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This dissertation examines the effect of decentralization on coverage and 

efficiency of basic education in Mexico. It evaluates whether the transfer of educational 

responsibilities, resources, and decision-making power to subnational governments is 

associated with better educational outcomes. The effects of the reform are estimated at 

the national and the state level using multivariate statistical techniques, and help to unveil 

the reasons explaining the observed results and outcomes. Three dimensions of 

explanation are discussed: the institutional setting present in each state before the reform; 

the role of national compensatory programs after decentralization; and the level of social 

capital existing in the different regions of the country.

The study is based on the educational production function framework. For the 

analysis, the educational system is understood as a black box where inputs are 

transformed into outputs by unknown processes, given certain technological setups, 

organizational structures and institutional settings. At a particular point in time a 

treatment variable called decentralization is included in the “black box” modifying the 
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processes that generate the educational outcomes such that it is possible to tease out if 

these outcomes are affected by the treatment.

The dissertation also presents a case of study developed using qualitative methods 

of research such as semi-structured interviews with parents, teachers and public officials, 

that explores if decentralization effects at the state level are influenced by the state 

governments capacity to innovate and improve organizational processes after the 

educational reform; by the level of social participation in education; and by the role of the 

union of teachers in obstructing or enhancing subsequent educational changes.

Results suggest the effect of decentralization is not homogeneous among states 

and that it varies according to the educational level that is being looked at. The 

differences are explained by the presence or absence of a state-based educational system 

before the reform and by the intervention of the central government through 

compensatory actions. In addition, findings suggest that a favorable institutional and 

political setting at the state level, coupled with the strengthening of local capacities and a 

process of educational innovation, will enhance the success of decentralization.
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Chapter 1: Mexico at the Decentralization Crossroads 

INTRODUCTION

During recent decades, countries in Latin America have been moving slowly from 

centralized regimes to more decentralized institutional settings for decision-making. 

Since 1980s, almost all of the largest countries in the region have seen a transfer of 

power, resources, and responsibilities to subnational units of government. The region has 

started to rely more on local governments to solve their social demands as it is reflected 

on the decentralization of activities such business services, health and education. Social 

policy and public goods delivery are among the most significant responsibilities being 

moved to states and municipalities as a new paradigm of citizen participation appears to 

be emerging as the central feature of public debate in the subcontinent.

Decentralization is transforming the structure of governance and politics in the 

region. It has implied a shift in the traditional roles of national, subnational and local 

governments by giving those levels closer to the people a higher degree of autonomy and 

a greater capacity to take the lead in promoting the development of the communities. It

has also placed a strong emphasis on the participation of the people in public affairs 

which has opened the political space. This movement of decision-making to lower levels 

of government is part of the notorious democratization process that Latin America has 

been going through since the middle ‘80s. Along with decentralizing reforms in 

Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, etc., electoral competition is nowadays a 

reality in Latin America. Everywhere in the region where there was a single-party 

dominating the political spectrum, opposition parties are now serious political contestants 

and they have consolidated as pillars of the political system. In addition, civic society has 

more than ever a variety of mechanisms for participating in public decision-making and 
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“accountability” has become an ideal for most governments and public institutions.

Democracy and decentralization are reshaping the very nature of governance in the 

hemisphere; they are a quiet revolution that has been restructuring power “without a 

single drop of blood being shed” (Campbell, 2003).

Democracy and decentralization converge in promoting people’s participation in 

the public arena beyond the mere act of voting. For a decentralized regimen and a 

democratic polity to exist it is necessary a participatory society, that is, a society where 

all political systems have been democratized and socialization through participation can 

take place in all areas and spheres of life (Pateman, 1970). In other words, 

decentralization entails much more than a representative democracy (understood as the 

existence of representative institutions at national level), instead it presupposes the 

existence of a participatory democracy, that is, (equal) participation in the making of 

decisions and equality of power in determining the outcome of decisions.

