - 56 percent in treatment schools and 40 percent in control schools. 
The program appears to have reduced scores in urban schools, although the authors surmise that 
this could have been due to poor implementation o f  the program’s components. Paqueo and 
Lopez-Acevedo (2003) identified the factors that help to explain the change in test scores as 
school attendance, parent participation, and the performance o f  teachers and principals. They 
found that these school and educational system factors had a large and significant impact on 
student tests scores, especially in indigenous schools. After controlling for individual, family, 
community, and school characteristics, they found that, i f  implemented correctly, the PARE 
program could cause the scores o f  the average rural student to increase by 19 to 38 percent and 
those o f  the average indigenous student to increase by 45 to 90 percent. A review o f  
compensatory programs in four Lat in American countries, including Mexico, found that 
classroom libraries and distribution o f  textbooks and food are positively correlated with 
improvements in student learning in both poor and non-poor neighborhoods (Anderson 2002). 
Another study found that indigenous students in CONAFE-supported schools were catching up 
to their non-indigenous peers in test scores by about 10 percent per year and that there i s  less 
dispersion in test scores within CONAFE-supported compensatory schools in both urban and 
rural areas (Shapiro and Moreno 2004). This effect appears to be larger in reading than in 
mathematics. Therefore, in addition to reducing the overall test score gap between supported and 
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non-supported schools, compensatory education seems to enhance equity as well. In a review o f  
13 assessments and evaluations o f  the compensatory programs, CONAFE found that there was a 
high level o f  consensus in attributing improvements in failure, repetition, dropout and terminal 
efficiency rates, as wel l  as academic achievement (Chavez and Ramirez 2005). 

Oportunidades 

In 1998, the Mexican government began implementing the Education, Health, and 
Nutrition Program (Prograrna pura Educacidn, Salud y Nutricibn-Progresa), now called 
Oportunidades, a program that provides immediate financial transfers to the poor families to 
enable them to invest in their children’s education and health and nutrition status and thus 
enhance their future earning potential. Oportunidades gives cash transfers (grants) to poor 
families on condition that they keep their children in school and provide them with basic 
preventive health care and nutrition. The benefits are intended to offset household expenditures 
on schooling (such as transport, uniforms, and materials) and the opportunity costs that they 
incur by sending their children to school (recognizing that the opportunity cost o f  children’s time 
increases as they grow older). In addition, due to the fact that girls have lower enrollment rates 
than boys in secondary school in Mexico, Oportunidades grants, received in those years are 
higher for females than for males to offset the opportunity costs o f  sending them to school, thus 
creating an incentive to keep girls in school and close the gender gap in schooling. 

By the end o f  the program’s experimental phase in 2000, almost 2.5 mi l l ion families in 
over 2,000 municipalities were receiving Oportunidades benefits. In 2004 the program reached 
5 million families in 2,429 municipalities. Since i t s  implementation in 1998, Oportunidades has 
delivered over $5 bi l l ion in cash grants to i t s  beneficiaries (www.Drog;resa.g;ob.mx). In addition, 
the beneficiaries o f  the program are highly concentrated in the poorest quintile of the population 
(World Bank 2003), suggesting that Oportunidades has, overall, been highly successful in 
targeting the poorest groups in Mexico (delivering resources directly into the hands of the poor). 
Interviews with beneficiaries and program administrators substantiated this finding, with 
interviewees consistently commending the program as the first to successfully direct resources 
directly to households in remote rural communities (Hall and others 2003). In fact, 
Oportunidades i s  the first program in Mexican history to explicitly target the rural poor. 

A preliminary analysis o f  the experimental phase showed that Oportunidades yielded 
impressive results nationwide in the first couple o f  years fol lowing i t s  implementation (Sedesol 
1999). Primary school enrollment rates increased by about 1 percent, and secondary school 
enrollment rates increased by 8 percent for girls and 5 percent for boys as a result o f  the 
program. Furthermore, i t  was estimated that children’s educational achievement increased b y  
about 10 percent, which represented an increase in their future earnings o f  more than 8 percent. 
Prenatal care in the first trimester o f  pregnancy increased by 8 percent. Finally, incidence o f  
disease among children under the age o f  5 decreased by 12 percent among program participants, 
as did had the probability o f  malnutrition among children between 12 and 36 months. 

Rigorous and extensive impact evaluations o f  the program have shown that it: (i) 
increases overall health, (ii) increases preventative health and nutrition monitoring visits by  
qualified personnel, (iii) decreases the probability o f  stunting, (iv) increases school enrollment 

14 



rates, (v) increases school continuation rates, (vi) slows the growth o f  poverty, (vii) decreases 
income inequality, (viii) decreases chi ld labor rates, and (ix) increases consumption of more 
nutritious foods (Bando and Lopez Calva 2006; Behrman and others 2005; Gertler 2004; 
Hoddinott and others 2000; Schultz 2004; Skoufias and others 2001). Also, i t increased primary 
school attendance by 2.2 percent - from an already high enrollment rate o f  92 percent - and 
secondary school attendance b y  8.4 percent f rom a base o f  65 percent. Based on this success, the 
program was expanded to cover urban areas in 2001. 

In addition, there i s  evidence that the program has reduced the education gap between 
indigenous and non-indigenous children and the likelihood that an indigenous chi ld w i l l  work. 
Using panel data f rom 1997 to 2000, Bando and Lopez Calva (2006) investigated the impact o f  
Oportunidudes on chi ld labor and school attendance, particularly the specific impact on 
indigenous households. They found that in 1997, prior to the program’s implementation, 
indigenous children had a lower probability of attending school and a higher probability of  
working. B y  2000, the probability that indigenous children receiving Oportunidudes benefits 
worked fel l  by 24 percent for children aged 8 to 17 and by 60 percent for  children aged 8 to 11 
(see Figure 8). Also, attainment among monolingual indigenous children increased more than 
that for bilingual and Spanish-speaking children, especially for  children aged 13 to 16 (almost 
1.5 years more schooling compared with 0.5 more years o f  schooling). 

Figure 8: Percentage Change in Probability that a Child Works Attributable to Oportunidades 
(1997-2000) 
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Source: Bando and Lopez Calva 2006 

Mexico’s compensatory program i s  relatively low-cost. Whi le real costs have risen in the 
last decade, the compensatory program now costs just over $50 per student per year. This 
compares with overall per student costs o f  $828 at the primary level and $1,276 at the secondary 
level. Oportunidudes, which i s  also very effective and has other important benefits, pays 
primary school students between $100 and $200 depending on their grade level. 

The extra household income that the Oportunidudes program provides may lead families 
to choose to send their children to school rather than out to work. This increases enrollment and 
increases Mexico’s accumulated human capital. However, the new students who enter the 
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system as a result o f  the reduction in the price o f  schooling may not be academically prepared for 
school and may thus be unable to fully take advantage o f  this educational opportunity. In 
addition, they may be entering poorly performing schools. B y  increasing both enrollment and 
school quality in the highly marginalized areas where Oportunidades operates, the compensatory 
education intervention can help to alleviate school deficiencies and satisfy the rising demand for 
schooling. Therefore, there are reasons to believe that the marginal effects o f  each program may 
be larger in the schools where both Oportunidades and compensatory education overlap. 

The existence o f  synergies between supply- and demand-side interventions was examined 
using existing school census data (Censo Escolar 911) and CONAFE and Oportunidades 
administrative data (Gertler and others 2006). Taking advantage o f  the considerable overlap 
between the populations covered b y  the two programs, the authors estimated the impact of both 
compensatory education and Oportunidades on failure, repetition, and dropout rates. More 
precisely, they focused on the impact o f  those interventions f rom 1998 to 2001. They defined 
those compensatory education and/or Oportunidades treatment schools as those that started 
receiving either (or both) intervention(s) between 1998 and 2001 and have received i t  
continuously ever since. The comparison group consisted o f  those schools that started receiving 
compensatory education support and Oportunidades beneficiaries f rom 2002 onwards. 

The evaluation used a difference-in-difference model wi th school f ixed effects and also 
controlled for time-variant school and state characteristics. In particular, i t  controlled for other 
educational programs in the school, the student-teacher ratio, a class crowding index, treatment- 
specific time trends, and state-time dummies. The inclusion o f  treatment-specific time trends 
was an attempt to capture additional differences in the evolution o f  the outcomes between 
treatment and control schools. The aim o f  the state-specific time dummies was to account for 
state-specific aggregate time effects that might be correlated with schooling outcomes, such as 
changes in demographic trends in the state that might affect enrollment or changes in the state 
government’s characteristics. For example, shifts in tastes and priorities about education might 
have affected the allocation o f  resources. The authors also used 1995-97 data to validate that 
trends in pre-intervention educational outcomes between intervened and non-intervened schools 
are not significantly different. 

The estimation results consistently showed that the share o f  Oportunidades students in 
the school has a significant effect in reducing failure, grade repetition, and dropout rates, even 
after controlling for the effects o f  compensatory education (see Table 5 and Annex 1 for the full 
regression results). Thus, these findings suggest that enrollment incentives might result in 
improved academic outcomes. Moreover, i t i s  important to note that for a student to receive an 
Oportunidades scholarship, he or she must not only enroll in school but also not repeat a grade 
more than twice. This last requirement may partly explain the observed effects. Another way in 
which Oportunidades may affect learning outcomes i s  through the improved nutrition and health 
practices that are taught to beneficiaries as a condition of the program. 
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Table 5: Impacts of  Compensatory Education and Oportunidades on Failure, 
Repetition, and Intra-Year Dropout Rates 

Sub-sample of General Rural Schools between 1998 and 2001. 
Failure Repetition Dropout 

CONAFE Yes ( - ) 
OPORTUNIDADES Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) 
Source: Gertler and others 2006, for more information see Annex 1 

On  the other hand, these results show that, after controlling for the effect of 
Oportunidudes, compensatory education programs have no statistically significant impact on 
schooling outcomes. However, when the authors examined the impact o f  some o f  the individual 
components o f  these programs (see Annex 2 for more information on these components), they 
found that the longer a school had received the school supplies component, the bigger the impact 
i t  had on reducing failure and repetition rates (Table 6). I t  must be noted that the study did not 
look at al l  o f  the compensatory education components but only those for which there was enough 
data and variation to guarantee identification. This effect also persisted after accounting for 
Oportunidudes. This may indicate that i t  takes time for quality inputs to take effect. In addition, 
there i s  evidence that the School Management Support component (Apoyo pura Gestidn Escolar, 
AGE) has had a positive impact as well, though this w i l l  be discussed in more detail in the next 
chapter. 