The motivations driving the recent decentralization and democratization trends in 

Latin America might vary from country to country, but whatever argument explains the 

strong presence of decentralization reforms in the hemisphere at the end of 20th century, 

by far the most important and general idea that decentralization involves is that such 

policy can increase the coverage of local public services and improve the efficiency, 

quality and accountability of government performance in service delivery. 

Have promises of decentralization materialized in Latin American countries? 

Certainly, the answer to this question is not straightforward because the results of 

decentralization reforms not only vary among regions but also by policy area within the 

same country. However, it is possible to learn more on this phenomenon through the 

study of individual country experiences and the analysis of the outcomes in those policy 

realms where more responsibilities are being transferred to lower levels of government.
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The present study analyses in detail the achievements and failures of one of the 

main decentralization experiences in Latin America, the decentralization of basic 

education in Mexico, with respect to coverage and efficiency in service provision. The 

overall purpose of this work is to contribute to our knowledge on the impact this type of 

reforms can have in countries that had a highly centralized non-democratic regime during 

most part of the twentieth century and that now are moving to more decentralized 

institutional frameworks and democracy.

MEXICO’S DEMOCRATIC TRANSITION

July 2nd 2000 represents a significant day for the Mexican political system. On that 

day, Vicente Fox, an opposition presidential candidate won the federal elections and 

became the first Mexican President not emanated from the Partido Revolucionario 

Institucional (Institutional Revolutionary Party, PRI), the official party that held the 

power for more than 70 years. What is important about the 2000 elections is that the PRI 

pacifically left the Presidency and delivered it to the Partido Acción Nacional, (National 

Action Party, PAN) without social revolts or major conflicts. This is contrary to what 

could have been expected and to what was predicted by the anecdotical statement years 

ago Fidel Velázquez, the preeminent Mexican union leader of the 20th century,1 allegedly

said: “A balazos llegamos al poder y a balazos tendrán que quitárnoslo”2 (“We arrived to 

power by bullets and by bullets they will have to take it away from us”).

The peaceful giving up of the Mexican presidency by the PRI signaled the end of 

a stage in the political life of the country and the beginning of a new democratic era. For 

more than 70 years the PRI established a closed but stable political system in which there 

1 Fidel Velazquez presided from 1941 to 1997 the Confederación de Trabajadores Mexican (Confederation 
of Mexican Workers, CTM), the national labor federation most closely associated with the PRI.
2 Some references on this anecdote can be found in the following web pages: 
http://www.jornada.unam.mx/1999/09/04/tonto.html; http://www.milenio.com/semanal/148/hu1.htm; 
http://www.elsoldemazatlan.com.mx/notas.asp?urlnota=enlagrilla070805; 
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was no political competition and all important decisions relied on the president of the 

country. The great majority of deputies and senators belonged to PRI and all of them, as 

well as the leaders of the official party, followed the “discipline” dictated from the 

presidency. The political regime that governed Mexico most of the 20th century was best 

characterized as: 1) authoritarian but with a much greater access to the decision-making 

process than other regimes and with decision makers changing frequently; 2) corporatist; 

3) highly centralized at the national level to the detriment of the weak state and local 

spheres; 4) presidentialist, in the sense that the strength of the presidency came at the cost 

of the legislative and judicial branches; and 5), with a dynamic political elite whose 

careers formed within the national government bureaucracy, (Camp, 1999).  This political 

system attracted international interest because its stability and because it lasted several 

decades through the establishment of un-written rules that political actors followed to 

gain political positions and keep the system functioning.3

The transition of the Mexican system towards democracy took a long time and 

was a slow process of change. Political opening in the country was the result of several 

factors. One of them is the important period of economic growth in the ‘60s4 that 

contributed to the formation of a wide middle class that started to demand more political 

freedom and to reject the Mexican presidency’s authoritarian practices (Medina, 1994; 

Chand, 2001; Whitehead, 2002). The claims for political opening were best reflected on

the 1968 movement that confronted thousands of students with the national government

3 Some of these informal rules are reflected on statements such as: “El que se mueve no sale en la foto” 
(“The one that moves does not appear in the picture”), referring to the inactivity the pre-candidates to the 
country’s presidency were supposed to undertake while waiting for the president’s decision in designating 
his successor; or as in the role of the “Camarilla” (a group of persons who share political interest, and rely 
on one another to improve their chances in the political leadership) in reaching top positions or the 
presidency of the country (Camp, 1999).
4 This period of economic prosperity is known as the “desarrollo estabilizador” (“stabilizing development”) 
and occurred from 1958 to 1970.  During these years the Mexican economy presented low inflation rates 
and a yearly average GDP growth of 6.5%  (Izquierdo, 1995)



5

and that ended up in a lamentable slaughter of young people by the military on October 

2nd, 1968.5 The students’ rebellion was the first urban movement out of the political 

control of the federal government and it represented an open and public challenge to the 

omnipotent power the Mexican state exerted on the barely organized civil society.6

A second factor explaining the Mexican democratization process was the 

wakening up of civil society in the middle ‘80s. On September 19, 1985 a major 

earthquake hit Mexico City and several buildings collapsed barring under the wreckage 

thousands of people. The government response to the disaster was slow and erratic such 

that the day following the earthquake, the president Miguel de la Madrid in a national TV 

message affirmed that the government had no enough elements to rapidly or efficiently

face the catastrophe and asked for people’s patience (Preston and Dillo, 2004). The 

incapacity of the federal government led the citizens to organize themselves and to create 

brigades for rescuing the people under the buildings. Students, scholars, actors, parents, 

intellectuals, businessmen and individuals from all layers of society participated in the 

brigades and created networks of support that remained functioning after the tragedy was 

surpassed. The self organization of people for facing the earthquake consequences 

beyond the government’s actions has been identified as a milestone for the emergence of 

Mexican civil society (Hernández and Fox, 1995; Somuano, 2003).7 As never before, the 

political system was facing a set of organized and independent citizens exerting political 

5 More information on the 1968 movement can be found in Alvarez Garín, Raúl. 1998. La estela de 
Tlatelolco: una reconstrucción histórica del Movimiento estudiantil del 68. Mexico. D.F. Grijalbo.
6 According to Medina (1994), after the killing of students, leaders and people involved in the 1968
movement understood that it was necessary to organize themselves in new leftist political associations that 
were the origins of new political parties such as the Partido Mexicano de los Trabajadores (Workers’ 
Mexican Party, PMT) or the Partido Revolucionario de los Trabajadores (Workers’ Revolutionary Party, 
PRT).
7 Nevertheless, some studies argue that citizens of Mexico city were already organized, but in a lesser 
extent, before the disaster  (Tavera-Fenollosa, 1988).



6

pressure and making hear their voices through systematic demonstrations, mobilizations 

and the creation of new civic and non-governmental organizations.

The political awakening of the Mexican society was not only the result of the 

1985 earthquake. According to Chand (2001), it was the result of three factors: the prior 

existence of sufficient political space for democratizing movements to take hold; the 

rapid socioeconomic development between 1940 and 1970; and the impact of the 

economic crisis of the 1980s. In other words, the existence of opposition groups the 

Mexican state allowed for many years combined with the emergence of a plural and 

better educated middle class and business community during the 1970s, were the building 

blocks of a more demanding citizenship that strongly protested and criticized Mexico’s 

political regime after the economic crises the country experienced during the 

administration of José Luis López Portillo (1976-1982) and Miguel de la Madrid (1982-

1988).