Table 6: Impact of  Student Supplies, Teacher Training, and Oportunidades 

Impacts on Failure, Repetition, and Intra-Year Dropout Rates 
(sub-sample of general rural schools between 1998 and 2001) 

Failure Repetition Dropout 
CONAFE Support - No. of Periods Supplies Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) 
OPORTUNID ADES Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) 
Source: Gertler and others 2006; for more information see Annex 1 

There i s  no robust evidence o f  any jo int  effects o f  Oportunidudes and compensatory 
education programs. This could be due to any one o f  several factors: (i) these synergies may not 
exist, (ii) the effects may be too small or not strong enough to be captured by the model, (iii) the 
period o f  analysis may have been too short to observe any effects in the way in which schools 
operate, or (iv) improving the quality o f  schools may mean that they become more serious about 
assessing students’ performance and, therefore, fa i l  more students or ask more students to repeat 
grades. The possibility o f  the latter factor points to the need to include student test scores in 
future program evaluations. 

Intercultural Bilingual Education 

Indigenous people in Mexico represent 11 percent o f  the population. They l ive 
predominantly in rural areas and also tend to l ive in the poorest parts o f  the country. Indigenous 
people are more l ikely to be poor than non-indigenous people. Poverty i s  twice as high in 
indigenous municipalities (90 percent) than in non-indigenous municipalities (47 percent). 
Simply being indigenous increases the probability o f  being poor by 30 percent (Ramirez 2006). 
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Indigenous people also have less access to educational opportunities. The adult illiteracy 
rate i s  higher for  indigenous people (25 percent) than for non-indigenous people (6 percent), and 
their dropout rates are also higher. Indigenous schools produce lower reading and math scores, 
and their students have fewer years o f  schooling (4.6 versus 8 years for students at non- 
indigenous schools). However, the indigenoushon-indigenous gap in years of schooling 
attainment has decreased by two-thirds in the last 30 years (Ramirez 2006). 

Nevertheless, indigenous people receive less added income for each year o f  education 
and this may be due to the lower quality o f  the schooling that they receive as evidenced by  their 
lower test scores. Indigenous schools perform worse on the National Assessments than any other 
type o f  school. In 2002, the average math and reading scores for  sixth graders in indigenous 
schools were 14.5 and 8.2 percent lower than the national average. 

Indigenous schools represent 11.3 percent o f  al l  schools in Mexico, and 90 percent o f  
them are located in rural areas. By law, al l  indigenous primary schools have to implement 
intercultural bilingual education (IBE). IBE policies have two fundamental components: (i) 
linguistic, which means the application of a bilingual curriculum, and (ii) cultural, which means 
drawing on both mestizo and indigenous cultures and emphasizing the relationship between the 
two. However, in practice, knowledge and implementation o f  bilingual education policies i s  
limited in indigenous schools (Yonker and Schmelkes 2005). Only 3 percent o f  the teachers in 
non-indigenous schools are aware o f  IBE policies, and even in indigenous schools, only 45 to 59 
percent o f  the teachers have some knowledge o f  IBE policies. In addition, only 1 to 6 percent o f  
indigenous schools use indigenous language texts. Also, while the majority o f  teachers in all 
schools feel that i t i s  important to teach indigenous languages, only 1 percent o f  non-indigenous 
schools do so, and only 7 to 4 1  percent o f  the indigenous schools teach an indigenous language. 
The implementation o f  IBE policies i s  most common in Mayan-language schools, which also 
produce the worst results in the 6th grade national exams. 

Using existing school census data, the population census, and the results o f  the 2004 
national assessments (Estdndares Nacionales; now replaced by EXCALE),  Hernandez and 
Layton (2006) examined the determinants o f  student learning in indigenous schools, where IBE 
policy i s  applied, and in non-indigenous schools. Their aim was to test whether there was an 
association between proxies for IBE policy and student learning. They estimated an 
achievement production function associating student test scores wi th  individual, family, 
community, and school factors. Thereafter, they decomposed the test score gap between students 
that attend indigenous schools (or schools that apply IBE policies) and students that attend other 
types o f  schools (that is, urban public, private, rural, and community schools). Due to a lack o f  
reliable data on the implementation o f  IBE policies, the authors had to  use the percentage o f  
teachers that read, write, and speak the predominant language in the communities where 
indigenous schools are located as a proxy for IBE implementation. N o t  surprisingly, there was 
little evidence o f  a significant correlation between teachers’ and principals’ languages and test 
scores (see Hernandez and Layton 2006 for more detailed results). In general, the fact that a 
principal or teacher speaks an indigenous language i s  not a significant determinant o f  learning. 
This highlights the need to gather better data on indigenous schools and on the implementation 
o f  the IBE policy. Without this data, i t  i s  nearly impossible to test empirically whether or not 
IBE policies are having any impact on the learning outcomes o f  indigenous students. 
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However, almost the entire test score gap between students in non-indigenous and 
indigenous schools. The decomposition analysis showed that more than half o f  the achievement 
gap between students in non-indigenous and indigenous schools can largely be explained by 
student and family factors (Figure 9), followed by school factors and then community factors. 
The school-specific factors include, among others, teacher and student perceptions and 
expectations, and whether the school has any computers. However, because the largest part o f  
the gap can be attributed to family and student characteristics, this emphasizes the need to 
increase parental participation in school management and activities and to reduce poverty among 
indigenous families. There i s  clear evidence that cash transfers improve the educational 
outcomes o f  indigenous peoples disproportionately more than those o f  non-indigenous people 
(Bando and Lopez Calva 2006). 

Figure 9: IndigenousINon-indigenous Test Score Gap, 2004 

Source: Hernandez and Layton 2006 

Neither the determinants o f  learning for indigenous schools nor the decomposition o f  the 
test score gap was able to determine what i s  responsible for the improved performance o f  
indigenous schools over time. However, an evaluation o f  Oportunidades (Bando and Lopez 
Calva 2006) and a study o f  how compensatory education has contributed to improving 
indigenous schools (Shapiro and Moreno 2004) both suggest that compensatory supply- and 
demand-side programs are highly effective in improving outcomes for indigenous students and 
schools. 
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Conclusions 

This chapter has highlighted the importance o f  programs that compensate for 
disadvantages in Mexico. Such programs attempt to make up for ini t ial  household or school 
disadvantages. Our evaluations, as wel l  as those carried out over time by other Mexican and 
foreign institutions, have documented the importance o f  providing extra resources to 
disadvantaged individuals and schools. The compensatory education program i s  a very 
important and effective means o f  reducing inequality and improving the quality of the most 
disadvantaged schools in rural Mexico. The conditional cash transfer program, Oportunidades, 
has already been wel l  evaluated and shown to be an effective intervention strategy. I t  has also 
been seen to have reduced repetition and dropout rates and increased transition rates, and there i s  
even some indirect evidence that i t  has improved indigenous schools. Efforts to evaluate the 
effects o f  IBE have been inconclusive, but the various analyses have confirmed that student and 
family factors are important determinants o f  learning and showed that the indigenoushon- 
indigenous test score gap can largely be explained b y  family, school, and community factors. 
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Chapter 3: School-based Management 

For more than 100 years, the lack of a school management methodology 
has been the cause of countless complaints. But it has been only in the 
last 30 years that efforts have been made to find a solution to this 
problem. And what has resulted so far? Schools continue exactly the 
same as before. 

Jan Amos Comenius, 1632 

School-based management (SBM), the devolution o f  power f rom central or state-level 
education authorities to local schools, may be a low-cost way o f  increasing the efficiency o f  
public spending on education by improving educational outcomes. S B M  i s  a supply-side 
intervention that puts power into the hands o f  the end users o f  the service - a school’s teachers, 
parents and local community. These local stakeholders are then free to alter school management 
and decision-making in ways that reflect local concerns and needs. This may eventually lead to 
a better and more conducive learning environment for  students and thus to better academic 
outcomes. 

Two  evaluations undertaken as part o f  this study yielded some insights about the effects 
o f  Mexico’s S B M  programs. In Mexico, two programs are based on the S B M  concept to varying 
degrees. The school management support component o f  Mexico’s compensatory education 
program (Apoyo a la Gestidn Escolar, AGEs) was designed to promote school-parent 
cooperation. Although the AGEs have l imited power, they have nevertheless been effective in 
improving schooling outcomes. Mexico’s Quality Schools Program (Prograrna Escuelas de 
Calidad, PEC), a more developed form o f  SBM, also encourages parental organizations to get 
more involved in schools and has been very transparent and an effective deterrent to petty 
corruption. The program was also found to promote high levels o f  local ownership. 

Empowering the School Community 

In the concept o f  school-based management (SBM), responsibility and decision-making 
power over school operations i s  transferred to principals, teachers, parents, students (sometimes), 
and other school community members. These school-level stakeholders, however, have to 
conform to or operate within a set o f  centrally determined policies (Caldwell 2005). S B M  
programs take many different forms, both in terms o f  who has the power to make decisions and 
the degree o f  decision-making that i s  devolved to the school level (Shapiro and Skoufias 2005). 
While some programs transfer authority only to principals or teachers, others encourage or 
mandate parental and community participation, often via school committees (sometimes known 
as school councils). In general, S B M  programs transfer authority over one or more o f  the 
following activities: budget allocation, hiring and firing o f  teachers and other school staff, 
curriculum development, the procurement o f  textbooks and other educational material, 
infrastructure improvements, setting the school calendar to meet the specific needs o f  the local 
community, and monitoring and evaluating teachers’ performance and students’ learning 
outcomes. S B M  can also involve the authority to produce school development plans, administer 
school grants, and sometimes to disseminate students’ academic results. 
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The goals o f  these programs vary. However, they typically involve: (i) increasing the 
participation o f  parents and communities in schools, (ii) empowering principals and teachers, 
(iii) building local-level capacity to carry out these devolved functions, and, perhaps most 
importantly, (iv) improving the quality and increasing the efficiency o f  schooling, thus raising 
student achievement levels (Shapiro and Skoufias 2005). Advocates o f  S B M  argue that i t  
improves educational outcomes for a number o f  reasons. First, i t  makes principals and teachers 
more accountable to students, parents, and teachers, which can greatly improve the quality o f  the 
services that they provide and thus improve outcomes. Second, i t  allows local decision makers 
to determine the most appropriate m i x  o f  inputs and policies for local realities and needs. 

Starting in the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, and Canada, S B M  programs 
have since been implemented or are being developed in a number o f  countries, including Hong 
Kong (China), Indonesia, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Kenya, the Kyrgyz Republic, Nepal, and 
Paraguay. The programs vary in terms o f  the degree to which decision-making i s  devolved to 
the local level f rom l imited autonomy (as in Mexico’s PEC) to more ambitious programs that 
allow parents to hire and fire teachers (as in El Salvador’s Educo program) and programs that 
give schools control over substantial resources (as in Chicago). In the Netherlands, the SBM- 
based education system has promoted private and community management o f  schools, and the 
United Kingdom i s  about to adopt a proposal to allow parents to create schools themselves, 
which i s  similar to what already exists in Denmark and the Netherlands. 

Studies o f  S B M  programs have yielded mixed evidence o f  their impact. El Salvador’s 
Educo program gives parent associations the responsibility for hiring, monitoring, and 
dismissing teachers. In addition, the parents are trained in school management and on how to 
help their children with their schoolwork. Despite the rapid expansion o f  Educo schools, the 
quality o f  their education was as good as that in traditional schools. In fact, parental 
participation has been cited as the principal reason for Educo’s success (Jimenez and Sawada 
1999). Nicaragua’s Autonomous Schools Program gives school-site councils - comprising 
teachers, students, and a voting majority o f  parents - the authority to determine how al l  o f  the 
school’s resources are allocated and to hire and fire principals, a privilege that few other school 
councils in Latin America enjoy. T w o  evaluations found that the higher the number o f  decisions 
made at the school level, the better the school’s test scores (King and Ozler 1998; Ozler 2001). 
However, various evaluations o f  S B M  programs in the United States have found evidence o f  
decreased dropout and student suspension rates but no impact on test scores (Collins and Hanson 
1991; Taylor and Bogotch 1992; South 1991). 

School-based management has the potential to get parents to contribute their time and 
other in-kind resources to their children’s schools. In addition, i t  can promote effective use o f  
fiscal and physical resources since local school stakeholders know best about where the real need 
for resources exists and the best use for them. As a result, the quality of schooling i s  l ikely to 
improve and the school climate w i l l  be more welcoming since most o f  the community i s  
involved in i t s  management. This combination o f  improved quality and school climate reduces 
repetition and dropout rates and, eventually, improves learning outcomes. The costs o f  S B M  
programs include: payment for the time spent by committee members on their duties, more work 
for teachers and principals who must manage the extra resources, and the opportunity costs 
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incurred by low-income parents in taking time from their work to be involved in school 
committees. 

0 -  

School Management Support (AGEs) 

, 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the compensatory education program managed b y  
SEP and implemented b y  CONAFE i s  supported by a series o f  projects known as PAREIB 
(Programa para Abatir el Rezago en Educacidn Znicial y Bcisica, or the Program to Reduce 
Educational Disadvantage in Ini t ia l  and Basic Education). One o f  PAREIB’s components, the 
School Management Support component (Apoyo a la Gestidn Escolar, AGE), provides school 
management grants to parents associations (Asociaciones de Padres de Familias, APFs) to be 
spent on the educational purpose o f  their choosing (although l imited to small c iv i l  works and 
infrastructure improvements) to increase their involvement in school management. These are 
annual grants (transferred quarterly to school accounts) that vary f rom $500 to $700 per year 
depending on the size o f  the school. Parents are also trained in the management these school 
funds transferred to the APFs, in participatory s k i l l s  to increase their involvement in school 
activities, and in the ways in which they can help to improve students’ learning achievements. 
The AGEs were introduced in the mid-1990s and by 2005, 46 percent of primary schools in 
Mexico had an AGE (Figure 10). 

Figure 10: Number of  Schools with AGEs 

Source: SEP/CONAFE 

Among other things, school boards are not allowed to spend money on wages and salaries 
for teachers. Most o f  the money i s  spent on infrastructure. Unl ike in the United States, school 
boards in Mexico have, so far, played only a minor role in school decision-making and general 
activities and their participation in the management o f  financial resources has been practically 
nil. In fact, the AGEs have l imited powers compared with those o f  similar S B M  boards in other 
countries (Table 7). 
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AGEs increase school autonomy b y  increasing the participation o f  directors, teachers, 
and parents’ associations in the management o f  the schools. In return for  the autonomy over 
how grants are spent, parents must commit to becoming more involved in school affairs and to 
attending training sessions provided by the state educational authorities. The activities are 
planned b y  the parents, school principals and teachers. According to feedback from 
beneficiaries, the AGEs have increased parents’ participation in school-related activities, 
improved parent-teacher relations (meaning that parents are more l ikely to be aware o f  the 
teachers’ role in the schooling o f  their children); and increased the extent to which parents are 
aware o f  their children’s performance in school and are l ikely to ins is t  that their children fulfill 
their academic obligations such as homework (World Bank 2000). Moreover, recent government 
programs such as PEC also encourage parental organizations to  get more involved in schools. 

A variety o f  previous studies and evaluations have examined the program’s effectiveness, 
some with or some without control groups, and they have generally found that the program has 
improved short-term educational outcomes. Parents and teachers in AGE-assisted schools in 
Tabasco revealed in interviews that the program has helped to reduce teacher absences and to 
upgrade school infrastructure (World Bank 2000). Based on a sample survey o f  AGE and non- 
AGE schools in f ive states, AGEs have increased parental participation in school-related 
activities f rom 45 to 67 percent (Macias and Manzano 1999). In addition, 88 percent o f  parents 
in AGE schools monitor teachers’ attendance compared to 58 percent o f  parents in non-AGE 
schools. AGE school parents were also more l ikely to monitor their children’s school 
performance and ensure that they do their homework. 
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As discussed in the previous chapter, compensatory education programs on their own do 
not have a large impact on student outcomes after controlling for  Oportunidades (Gertler and 
others 2006). However, when the authors analyzed the impact o f  different components o f  the 
program individually, they found that the positive effect on educational outcomes o f  empowering 
parents’ associations (AGEs) i s  l ikely to persist even after controlling for  Oportunidades. This 
suggests that supply-oriented interventions could be redirected towards increasing parental 
participation and school accountability rather than focusing on centralized provision o f  inputs. 
Figure 11 depicts the estimated average percentage decreases in failure, grade repetition, and 
intra-year dropout rates that have resulted f rom the AGEs and Oportunidades interventions. 

Figure 11: Effect of  AGEs and Oportunidades on Intermediate Schooling Outcomes 
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Source: Gertler and others 2006 

To address concerns wi th  program placement bias, the analysis was also done on a sub- 
sample o f  the schools that benefited f rom AGEs and supplies and teacher training between 1998 
and 2001. I f  better performing schools had received all o f  the CONAFE interventions first, then 
the estimated effects would be larger in this restricted sample o f  schools. This analysis showed 
that the estimates o f  the AGEs and the school supplies coefficients were about twice the size of  
those found on the unrestricted sub-sample. This raises the natural concern that the positive 
effect of AGEs may disappear over time as worse performing schools (less motivated) jo in  the 
program. Probably in anticipation of such a pattern emerging, CONAFE introduced a new 
component called CAPAGEs (Capacitacibn para el  Apoyo a la Gestibn Escolar) aimed at 
providing guidance to parents on how to administer the money provided to schools through the 
AGEs. 
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Although the main focus o f  the study was on intermediate school quality indicators 
(failure, repetition, and dropout rates) and various compensatory inputs (teacher training and 
supplies), i t s  results are robust. The authors’ difference-in-difference estimates proved that 
reducing the opportunity costs o f  schooling and increasing parental participation at the primary 
school level are effective ways o f  improving educational outcomes. The AGEs have had a 
positive impact as demonstrated in earlier qualitative assessments as wel l  as in Gertler and others 
(2006). Furthermore, the AGEs empower parents and their increased participation in the 
management o f  their children’s schools motivates them and the teachers to focus on weaker 
students. Nevertheless, future evaluations o f  the AGEs could analyze differences in test score 
results between schools wi th and without an AGE once the appropriate data become available. 

The AGEs are a very cost-effective intervention. Whi le the overall per student cost o f  the 
compensatory education program i s  $50, the AGEs are a much less costly component. Parent 
groups at each participating school receive a total o f  between $500 and $700 a year depending on 
the school’s size. Over 45,000 schools and over 4.5 mi l l ion students participate in the AGEs. 
The total cost o f  the AGE school grants i s  about $26 mi l l ion a year; for  4.4 mi l l ion students, this 
comes to $5.86 per student annually. Oportunidades, which i s  also very effective and yields 
other important benefits (such as health and nutrition improvements and poverty reduction), pays 
each beneficiary student at the primary school level between $100 and $200 depending on which 
grade they are in. 

Quality Schools Program (PEC) 

Mexico’s federal government created the Quality Schools Program (Prograrna EscueEas 
de Calidad, PEC) in 2001 wi th  the goals o f  expanding school autonomy and improving learning 
outcomes in Mexican preschools, primary schools, and secondary schools. There are four steps 
for a school to participate in PEC (Shapiro and Skoufias 2005). First, the staff and parents o f  the 
school prepare an improvement plan for the school. Second, the school receives a five-year 
grant to implement the activities la id out in the school plan. In the first four years, PEC requires 
the school to spend 80 percent o f  i t s  grant on supplies, infrastructure, and other physical goods. 
In the final year, the school must only spend 50 percent o f  i t s  grant on such goods and much o f  
the rest must be spent on teacher training and development. Schools that entered the program in 
the first year received PEC grants worth $15,000, though the size o f  the grant has since 
decreased. Third, PEC involves parent associations in implementing the school plans, 
purchasing supplies, and carrying out the plans. Fourth, PEC trains school principals on school 
management; in Mexico, principals have no formal training beyond their initial training as 
teachers. 