In the face of a better organized and demanding society, political change in the 

country accelerated after the contested presidential election of 1988. Official results 

confirmed that Carlos Salinas de Gortari, the candidate postulated by the PRI, defeated 

the leftist candidate Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas from the Frente Democrático Nacional but 

throughout the country there were strong and widespread suspicions that there had been 

an electoral fraud (Rodríguez and Ward, 1995; Camp, 1999). The PRI once more reached 

power, but this time the legitimacy or the President was severely questioned and the 

Legislative branch acquired a greater role in the political system since the PRI conceded 

the opposition 240 of 500 seats in the Chamber of Deputies. Since that electoral process,

the traditional dominance and overwhelming majority of the PRI in Congress disappeared 

and the Mexican presidents could no longer have laws approved at their will. In addition, 

after the election Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas and other political leaders created a new leftist 
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opposition party, the Partido de la Revolución Democrática (Democratic Revolutionary 

Party, PRD), a party that along with the PAN and the PRI became the third consolidated 

political force in the country.

The beginnings of Mexico’s political opening were felt with more strength at the 

subnational and local levels. In 1989 the PAN won the gubernatorial elections in Baja 

California and for the first time a state government was to be led by a party other than the 

PRI. Following this opposition electoral triumph, some months and years later similar

results occurred in large cities and municipalities. The PRI lost the local elections in 

Saltillo, Mérida, San Luis Potosí, León, San Pedro Garza, Celaya and many other 

municipalities, and it lost the elections in the states of Guanajuato, Chihuahua and 

Jalisco. These results generated a counterbalance to the president’s power, since the 

executive power could no longer have a strong political influence in the states where an 

opposition party was governing (Rodríguez and Ward, 1995). The PRI’s defeats 

represented the end of the official party’s capacity to predetermine electoral results and to 

legitimize their victories without political costs (Mizrahi, 2002). Electoral results were 

suggesting that the Mexican society —more urban, complex, better educated and 

integrated to the world economy— had outgrown the political system in the country 

(Cornelius, 1996), and confirmed that Mexico was transiting to democracy from the local 

level to higher levels of government, from the periphery to the center (Becerra, Salazar & 

Woldenberg, 2000). 

Despite the movement towards a more democratic political system in the early 

1990s, still some elements from the previous regime, such as the corporatist approach for 

policy- making or the influence of the executive branch on the other branches of 

government, were present and it seemed difficult the PRI could accept any defeat at the 

national level in the forthcoming elections of 1994. 
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Precisely in 1994, during the last year of Salinas’ administration, the country 

witnessed unconceivable political events that under the previous political regime nobody 

would have expected: the insurgency of an armed movement demanding justice for 

indigenous people in Chiapas known as the Zapatista revolution (January);8 the 

assassination of the PRI’s presidential candidate, Luis Donaldo Colosio (March); and the 

assassination of the PRI’s secretary-general, José Francisco Ruiz Massieu (September). 

These overwhelming incidents gave the impression that the changes introduced in the 

country in its movement towards democracy were making the political system to break 

apart and to be about to collapse.

The political crisis at the end of Salinas’ presidential period contrasted with the 

previous achievements Mexico had in building a modern and credible electoral system

under that same administration. The electoral restructuring started in 1989 when the 

national government promoted a reform that gave the citizens the entitlement to organize 

and qualify the national elections through the Instituto Federal Electoral (Federal 

Electoral Institute, IFE) created in 1990 (Núñez, 1993). Following the creation of the 

IFE, Mexico continued strengthening its electoral system by developing a new nominal 

list of the 42.5 million Mexican voters; by introducing a new, high-tech photo-

identification voter credential; by modifying the apparatus that previously conducted the 

federal elections replacing it by regional citizen councilors and citizen committees; and 

by creating a new system of independent electoral tribunal to adjudicate electoral 

disputes, among other changes (Cornelius, 1996). Given the IFE’s success, in the 

subsequent years many states created their own electoral institutes to conduct the state 

and local elections. The balance at the end of Salinas’ administration could be that 

8 The Zapatista movement was led by the Ejército Zapatista de Liberación Nacional (National Liberation 
Zapatist Army, EZLN) and had its main figure in sub-commandant Marcos a man that shows himself in 
public wearing a winter cap and smoking a pipe.
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despite the political crisis of 1994, Mexico at least had established reliable procedures for 

electing its governments.