Every Mexican primary school may participate in PEC, but priority i s  supposed to be 
given to disadvantaged schools, provided that they can produce an acceptable plan. T o  identify 
disadvantaged schools, PEC uses a poverty index constructed by the Oportunidades program and 
Mexico’s National Population Commission (CONAPO). T o  identify urban schools, PEC uses 
2000 census data to select localities wi th more than 15,000 residents. In the 2001-02 school year, 
2,200 schools enrolled in PEC. In 2004, 10 percent o f  al l  Mexican primary schools received 
PEC support (20,600 schools). PEC costs are relatively l o w  - about $8,400 per school and $37 
per student. 
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Several qualitative evaluations o f  PEC have been carried out to assess the impact o f  PEC. 
Loera (2005) uses a sample o f  473 PEC schools (21.5 percent o f  a l l  participating schools in 
Mexico) in 3 1 states. H e  generally found positive but not statistically significant increases in test 
scores only one and two years after the program was launched, wi th  the largest gains having 
been made in schools wi th  the poorest students, which suggests that the program may be helping 
to increase educational equity. I t  i s  important to be cautious when interpreting these results since 
the evaluation did not use a random design, did not have a control group (participation in the 
program i s  voluntary), and made no effort to capture pre-program trends. Identification i s  
extremely difficult as well, and the existing data do not allow analysts to attribute improvements 
directly to the program. For example, i t  may be that those schools where outcomes improved 
over the course o f  the first three years were already starting to improve prior to the program 
being implemented. Conversely, those schools that did not show any improvement may have 
been experiencing declining outcomes, which may have led them to participate in the program, 
and i t  i s  not reasonable to expect them to turn the situation around in only three years. A 
qualitative summary o f  the evidence i s  presented in Table 8. 

Nevertheless, there i s  some evidence that the program has had an impact on school 
climate and processes. Loera (2005) also analyzed the changes in 23 variables that measure 
management, teacher practices, social participation, external efficiency, and educational 
achievement in schools. Over half o f  the variables, such as the school principal’s ability to 
transform the school community and whether teachers include in their lessons components that 
take into account the diversity o f  their students, exhibited positive and statistically significant 
increases over the first three years o f  the program. The factors that positively influenced 
outcomes included: improvements in school infrastructure and security, teachers’ high 
expectations that their students w i l l  do well, the availability o f  culture in the home, didactic 
support for teachers, and a participatory learning environment. These findings support the 
results o f  Phase 1 o f  the Quality o f  Education Programmatic Study that a good school climate i s  
positively associated with better academic outcomes. While there i s  no s im i la r  information 
about non-PEC schools, this nevertheless shows that PEC schools are improving the school 
climate and increasing parental participation. 

Other benefits o f  PEC have been identified. Santizo and Cabrero (2004) studied the 
impact o f  the program on parental and community participation, transparency, and 
accountability. The authors interviewed members o f  school councils (principals, teachers, and 
parents) as well  as administrators and supervisors in 25 schools. The schools were located in 
three states that had performed up to the program’s expectations and two that had not met 
expectations. The authors found that al l  but three schools had l o w  levels o f  parental and 
community participation, the degree to which al l  stakeholders participate in the school councils, 
and the capacity o f  the school community to develop and implement projects as wel l  as 
determine the allocation o f  resources. The authors attributed this l imited participation to parental 
apathy and/or socioeconomic factors that prevent them f rom being involved in school activities 
and to the added burdened placed on teachers on top o f  their normal workload. Despite o f  this 
l imited participation, Santizo and Cabrero (2004) found that parental participation in schools led 
to greater accountability and transparency, which the authors attributed to  rules mandating that 
school councils inform the school community about their activities, regardless o f  the degree o f  
participation b y  parents and community members. Only five schools performed below the 
program’s expectations, while the majority performed at or just above expectations. Those 
schools that were considered the best performers were characterized by greater parental 
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involvement, well-functioning school councils, and high levels o f  cooperation among staff and 
parents in the implementation o f  school projects. 

Using a panel o f  74,700 schools and propensity score matching to create a control group, 
Shapiro and Skoufias (2005) estimated a difference-in-differences model to test the impact o f  
PEC on schooling outcomes such as dropout, failure, and repetition rates. They found that 
participation in PEC significantly decreases dropout rates by 0.22 percentage points, failure rates 
b y  0.20 percentage points, and repetition rates b y  0.28 percentage points. These estimates were 
not sensitive to whether a school’s participation in PEC was measured as receiving PEC grants in 
all or for  any one o f  the three school years covered b y  the study. Whi le  the estimates were 
sensitive to the method used, the preferred propensity score matching with differences-in- 
differences reported above i s  less biased than other methods attempted by the authors. For 
example, the cross-sectional estimates and before-and-after differences based on regression 
analysis are misleading. The effects are generally insignificant or much smaller when using 
these inferior methods. The reliability o f  estimates o f  the program’s effectiveness depends 
critically on the validity o f  the assumption that selection into the program i s  based on 
observables and time-invariant unobservable variables. The best method i s  the differences-in- 
differences matching. Although i t  i s  better than simple before and after and cross-section 
comparisons, i t  s t i l l  ignores unobservable factors that change over time in PEC and non-PEC 
schools. The extent to which these factors result in biased estimates o f  the program’s impact i s  
something that can be determined only by applying experimental methods to the evaluation o f  
PEC and any other school-based management program. 

Table 8: School-based Management Benefits: Evidence from Mexico 

I Assumed benefit Strength o f  evidence Knowledge paus 
AGE PEC 

Participation ++ + Need prospective evaluation o f  PEC 
School climate + Need classroom based evaluation for AGE 

Parental satisfaction + Need survey for AGE (CONAFE doing); 
(CONAFE doing) 

urosuective evaluation for PEC 
Transparency + ++ 
Reduced repetition Y E S  * YES * Need prospective evaluation for PEC 
Reduced dropout YES * YES * Need prospective evaluation for PEC 
Increased transition rates Y E S  * Need prospective evaluation for PEC 
Increased test scores + Need prospective evaluation for PEC, AGE 
Cost-effectiveness +++ + Need prospective evaluation for PEC 
Sustainability Highly likely Likely Need prospective evaluation for PEC 

PEC improves the school climate (Loera 2005; Shapiro and Skoufias 2005), which has 
been shown to be positively associated with improvements in assessment results (World Bank 
2005a). This conclusion i s  based on the results o f  a reflexive comparison o f  PEC schools 
between 2002 and 2004 f rom surveys of students in 505 PEC schools. However, the results do 
not make i t  possible to attribute any changes to PEC. These data are not available for non-PEC 
schools. Overall, students reported that school infrastructure and security had improved, that the 
degree o f  involvement o f  school principals had remained the same, that parental participation in 
schools and in students’ homework had increased, that some teaching practices had improved 
and some had stayed the same, and that expectations by parents and students that students would 
complete advanced education had increased. Students also reported receiving more educational 
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support f rom parents and tutors at home. However, they saw no changes in the quality or 
practices o f  teachers. 

I t  i s  important to note that this evaluation only covered the first three years o f  the PEC 
program. Given the program’s positive impact in improving school climate and reducing 
dropout, repetition, and failure rates as wel l  as that o f  the AGEs, which have existed for 10 years, 
i t  w i l l  take time to see any significant changes in long-term schooling outcomes. In addition, 
there may be spillover effects f rom the program. Since PEC now funds one in every ten schools 
and an even larger proportion o f  schools in urban areas, PEC may generate changes in non-PEC 
schools. For example, teachers and principals who transfer f rom PEC to non-PEC schools may 
take lessons and training wi th  them to the new school. Also, informal contacts and formal 
meetings between schools may transfer some benefits f rom PEC to non-PEC schools. PEC i s  
also the only education program in Mexico, aside f rom the AGEs, to manage any resources or 
decisions at the school rather than the federal level. The success of PEC might encourage 
policymakers to extend decentralization policies down to the school level so schools can decide 
about their own management. 

Conclusions 

School-based management promotes social participation and improves the school 
climate. Over-time studies, qualitative assessments, and rigorous impact evaluations have shown 
that such initiatives can also improve educational outcomes in the long run. The School 
Management Support Program (AGEs), a component o f  CONAFE’ s compensatory education 
program, i s  a l imited form o f  school-based management and has been shown to substantially 
improve schooling outcomes. These effects persist even after controlling for  Oportunidades, 
which suggests that increasing parental participation in schools can have a positive impact on 
academic outcomes. This i s  corroborated b y  evidence that PEC (a more developed form o f  SBM 
than the AGEs that requires parental participation) has significantly reduced dropout, repetition, 
and failure rates. In addition, i t  has improved the school climate b y  increasing parental 
participation in and satisfaction wi th their children’s schools, which can be correlated with 
improvements in test scores as was shown in Phase 1 (despite there being n o  information 
available for non-PEC schools). PEC has also been shown to be a transparent program; IIEP 
estimates that there was a reduction in petty corruption in Mexican schools as a result o f  the 
introduction o f  PEC. Participating schools, municipalities, private sector, c iv i l  society, and the 
states have demonstrated a strong sense o f  ownership of  the program. I t  i s  also a very efficient 
program - only 5 percent o f  funds are spent on overhead costs and there are no fiscal year 
constraints. 
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Chapter 4: Information, Evaluation, and Accountability for Results 

The capacity to enhance the quality of Mexico’s education system in the 
future, then, wi l l  have much to do with the quality of state leadership and 
commitment to change 

Grindle 2004: 3 12 

There i s  mounting evidence that the use o f  assessments, benchmarking, accountability 
systems, and evaluations that increase accountability at the school level can improve academic 
outcomes. In other words, how systems and procedures are designed matters. Good information 
systems allow authorities to manage the education system as well, which i s  impossible without 
proper measurement. Development plans are ineffective without the proper metrics to track the 
performance o f  students, schools, and interventions. Education authorities need to know which 
factors require measuring, and they must understand the differences between measurements, 
metrics - the ideal standards for measurement - and benchmarks - the standards by which all 
others are measured. There i s  a need for monitoring and evaluation o f  schooling outcomes and 
o f  impact evaluations o f  interventions, a l l  o f  which require data o f  decent quality and timeliness. 
Such data need to be updated and made accessible to the public. In Mexico’s decentralized 
system, there i s  a clear role for  the states to play in gathering this information and conducting 
these evaluations, and some have undertaken important innovations with a degree o f  success. 

Benchmarking 

Requiring students to participate in international achievement tests has helped many 
countries improve the quality o f  their education systems (World Bank 2005a). While Mexico i s  
making strides in this respect, a case can be made for more aggressive benchmarking, wider 
dissemination o f  results, and using results for designing policies and interventions. Mexico has 
shown initiative and perseverance in participating in international student learning examinations. 
While several countries have dropped out o f  international assessments when they find the results 
disappointing, Mexico not only remained in PISA after the init ial  2000 round but also enlarged 
the sample in 2003, making i t  representative at the state level and by type o f  secondary school. 

In 2004, Mexico disseminated complete PISA 2000 and 2003 results in one o f  the few 
published national reports produced by a developing country (Vidal and Diaz 2004). 
Furthermore, Mexico has already achieved universal primary school enrollment, so, as part o f  i t s  
MDG and Beyond Goals (Table 9), the government has set the goal o f  improving the quality o f  
education by 2015, using PISA as the measurement (Human Development and Social Cabinet 
2005). 
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Table 9: Mexico’s Education Goals on Education beyond M D G  

MDG Goal 
Universal primary enrollment 
Primarv terminal efficiencv 

Target Current Achievement date 
100% 99.4 (2003) 2015 
100% 89.3 (2003) 2015 

Percentage o f  primary students that 
should reach at least a level 1 in PISA 
evaluations for reading and math 

a 80% 2015 

Percentage o f  secondary students that 
should reach at least a level 2 in PISA 
evaluations for reading and math 

80% a 2015 

Using PISA results as a benchmark allows countries not only to compare their results 
with one another but also to use the data to analyze key investments and programs. Countries 
such as Germany that were alarmed wi th  their first round results revised some key programs in 
response. Given that education systems, l ike economies, are in a global market and the quality 
o f  the educated workforce i s  considered vital to a country’s success, benchmarking on quality i s  
now more important than ever. 

EXCALE 
Carrera Magisterial 
IDANIS 
EXANI 
PISA 
TIMSS 
LLECE 

At the national level in Mexico, the main student assessments for  basic education are 
used to gauge the performance o f  the national school system (Table 10 l i s t s  some o f  the available 
assessments). Public access to the assessment results has become the basis o f  the accountability 
system in Mexico. Recently, many institutions have made a significant effort to make more 
information available. For example, the INEE has produced publications on the country’s 
national student assessments. In addition, the INEE published a report (INEE 2005) on PISA 
2003 to inform teachers about the role o f  assessments and the importance o f  using results to 
improve the quality o f  schooling. In Mexico City, there are several data sources, both public and 
private, on school outcomes (for example, www.ssedf.se~.~of.m/sime2005/index.is~; 
www.ifie.edu.mx/SIME/SIMEl .htm; www.ceneval.edu.mx), which shows that there i s  a high 
public demand for information. There i s  increased social pressure on education authorities to 
disseminate school-level results, as acknowledged during a recent education ministers’ meeting 
on Education for All in Monterrey, Mexico in February 2006. 

2005- Student assessment 
1993- Teacher assessment 

1986-2005 Lower secondary entry test 
1994-2005 Upper secondary entry 

2000,2003- International assessment 
1995 International assessment 

1997, - Regional assessment 

Table 10: Students Assessments in Mexico 

Years I Instrument I Grades (years) evaluated i 
I Estdndares Nacionales I 1998-2005 I Student assessment I 3-9 (varies by year) I 

6 9  
3,6,7,8,9 
End of 6 
End o f  9 
Mostly 9 
3,4,7,8 
3,4 
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Accountability in a Federal System 

Mexico i s  proposing to publish and disseminate the results achieved in a nationwide test 
by every school in the nation as was recently announced b y  the Secretary o f  Public Education 
(La Reforma 2006). The test in question w i l l  be taken b y  al l  students in third to sixth grades o f  
primary school and al l  for  students in the third year o f  lower secondary school. 

States have a role to play in increasing accountability. The best performing states are 
making good use o f  school results to build momentum for reform and to gauge progress towards 
improving academic outcomes. These states have also adopted state-level examinations, have 
decentralized decision-making to the school or community level, and take a very active role in 
selling their reforms to c iv i l  society and the teachers’ unions. 

Whi le strong state-level accountability systems are very important in a federal system 
l ike Mexico’s, there also i s  a need for a reliable, robust and timely national student assessment 
system as well. In the United States, the National Assessment o f  Educational Progress (NAEP), 
known as the Nation’s Report Card, i s  the only nationally representative and continuing 
assessment o f  students’ knowledge and ability in various subject areas (see Annex 3 for more 
information). The NAEP does not publish the scores o f  individual students or o f  schools. 
Rather, i t  presents results by subject matter, instructional experiences, and school environment 
for populations o f  students and groups within those populations. The NAEP i s  analogous to 
Mexico’s Estandares Nacionales (now EXCALE), which i s  also sample-based. In the United 
States, many states also have their own testing systems, which have to taken by al l  students in 
the state and cover a number o f  grades and subjects. Most importantly, these assessment systems 
are very cost-effective (Hoxby 2002). On average, the NAEP costs 85 cents per pupil for a total 
budget cost o f  $40 million, while state accountability systems range f rom $1.79 (South Carolina) 
to $34.02 (Delaware) per pupil. These costs are much less than 1 percent o f  total per pupil 
education spending. 

Since the 1992 decentralization, states have been responsible for  delivering basic 
education. Even though most o f  their education funds come from the federal government and 
even though the federal government retains control over teacher allocation decisions and salaries, 
states are now expected to allocate resources, negotiate with teachers, and improve the education 
system within their borders. Some states, most notably Aguascalientes early on and Colima 
more recently, have implemented several important initiatives designed to improve outcomes. 
Academic results in these states have improved over time (see Box  1 in Chapter 1). However, to 
what extent did these actions, and more specifically their efforts to increase school 
accountability, contribute to such improvements, or at the very least what correlation i f any i s  
there between such state actions and these outcomes? 

A production function model using PISA 2003, presented in Wor ld  Bank (2005), showed 
that school climate - proxied by relations between teachers and students, by teacher morale, and 
by teacher and student expectations- i s  significantly associated with improvements in learning 
outcomes, after controlling for a number o f  other determinants. The fact that PISA 2003 i s  
representative at the state level made i t  possible to add further state-level variables. The model 
turned out to be very robust in that school climate and other determinants remained significant 
even after the new variables were added (see full results in Alvarez and others 2006). 
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In a re-analysis o f  the determinants o f  learning conducted for this pol icy note, we tested 
how state authorities can affect academic outcomes. The revised model controlled for a number 
o f  actions that states can and some have taken since 1992 to promote decentralization within 
their borders. These actions can be classed as either administrative decentralization (moving 
educational oversight f rom the state capital to the municipal level) or pedagogical 
decentralization (allowing decision-making to vary by locality; increasing the capacity o f  schools 
to define their own training needs; increasing the capacity o f  zone supervisors to develop 
improvement plans with schools; and increasing the capacity of regional education offices to 
develop programs o f  academic improvement based on test scores. The best performing states are 
in North and Central Mexico, though even there i s  significant variation even in these regions 
depending on which policies are implemented in which state. For example, states that adopt 
accountability systems tend to perform better than those that do not (see Figure 12). 

Figure 12: PISA 2003 Test Scores by State 

High Smre (4W ormore) 

Medium Smre (360 10 399) 

V 0 Low Smre (320 to 359) 

0 No data Highest gmres and only slates with 
complete prcceas and design 
intervention strategies (&lima and 
Mexico Cily) 

The existence of accountability systems have been observed to have a strong, positive, 
and significant impact on learning outcomes (World Bank 2004a). Several Mexican states not 
only participate in the important yet sample-based national student assessments carried out by 
the INEE but also have implemented their own student assessments (such as tests in math and 
reading) (see columns for “local effort” in Figure 13). Some o f  these tests are administered to al l  
students in al l  grades and others to students in just a few grades. Other states go further and use 
the results o f  their state-wide assessment systems to inform their pol icy (see columns for 
“dissemination” in Figure 13). St i l l  others disseminate the results to the schools and ask for their 
feedback (see columns for “feedback” in Figure 13). The most advanced do a l l  o f  this and use 
the feedback to design specific school strategies and interventions, and these states are the ones 
with the best academic outcomes (see column for “own evaluations” in Figure 13). 
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Figure 13: Type of  Accountability System and Achievement Score in PISA 2003 Math  
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Another variable that may have an impact on outcomes i s  teachers’ organizations (Hoxby 
1996; Woessmann 2003). The 
Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educacidn (SNTE, or National Education Workers 
Union) i s  large, powerful, and wel l  organized. While i t  could play a critical role in improving 
quality, i t  has so far given priority to raising salaries, j o b  security, teacher mobility, and 
expanding and selecting staff (OECD 2005b). Some analysts argue that the unions are a barrier 
to reform and to the improvement o f  the system (Omelas 2004). W e  conducted an analysis o f  
the effects o f  teachers’ unions on academic outcomes that controlled for  the impact o f  unions 
through: (i) their influence on the allocation of teachers and (ii) the level of conflict between 
states and the union. Conflict can be defined as the result o f  a lack o f  political alignment due to 
credibility and coordination problems that make negotiations difficult. Adversarial political 
alignments are sometimes associated with a decrease in the effective numbers of  days in which 
teachers are in the classroom, which has an indirect negative effect on student performance. 
While other variables would have been preferred for our analysis, they were either unavailable or 
impossible to construct. But those that we did have were valid and s im i la r  to  what had been used 
in other research on the impact o f  teachers’ unions on student performance in Lat in America 
(see, for  example, Mur i l l o  and others 2002). 

In Mexico, al l  public school teachers belong to a union. 

Our results illuminated how state actions can affect learning outcomes (Table 11). Only 
two o f  the new variables were significant: (i) using the state assessment system to elicit feedback 
from schools and to design interventions and (ii) the degree o f  conflict between the union and the 
state. These variables were significant: their coefficients were large and their levels o f  
significance were as high as or higher than other variables, such as home educational resources, 
mothers’ education, and so on (see Alvarez and others 2006). The full evaluation system had the 
largest correlation by far. This suggests that states can significantly improve their school 
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systems b y  developing and using a state assessment system. Thus, the most significant action 
that a state can take to improve i t s  academic outcomes i s  relatively l ow  cost and under the direct 
control o f  state authorities. This makes adopting a state assessment system particularly useful 
given i t s  large contribution to improving learning outcomes as wel l  as the fact that i t  can be a 
very cheap investment (Hoxby 2002). 