In 1994 PRI once more won the presidential elections but this time the percentage 

of voters supporting the party fell beyond 50%. Ernesto Zedillo became Mexico’s 

president and some few days after he took office there was a sudden devaluation of the 

peso that generated an important economic crisis.9 The incoming president faced a totally 

different scenario than his predecessors: although the PRI had the majority at Congress, 

the presidential figure was not as strong as before and for the first time the president had 

to lobby with the congressional leaders of his own party to secure the approval of one of 

his initiatives, in this case the post devaluation austerity plan (Cornelius, 1996).

The political changes the country experienced during the last 20 years represent 

Mexico’s transition towards a more democratic regime and are the basis of its current

political system. In general terms it is possible to argue that Mexico’s democratic 

transition was the result of the following factors: 1) the consolidation of a plural, 

educated and urban middle class; 2) the political awakening of the citizens after the 

economic crisis or social/natural contingencies; 3) the opening of political spaces the 

government conceded to opposition groups in order to gain credibility; 4) the increasingly 

more competitive elections that gave additional electoral victories to opposition parties at 

the local and state levels; and 5), the enacting of  electoral reforms that put on the 

citizens’ shoulders the responsibility to conduct reliable and peaceful elections as the 

mechanism for reaching the government and political positions. 

According to Linz and Stepan (1996) a democratic transition is complete when 

sufficient agreement has been reached about political procedures to produce an elected 

9 This economic crisis was known as the “error de Diciembre” (the December Mistake) and its international 
effect was know as the “Tequila Crisis”.
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government; when a government comes to power that is the direct result of a free popular 

vote; when this government de facto has the authority to generate new policies; and when 

the executive, legislative and judicial power generated by the new democracy does not 

have to share power with other bodies de jure. During Salinas’ (1988-1994) and Zedillo’s 

(1994-2000) administration, Mexico established the basis to reach those political 

conditions and Mexican transition appeared to be completed in 2000 with the electoral 

triumph of Vicente Fox. 

In fact, by 2000 Mexico had reached the main elements Pateman (1971) described 

as distinctive of a representative democracy, that is: a) a political method for electing its 

government based on the competition of leaders (elites) for the votes of the people at 

periodic, free elections; b) a mechanism through which the majority can exercise control 

over their leaders (the sanction of loss of office at elections); c) the presence of multiple 

active groups bringing pressure to bear during inter-election periods to influence 

decisions of leaders; d) “political equality” understood as the presence of universal 

suffrage and equality of opportunity of access to channels of influence over leaders; and

e), citizen participation, as the majority is concerned, in the choice of decision makers.

Even though the country can be now categorized as a representative democracy, 

citizen participation in government decision-making is still low. In a society that has been 

accustomed to government paternalism, political clientelism (a relation based on political 

subordination in exchange for material rewards) and public officials’ impunity, the main 

challenge of governments committed with democracy is to design mechanisms for a 

higher level of citizen involvement in public affairs (Mizrahi, 2002). In that sense, 

electoral competition is necessary but not sufficient to achieve a participatory democracy 

in Mexico. Something else is needed to make of democracy a real mechanism for 

achieving equality of power in determining the outcome of decisions since the 
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relationship between electoral competition and the erosion of authoritarian clientelism in 

favor of independent citizen participation is not obvious (Fox, 1994). 

The missing link for the establishment of a participatory democracy in Mexico

might be found when looking at Latin American political changes in the few last years. It 

seems that in the region (including Mexico) the expansion of political participation is 

associated with the strengthening of decision-making at the local level through

decentralization policies (Schneider, 2004). Although neighborhood block organizations, 

student groups, labor unions and other interest groups (women, church, sports, political 

parties, etc.) have been the typical actors in civil society, as decentralization policies were 

implemented in Latin America, the existent organizations were reinvigorated and new 

ones, more plural and diverse, emerged (Campbell, 2003).