OECD 

Colima 

Slates with own evaiuations 

hales with Low conf i ic l~  High 
Wages 

Slates with Pedagogical 
decentralization 

urugvay 

Slate0 with high moperation 01 the 
union 

Slates wllh high leacher wages 

Mexim 

Slales with educational subsystem 
before 1993 
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Explanatory factor Significant Coefficient 
State Accountability System 

Complete process and design intervention strategies Yes 13.1 
Conflict between state and union 

Medium Yes 4.6 
Low Yes 9.5 

Controlsfor: Parental participation 
Within-state decentralization 
Union influence to appoint teachers 
Student characteristics 
Family background 

incl. 
incl. 
incl. 
incl. 
incl. 

Home incentives and inputs incl. 
Observations 12,311 
Source: Alvarez and others 2006 

I t  i s  not enough to have l o w  levels o f  conflict wi th unions, although this helps. More 
importantly, paying teachers more w i l l  not necessarily reduce conflict, and there i s  no evidence 
that this w i l l  lead to better learning outcomes (Figure 14). States wi th l o w  levels o f  conflict and 
high teacher wages do very wel l  academically. Even better are states that have complete and 
comprehensive accountability systems (own evaluations). The accountability system in Colima, 
the best performing Mexican state, i s  characterized by all three factors. 

Source: Alvarez and others 2006 
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I t  i s  interesting to note that a “medium” level o f  conflict and “medium” level o f  wages for 
teachers reproduces the exact average PISA score for  math in Mexico (Figure 15). At this 
average level o f  conflict, the level o f  salaries i s  irrelevant for  improving outcomes. L o w  salaries 
are not associated wi th  good academic results. However, l ow  levels o f  conflict wi th high salaries 
are optimal. 

Figure 15: Average PISA Math Score by Union-State Conflict and Teacher Wage 
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Impact Evaluations 

Impact evaluations o f  projects and programs provide important information for decision 
makers in determining how to prioritize and fund interventions (Cook 2003; Barrow and Rouse 
2005). They can also yield important information about how programs operate, for example, 
about whether cash transfers given to poor families that are conditional on school attendance and 
use o f  preventive health care services actually improve children’s schooling and health (Gertler 
2004; Schultz 2004). 

I t  i s  often argued that impact evaluations are too costly or dif f icult  to carry out. This 
argument i s  often made by those who are comparing the cost o f  an evaluation to the program that 
i s  i t s  subject. But the appropriate comparator i s  not the program cost but the value o f  the 
knowledge i t  would produce. For  example, evaluations o f  training programs in the United States 
and Latin America have sometimes cost more than one-third o f  the costs o f  the program itself, 
but the results were crucial input into decisions about much larger national programs. In these 
cases, the value o f  scaling up programs that worked and avoiding or redesigning those that were 
ineffective was high. T o  the degree that these findings are generalizable, they can benefit other 
countries as well. Thus, a few well-selected evaluations can generate knowledge that influences 
the design and adoption o f  an entire class of interventions worldwide. The Oportunidades 
program i s  a prime example (Savedoff and others 2005). 
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Sometimes the additional cost o f  doing a thorough impact evaluation i s  actually quite 
small. When projects are results-oriented and require baseline data, an intelligently designed 
init ial  collection o f  data can determine whether or not an impact evaluation w i l l  be feasible - 
sometimes without any additional data collection. The main cost o f  a random assignment study 
i s  the cost o f  collecting data, and the cost of collecting data for a bad study i s  just as high as 
collecting data for a good one (Angrist 2004). 

Another criticism o f  the need for impact evaluations i s  that they are not useful for 
decision-making because they take too long to produce. However, the time taken to produce 
results greatly depends on the questions being studied. Some rigorous impact evaluations 
produce results in a matter o f  months. Others take longer but are s t i l l  available in time to affect 
important pol icy decisions. For example, the init ial  findings o f  the impact evaluations o f  
Oportunidudes were available in time to convince a new government to preserve it. 
Furthermore, the evaluation was influential in the adoption o f  s im i la r  conditional cash transfer 
programs in many other countries (Morley and Coady 2003). 

Critics sometimes claim that impact evaluations only tell us whether or not something has 
an impact without telling us why and how. But a good impact evaluation can provide reliable 
evidence about how the outcome i s  achieved when i t  simultaneously collects information on 
processes and intermediate outcomes. Impact evaluations are not a replacement for  theories, 
models, needs assessments, and monitoring, al l  o f  which are needed to complement the analysis 
o f  impact. But i t  i s  equally true that the knowledge gained f rom impact evaluations i s  a 
necessary complement to these other kinds o f  analyses (Savedoff and others 2005). 

Conclusions 

Accountability systems at the state level can improve learning outcomes. Accountability 
systems are most effective when state governments use the results in their policymaking, 
disseminate the results to the schools for open discussion, and use the system to design strategies 
and specific interventions. Another key factor i s  the state education authorities having a good 
working relationship wi th the teachers’ union. Also, i t i s  clear that those states that pay teachers 
for more days if not higher salaries get a good return on their investment in terms o f  academic 
results. Several states have a relatively long track record o f  implementing state-specific 
programs, and we have evidence that some o f  them are making significant improvements in 
educational outcomes. Those states that have further decentralized functions to the school level 
are also those that have undertaken other state-level education reforms such as introducing 
accountability systems and more importantly are the same states that perform best on national 
and international achievement tests. 

Mexico i s  making strides in using international indicators and assessments to benchmark 
i t s  education system. The expanded PISA 2003 - and the fact that i t  i s  representative at the state 
level - i s  significant. So too are the federal government’s current efforts to improve the quality 
o f  data-collection instruments and i t s  recently announced initiative to publicly disseminate the 
results o f  nationwide student assessments. 
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Chapter 5: Summary of Findings and Policy Implications 

I fyou cannot measure it, you cannot improve it 

L o r d  Kelvin, 1883 

This policy note started b y  revisiting evidence on the determinants o f  learning 
highlighted in analysis carried out during Phase 1 o f  the Quality o f  Education Programmatic 
Study. I t  then discussed the results o f  impact evaluations o f  major government programs 
designed to improve school quality and their relevance to the issues identified as determinants o f  
learning in Phase 1. Mexico has made great progress in recent years in expanding access to 
education and enrollment. I t  has also improved the outcomes o f  student learning assessments, 
increased information dissemination, and become open to the concept o f  conducting impact 
evaluations o f  programs. However, Mexico i s  now facing several challenges, including the l ow  
quality o f  much schooling and problems o f  access to post-primary and post-compulsory 
education. This chapter brief ly reviews the key findings from the evaluation work that underpins 
this policy note and then provides recommendations for improving the quality o f  education in 
Mexico. 

Key Findings 

Compensating for Disadvantage. This report has highlighted the importance of  
compensatory programs in Mexico. Such programs aim to compensate for  or counterbalance any 
disadvantages faced b y  households or schools. Our evaluations, as wel l  as those carried b y  
Mexican and foreign institutions, have documented the importance o f  providing extra resources 
to individuals and schools. The compensatory education program i s  a very effective means o f  
reducing inequality and improving the quality o f  the most disadvantaged schools in rural 
Mexico. I t  has been shown to raise test scores and narrow the indigenoushon-indigenous test 
score gap. The conditional cash transfer program, Oportunidades, has already been well  
evaluated and has proved to be an effective intervention, particularly in reducing repetition and 
dropout rates and raising transition rates. I t  has also decreased the likelihood that children w i l l  
be required to work, especially indigenous children. 

School-based Management to Improve Outcomes. School-based management promotes 
social participation, improves the school climate, and can improve educational outcomes in the 
long run. Rigorous impact evaluations have shown that even l imited forms o f  school-based 
management - school grants, in effect - can produce significant improvements in disadvantaged 
rural and urban schools, but achieving this positive result takes time. Few S B M  programs have 
been evaluated in terms o f  their learning or performance outcomes, but some o f  the best and 
most conclusive information has come from evaluations o f  the AGEs. The AGEs, a l imited form 
o f  school-based management, are effective in reducing dropout and repetition rates, and these 
effects are maintained even after controlling for the existence and quantity o f  Oportunidades 
scholarship recipients in the school in question. Compensatory education i s  cost-effective, 
especially the AGEs component. A propensity score matching analysis has shown that PEC 
schools reduce dropout, repetition, and failure rates. Qualitative evaluations o f  PEC have also 
shown positive outcomes, al l  o f  which can be correlated with test scores (as shown in Phase 1). 
For example, PEC has led to improvements in school climate b y  increasing parental participation 
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in school management and activities. PEC i s  also a very transparent and cost-efficient program. 
A UNESCO-IIEP study showed that this high level o f  transparency may have significantly 
reduced and prevented instances o f  petty corruption in Mexican schools. 

Accountability for Results. Accountability systems at the state level can improve 
learning outcomes. Accountability systems are most effective when state governments use the 
results in their policymaking, disseminate the results to the schools for  open discussion, and use 
the system to design strategies and specific interventions. Good relations between the state 
education authorities and teacher unions are also important. Several states have been 
implementing accountability programs for a long time, and we have evidence that some o f  them 
are making significant improvements in educational outcomes. States that have further 
decentralized some functions to the school level are also those that perform best on national and 
international achievement tests. 

Recommendations 

The Mexico Poverty Report Phase 111 (World Bank 2006) on service delivery supports 
the findings and the conclusions presented here and builds on the findings o f  Phase I o f  the 
Quality o f  Education study. In short, the Poverty Report shows that the gap in primary education 
coverage between poor and r ich states has narrowed in the years since decentralization was 
initiated. Equity appears to have improved, in part due to the cumulative effect o f  compensatory 
interventions. The public sector i s  urged to promote models that improve pedagogical practice 
and evaluation at the local level and that encourage accountability. The main programs assessed 
in this Policy Note have increased accountability in two ways: (i) by devolving accountability for 
the quality o f  education to state and municipal governments, which also have responsibility for 
managing service delivery (ii) by making providers directly accountable to their clients. The 
federal government could further promote this development by loosening the regulations that 
currently govern local governments, while strengthening i t s  own role in setting standards, 
conducting evaluations, and encouraging state governments to be more transparent. Also, states 
have the potential to make further progress in improving their school systems b y  negotiating with 
teachers, at the very least at the margin (issues such as teacher mobil i ty and salary and incentive 
structures are problems that can only be negotiated at the national level). As pointed out in the 
Poverty Report, this report identifies some o f  the innovative state actions that have improved the 
quality o f  education and have enhanced equity in access to education. 

The hypotheses and conjectures set out in Phase 1 o f  the Quality o f  Education 
Programmatic study are supported by results f rom the evaluations, other assessments, and the 
research results presented here. For example, on school autonomy, i t  i s  shown in this report that 
programs that encourage more parental participation and school-based decision-making are 
highly effective in improving schooling outcomes. Many o f  the initiatives to increase 
accountability encourage more active participation by parents and other local stakeholders, 
which i s  an important factor for improving learning outcomes. State accountability systems have 
been shown to be highly correlated with academic performance within those states. The periodic 
assessment o f  students at the state level added to the constant use o f  assessments at the national 
level are yielding much useful information to help decision makers to  reach informed policy 
decisions, which in turn result in significant improvements in academic outcomes. 
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Based on the evidence from the evaluations and analysis discussed above, we make 
several specific recommendations for improving the quality o f  education in Mexico. In general, 
they are related to the fol lowing four priorities: continuing to compensate for disadvantages, 
increasing school-based management, increasing the dissemination of the results o f  student 
learning, and making more use o f  prospective impact evaluations. 

Given that both compensatory education programs and Oportunidades have been shown 
to improve schooling outcomes, the Government o f  Mexico could continue with i t s  
compensatory efforts, including compensatory education, conditional cash transfers, and efforts 
to improve indigenous schools. Specifically, i t  could: 

0 Rationalize and expand the components that work best for different types o f  schools as 
appropriate 

0 Consider expanding relevant compensatory education components and introducing 
Oportunidades scholarships in indigenous schools 
Develop a package o f  components to be sustained (in combination with Oportunidades) in 
those successful schools that are ready to “graduate” f rom the compensatory program 
Consider experimenting wi th scholarships that offer extra incentives to students to improve 
their learning outcomes subject to a rigorous prospective impact evaluation 
Consider classifying indigenous schools based on their demand for bilingual education. 

There i s  a need to continue programs that compensate for the disadvantages that 
indigenous people may face. As demonstrated in our analyses o f  panel data, Oportunidades i s  
very effective at reaching indigenous people. More importantly, the positive benefits o f  
Oportunidades are even more pronounced among indigenous children. In other words, 
indigenous children are more l ikely than non-indigenous children to be beneficiaries o f  
Oportunidades and receive higher returns as a result. Therefore, we recommend that the 
Mexican government expand the relevant aspects o f  compensatory education - such as AGEs - 
to strengthen indigenous schools in addition to targeting demand-side scholarships to indigenous 
students. 

Further research could also be undertaken to assess the impact o f  Intercultural Bilingual 
Education (IBE) policies on the learning outcomes o f  indigenous schools and students. There i s  
some emerging evidence that indigenous schools are improving, and it would be useful to know 
whether or not IBE policy has had a role in this. This means that more data wi l l  need to be 
gathered on relevant and reliable indicators o f  the extent o f  the implementation o f  IBE. 

Given the positive impact and cost-effectiveness o f  the AGEs and PEC, we recommend 
that the government could increase parental participation at the school level. This can best and 
most efficiently be accomplished by expanding AGEs, which w i l l  benefit disadvantaged rural 
schools directly. In urban areas, we recommend that the government continue to  support the 
PEC experiment and over time make adjustments based on the results o f  the forthcoming impact 
evaluation. Finally, states need to consider further decentralizing education functions down to 
the school level within the context o f  state-level accountability systems. 

However, since PEC i s  voluntary, i t  i s  difficult to create a control group and, thus, a 
random design. Therefore, more information on the assignment o f  benefits w i l l  be needed to 
make an accurate assessment o f  the program’s impact. In addition, at the time o f  the evaluation, 
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PEC was only three years old. Thus, we encourage more analysis o f  the program and for 
policymakers to take into account the results o f  this analysis to adapt the program to changing 
needs. 

Accountability, through increased use o f  assessments and parental participation, 
improves outcomes. In addition, accountability systems are most effective when state 
governments use the results for developing policies, disseminate them to the schools and discuss 
them with them, and use the accountability system to design strategies and specific interventions. 
A few key factors characterize effective school accountability mechanisms in Mexico and in 
general: (i) schools report useful information about their activities and performance to state- or 
national-level education authorities; (ii) collect accurate and timely data to inform policymaking 
(iii) policymakers use the results o f  evaluations o f  existing interventions to inform the design and 
implementation o f  future policies; (iv) politicians at the national and state level actively support 
the principle and practice o f  accountability in the education sector; and (v) education 
policymakers have a constructive relationship wi th teachers’ representatives. W e  w i l l  now 
discuss these factors in turn. 

First, those states that have effective and comprehensive accountability systems have 
made progress in terms o f  improving the quality o f  information such as test scores that are 
actually useful for assessing the performance o f  schools. Of course, i t i s  important to adjust 
these scores to take account of, for example, the heterogeneity o f  the population and the effects 
o f  socioeconomic status. Therefore, states could report adjusted or value-added scores and 
scores relative to those o f  others in a group (highly disadvantaged urban schools, for example) as 
wel l  as the raw scores. Also, states could include dropout, repetition, pass, graduation, and 
attendance rates as well. Furthermore, when reporting results, i t  i s  important to control for 
factors that are beyond the control o f  the school (Hanushek and Raymond 2002). Raw scores 
may be useful to some extent for analysis, but changes over time and scores relative to other 
s im i la r  schools provide more valuable information on what progress i s  being made by the school. 
In addition, in some countries, results are published b y  private f i r m s  andor in newspapers 
(Patrinos 2002) in addition to being officially disseminated by the government. Since the goal o f  
any accountability system i s  to improve educational outcomes, then that system would be based 
on a set o f  standards, in other words, a baseline degree o f  mastery of  certain subjects based on 
the curriculum or basic competencies in core subjects. A good system also ensures that the 
analysis o f  results i s  followed b y  corrective actions (Raham 1998). I t  i s  important for schools to 
go beyond simply complying with input-based rules or simply meeting professional norms (Finn 
2002). The better accountability systems report results to the public and to the schools 
themselves, and the best systems go further and attach consequences to those results. Reporting 
results addresses an important market failure, which i s  the asymmetry o f  access to information, 
which should be a sufficient reason al l  by itself to prompt changes in the system (Hanushek and 
Raymond 2004). Given the importance o f  test results as an indicator o f  schools’ progress in 
improving academic outcomes, i t  i s  important for states to be attentive to their design and 
quality. Also, value-added rather than raw scores could be disseminated to accurately gauge the 
progress o f  al l  schools independent o f  one another. I t  i s  also important that reports o f  the test 
results are user-friendly and timely and are seen as being independent o f  the system (Walberg 
2002). 

Second, Mexican states need to collect more data for use in analysis, research, and 
evaluations and to ensure accountability. One o f  the first steps i s  to improve the collection o f  the 
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data through the school census, which collects basic information on schools. In particular, the 
school census could allocate a unique code for each student and teacher to make i t  easier for 
analysts to evaluate programs at the student and teacher level and to fo l low students and teachers 
who switch schools. One major challenge in evaluating programs has been the lack of  
comparable data over time as national assessments are rarely comparable. Fortunately, the INEE 
began last year to apply a comparable testing instrument. However, in other national 
assessments, different questionnaires are used each year to gather information on contextual and 
socioeconomic factors f rom students, teachers, parents and principals. No t  only are different 
questionnaires used over time, but also the wording o f  the questions changes from time to time, 
making i t  impossible to make direct comparisons. So clearly i t  would be desirable i f  the 
questionnaires would repeat the same questions and answer choices verbatim every year. The 
questionnaires need to include questions on important context variables in al l  instruments. Also, 
geographic identifiers could be included in al l  important instruments used to collect education 
data - including the school census, the instruments used by INEGI, and the population census. 

Third, more evaluations o f  important programs are taking place and this positive 
development should continue. In some cases, the government has subjected new programs or 
adaptations o f  existing programs to prospective impact evaluations before they are implemented. 
For example, a prospective evaluation o f  the revised Init ial  Education program implemented by 
CONAFE i s  being carried out b y  CONAFE, SEP, Oportunidades, and INSP (World Bank 
2004b). The federal government could subject more programs to  rigorous impact evaluation, 
perhaps in a dedicated group within SEP devoted to economic analysis and research and i t  could 
encourage independent organizations to undertake impact evaluations o f  al l  programs. 

Fourth, while devolving decision-making to local levels may have benefits, this move 
may take years to yield results. I t  needs political commitment to  long term strategy, combined 
with short term gains to build interest. 

Fifth, one way to build stronger accountability systems i s  for state education authorities 
to forge strong relationships with teachers’ unions. Whi le institutional factors - such as relations 
with teachers’ representatives - are important in raising student test scores, i t  i s  nevertheless true 
that these can be worked through, as has been done in several states. As has been seen in several 
states, unions w i l l  cooperate wi th reforms when they can see that the state education authorities 
are wi l l ing to develop evaluation systems and consider further decentralization o f  functions to 
the school level. In those states where innovations are underway to improve quality and 
efficiency, this reflects the fact that education authorities have conducted successful negotiations 
with the local teachers’ union (OECD 2005b; Guichard 2005). 

The government has started using PISA results to inform its education policymaking, but 
a further step in this direction would be to give researchers access to other information such as 
administrative data to supplement the PISA data and thus improve the quality o f  analysis that can 
be undertaken. The OECD (2005b) credits the creation o f  the INEE in 2002 as a step forward in 
increasing accountability in the Mexican education system and in empowering schools. Wor ld  
Bank (2005a) agrees but calls for i t s  results to be taken into account fu l ly  in policymaking and 
school management. Our analysis o f  PISA confirms this but we recommend that state-level tests 
are needed as well. 