Participatory democracy might seem a difficult thing to achieve in Mexico given 

the authoritarian government tradition of the country. Nevertheless, as we have seen, 

political changes that might appeared difficult to materialize occurred first at the local 

level and spread out from municipalities to states and to the national level. Perhaps, as the 

Latin American experiences show, a higher level of citizen participation in public affairs 

can be attained by introducing changes at the local level and by strengthening local 

governments. Under that logic, decentralization represents an opportunity to consolidate 

democracy in Mexico by moving decision-making closer to the people.

DECENTRALIZING FOR DEMOCRATIZING: MEXICAN DEMAGOGY OR REALITY?  

Although Mexico’s Constitution defines a federalist structure of government, the 

Mexican political system has been highly centralized concentrating decision-making as 

well as political and economic power in the national Executive branch settled in Mexico

City. States have not really been sovereign nor have the municipalities been able to take 

the most important decisions for their administration (Rowland and Ramírez, 2001).
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Preferences and decisions from the center were strongly supported at the state and local 

levels by a clientelistic structure of government: since the President appointed governors 

and the latter appointed local officials and state congressmen, at the end everyone owed 

loyalty to the national chief of Executive. In addition, until recent years, the Presidents 

completely influenced the Congress’ decisions and activities given the PRI held for a 

long time an overwhelming majority both in the Chamber of Deputies and in the 

Chamber of Senators. In sum, the structure and functioning of the presidentialist regime 

that governed Mexico for more than half of a century made decision-making in the 

country to be hierarchically concentrated and far away from the citizen’s influence.

Mexico’s political transition modified the national government perception on the 

role that citizen participation and local governments should have in policy-making and 

planning, at least rhetorically. Along with the rapid and dramatic political changes the 

country experienced in the last 20 years that partially eroded the previous political regime 

and brought about opposition governments, a political discourse appeared that presented 

the strengthening of states and municipalities as an imperative for reaching and 

enhancing democracy. Rodriguez’s work on decentralization in Mexico traces this 

discourse:

The political tone of decentralization is evident in one of President de la Madrid’s 
most cited statements: “Descentralizar es democratizar y democratizar es 
descentralizar” (To decentralize is to democratize and to democratize is to 
decentralize). President Salinas repeated the identical sentence several times and 
pushed it further: “La modernización de Mexico avanzará por el camino de la 
descentralización. La fortaleceremos…para ampliar la democracia” (Mexico’s 
modernization will advance by means of decentralization. We shall strengthen it 
in order to increase democracy). President Zedillo has called for a renewed 
federalism to support “una economía sana, una democracia limpia y una justicia 
transparente” (a healthy economy, a clean democracy, and a transparent system of 
justice). (Rodríguez 1997, 7)
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Mexico took the first major steps towards decentralization in 1983 when several 

amendments to constitutional Article 115 relating to the municipal government were 

approved. The reform gave more autonomy to municipalities and established a greater 

role for the municipal governments in local development; it strengthened municipal

finances through the property tax (impuesto predial), which in the past was coll ected by 

the state governments; and it recognized the importance of increasing local and citizen 

participation in decision-making. 

Although the 1983 reform has been the most important legal and formal effort for 

decentralizing the country, its effects and results were not as good as expected because 

political and administrative processes for implementing the reform conditioned the real 

scope of it (Cabrero, 1998). In addition, de la Madrid’s decentralizing effort did not 

represent a real change for democratization of Mexico. The reform did not weaken the 

centralist approach for decision-making in the country, instead it granted some power to

the lower levels of government without sacrificing the power and control of the higher 

ones (Rodríguez, 1997).

During Salinas administration decentralization was reflected on the Programa 

Nacional de Solidaridad (National Solidarity Program, PRONASOL), which objectives 

were to improve social welfare of most economically disadvantaged groups, to foster

balanced regional development and to promote and strengthen the participation of social 

organizations and of local authorities. The program operated through public officials that 

received from any social or community organization (state or local governments, citizens’ 

committees, neighborhood associations, etc.) projects for any type of public work. The 

projects were analyzed by the Ministry of Social Development and if they were approved, 

PRONASOL granted most of the financial resources for the construction or building 

while the petitioners contributed with labor, and if possible with local resources.
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The Solidarity Program was a genuine decentralization of both resources and 

decision-making by allocating federal funds directly to project committees and their 

municipal councils instead of going through the state governments (Rodríguez, 1997). 