State accountability systems work. Much  o f  the variation among states in terms o f  the 
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effectiveness o f  their accountability systems appears to be due to the priorities o f  individual 
governors, their perspectives on the importance o f  education, and the relationship that they have 
with their teachers’ unions (Grindle 2004). More states could be encouraged to fol low the lead 
o f  the best performing states who have implemented their own state-level student tests that 
complement national tests and who also include other performance indicators such as repetition 
and dropout rates in their accountability reports. Given the relatively l ow  cost o f  instigating such 
state-level learning assessments, the federal government could encourage al l  states to do so while 
facilitating knowledge sharing and capacity development f rom the center. 

I f  states can only take two actions to improve the quality o f  education, these would be to 
implement an accountability system and to increase school-level autonomy in the context o f  a 
positive relationship wi th teachers’ unions. A recent OECD report (OECD 2005b) has also 
pointed out further improvements in teacher quality and has recommended encouraging teachers 
to become partners in raising educational standards and outcomes. Our analysis and case studies 
strongly support this advice. A future priority would be to address issues such as teacher 
capacity and teacher training. 

In conclusion, we acknowledge that the government needs to continue running the 
various compensatory measures (sustaining compensatory education and demand-side 
scholarships, while continuing to try to improve indigenous schools), to expand and empower the 
two main school-based management programs, to continue the national benchmarking o f  
academic performance while states expand their accountability systems, and to devolve more 
decision-making power to the local level. I t  i s  important to note, however, that i t  may be several 
years before this strategy yields concrete results. Therefore, the federal and state governments 
must maintain their political commitment to this strategy over the long term while trying to 
effect as many short-term gains as possible to maintain stakeholders’ confidence in the strategy 
(OECD 2005b). One such short-term gain could be realized if state authorities can cooperate 
with unions and others stakeholders to achieve agreement on how to allocate and compensate 
classroom teachers, as has happened in Aguascalientes and Colima. The evidence i s  clear that 
when states that work wi th other stakeholders, great results can be achieved. 

Challenges for the Future 

The gap in primary education coverage between the rich and the poor in Mexico has 
narrowed. Equity has improved, partly due to the cumulative effect of the compensatory 
programs. However, the government’s efforts to increase lower secondary school enrollment 
have faced significant challenges. The quality o f  lower secondary education in Mexico i s  l ow  b y  
international standards. Largely due to the success o f  Oportunidades and CONAFE- 
implemented compensatory education, there i s  significantly increased demand for lower 
secondary education, which means that the challenge o f  improving the quality o f  education must 
also extend to the lower secondary level. However, the rapid expansion o f  the telesecundaria 
system i s  worrisome given the l ow  academic standards being achieved by i t s  students who tend 
to be disadvantaged andor indigenous. The academic scores o f  telesecundaria students 
decreased between 2000 and 2005, during which time the scores o f  students in primary - and 
especially indigenous - schools significantly improved. Not  only are scores in telesecundaria 
low, but also test score dispersion i s  high. The federal government i s  currently addressing 
curricular and technological aspects o f  lower secondary schools - especially telesecundarias - in 
the Secondary Education Reform (Refomza Integral de Educacidn Secundaria, RIES) Pilot 
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Project. This leads us to conclude that one o f  the most important subjects to confront in the next 
phase i s  the reform o f  lower secondary education, particularly o f  telesecundarias. Another 
technology issue to address i s  the introduction of Enciclomedia, meaning evaluating i t s  
implementation and ensuring proper rollout. Other aspects o f  lower secondary education that 
need further research and, eventually, reform are: 

Compensatory schools that are ready to “graduate” f rom participating in the program but 
may s t i l l  need some extra help. The government could experiment wi th different 
combinations o f  compensatory support, including combinations o f  demand-side and supply- 
side actions and academic achievement awards, and look for any synergies. 

Given that further school autonomy experiments and accountability innovations are l ikely to 
happen at the state level, the federal government must take on a new role, namely to 
disseminate examples o f  best practices f rom the states. This could ideally include more 
state-level student evaluations. 

While there i s  evidence that indigenous schools have been improving over time (albeit based 
on analysis o f  a small sample o f  schools), further analysis i s  needed on what works best and 
under what circumstances. 

Mexico i s  making great strides in providing early childhood interventions, including i t s  
Ini t ial  Education (Educacidn Znicial) program, which i s  currently undergoing a prospective 
evaluation. 

Some concerns have arisen about the quality o f  education being provided in multigrade 
schools in Mexico and in comunitaria, the non-formal education provided in the most remote 
areas o f  Mexico. These concerns need to be addressed through in depth study and 
experimentation combined wi th  rigorous impact evaluation o f  promising reforms. 
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Annex 2. CONAFE Interventions 

In the school year 1996-97, under the PIARE, the number o f  interventions was 
reorganized and reduced to the following: (i) improvement o f  existing andor building new 
school infrastructure and facilities (classrooms, workshop areas, labs, latrines, etc.); (ii) provision 
o f  updated audiovisual technology (computers, sound system, TVs, etc.) and equipment (desks, 
bookcases, etc.) to the school; (iii) provision o f  learning and other didactic materials for each 
student (notebooks, pens, pencils, etc.) (CONAFE i s  also in charge o f  the distribution o f  this 
package to al l  OPORTUNIDADES students); (iv) professional development and administrative 
and pedagogical training to all educational staff; (v) performance based monetary incentives to 
teachers (monitored by parents) and principals in multiple grade schools and in schools with 
more than six teachers, to reduce the high teacher turnover and absenteeism; (vi) monetary 
support to school supervisors and improvement o f  monitoring methods; (vii) institutional 
strengthening, updating o f  the informational systems and evaluation planning; and (viii) support 
to school management (Apoyo a la Gestidn Escolar, AGES) which implies the provision of 
grants to parents and leaders to be spent on the educational purpose o f  their choosing, but l imited 
to small c iv i l  works and infrastructure improvements, and training to guide them on their 
spending (Capacitacidn para el Apoyo a la Gestidn Escolar, CAPAGEs). In indigenous schools, 
CONAFE additionally supports the development o f  curricula, didactic materials and textbooks 
for bilingual education, and the development o f  intercultural education. For telesecundaria 
education, CONAFE i s  supposed to provide audiovisual materials and infrastructure 
improvements to al l  schools. In practice, CONAFE has provided one computer to each o f  the 
telesecundaria schools that have so far been supported. 

Source: Gertler and others 2006 
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Annex 3. Student Assessments in the United States 

The National Assessment o f  Educational Progress (NAEP), also known as the Nation's 
Report Card, i s  the only nationally representative and continuing assessment o f  what America's 
students know and can do in various subject areas. Since 1969, assessments have been conducted 
periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, U S  history, civics, geography and the arts. 
Under the current structure, the Commissioner o f  Education Statistics, who heads the National 
Center for Education Statistics in the U S  Department o f  Education, i s  responsible by law for 
carrying out the NAEP project. The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), appointed 
by the Secretary o f  Education but independent o f  the Department, sets pol icy for  NAEP and i s  
responsible for developing the framework and test specifications that serve as the blueprint for 
the assessments. NAGB i s  a bipartisan group whose members include governors, state 
legislators, local and state school officials, educators, business representatives, and members o f  
the general public. Congress created the 26-member Governing Board in 1988. NAEP does not 
provide scores for individual students or schools; instead, i t  offers results regarding subject- 
matter achievement, instructional experiences, and school environment for populations o f  
students (e.g., fourth-graders) and groups within those populations (e.g., female students, 
Hispanic students). NAEP results are based on a sample of  student populations o f  interest. 

National NAEP reports information for the nation and specific geographic regions of the 
country. I t  includes students drawn from both public and nonpublic schools and reports results 
for student achievement at grades 4, 8 and 12. These assessments fo l low the frameworks 
developed b y  the NAGB and use the latest advances in assessment methodology. 

Since 1990, NAEP assessments have also been conducted to give results for  participating 
states. Those that choose to participate receive assessment results that report on the performance 
o f  students in that state. In i t s  content, the state assessment i s  identical to the assessment 
conducted nationally. However, because the national NAEP samples were not, and are not 
currently designed to support the reporting o f  accurate and representative state-level results, 
separate representative samples o f  students are selected for each participating jurisdiction/state. 

Beginning with the 2002 assessments, a combined sample o f  public schools was selected 
for both state and national NAEP. This was done in response to the N C E S N A G B  redesign o f  
1998. I t  was thought that drawing a subset o f  schools from al l  o f  the state samples to produce 
national estimates would reduce burden by decreasing the total number o f  schools participating 
in state and national NAEP. From this group of schools, representing 50 states, a subsample was 
identified as the national subset. Therefore, the national sample i s  a subset o f  the combined 
sample o f  students assessed in each participating state, plus an additional sample f rom the states 
that did not participate in the state assessment. This additional sample ensures that the national 
sample i s  representative o f  the total national student population. The full data set i s  analyzed 
together, allowing al l  data to contribute to the final results and setting a single scale for the 
assessment. All results are then reported in the scale score metric used for the specific 
assessment. 

NAEP long-term trend (LTT) assessments are designed to give information on the 
changes in academic performance o f  America's youth. They are administered nationally every 
four years (but are not reported at state or district level) and report student performance at ages 9, 
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13 and 17 in mathematics and reading. Measuring trends o f  student achievement or change over 
time requires the precise replication o f  past procedures. Therefore, the long-term trend 
instrument does not evolve based on changes in curricula or in educational practices, unlike the 
main NAEP national and state assessments in mathematics and reading, which respond to 
changes in the classroom b y  updating the framework for the assessment about every decade, as 
needed. The long-term trend assessment differs f rom the main national and state assessments in 
several other important ways. 

In addition to the assessments, NAEP coordinates a number o f  special educational studies 
related to assessment. Ongoing projects include the High School Transcript Study and a 
Technology-Based Assessment project designed to explore the use o f  technology, especially the 
use o f  the computer as a tool to enhance the quality and efficiency o f  educational assessments. In 
2002, NAEP began a new study o f  fourth-graders, the oral reading study. In 2003, NAEP 
conducted a pilot study using an augmented sample o f  charter schools. NCES conducted the 
National Indian Education Study (NIES) in 2005. 

Source: http://nces.ed..gov/nationsreportcard 
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