Nevertheless, the program was designed to strengthening communities rather than 

municipalities and in its aim to break local and political interferences between citizens 

and the federal government, it de facto gave more political control to the center once 

more in detriment of the lower levels of government. 

As seen, neither the constitutional reform of 1983 nor the efforts made through 

the Solidarity program reflected on a real strengthening of states and municipalities. 

Political power remained at the center and the participation of citizens in decision-making 

in these years followed once more the national government clientelistic approach of the 

previous years by granting the communities material benefits in exchange of political 

support. In fact, decentralization in these years was not an effective delegation of powers 

but an administrative deconcentration, with the center delegating spending and 

responsibility, but keeping control over the priorities for spending (Courchene, Díaz-

Cayeros and Webb, 2000). In that sense, it is possible to argue that the municipal reform 

and the national government programs already described responded to a strategy oriented 

to retain political power at the center, while claiming the need to strength states and 

municipalities for democratizing the country. Apparently, decentralization in these years

was more a rhetorical exercise than a real strategy for transferring decision-making power 

to lower levels of governments and increasing citizen participation. Effectively, de la 

Madrid and Salinas centralized by decentralizing (Rodríguez, 1997).

Zedillo’s administration came to power with the “New Federalism” project as 

priority for the national government.  The project included a set of reforms in several 

major areas that genuinely aimed to decentralize and devolve power to the states and to 
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“let go” some of the traditional meta-constitutional privileges of the president (Ward and 

Rodríguez, 1999). The main aspects included within New Federalism were a 

decentralization of resources in health, education, and the construction of physical 

infrastructure through the revenue-sharing system; a greater and more effective 

separation among the executive, legislative, and judicial branches (horizontal 

decentralization); the institutional strengthening of state and municipal governments

(vertical decentralization); and the development of new forms of participation in the 

process of government. 

Despite the important changes introduced by Zedillo’s administration, the federal 

government nowadays continues to exercise control over revenue sharing. Subnational 

and local governments have weak taxation and depend on federal transfers, which make

them subject to federal controls on spending through earmarked projects, and on 

borrowing through federal legislation (Ward, Rodríguez and Cabrero, 1999; Giugale et al, 

2000; Peredo, 2003).

DECENTRALIZING FOR IMPROVING EDUCATION: WHAT IS THE RESULT?

Decentralization of basic education in Mexico was a milestone for the 

materialization of the political discourse presidents de la Madrid, Salinas and Zedillo 

defended on the need to move decision-making to lower levels of government to 

democratize and modernize the country. Before the education reform of 1992, the federal 

government administered and provided basic education10 under a highly centralized 

scheme. 

The formation of a highly centralized educational system in the country can be 

traced to the end of Mexican revolution in 1921 when the Secretaría de Educación 

10 Basic education in Mexico is mandatory and until 2002 it encompassed the first nine years of formal 
education an individual gets which correspond to six years of primary instruction and three of secondary 
education. After 2002, preschool education was included as a component of basic education.
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Pública (Ministry of Public Education, SEP) was created to provide education throughout 

the country. The national government intention those days was to use education as a 

unifying means for a highly illiterate country in which the building of a citizenry was an 

imperative. The endeavor started with the establishing of federal schools in the rural areas 

not attended by the state governments but eventually, the national government actions 

and efforts absorbed, nullified and discouraged the state and local educational activities 

(Arnaut, 1988). In other words, although several states had their own schools functioning 

and were administering a state educational system, by the middle of the 20th century the 

large and centralized educational system the federal government had formed surpassed 

the states’ educational efforts such that almost 60% of students in basic education in the 

country attended federal schools.

Before decentralization municipalities and states were subordinated to the laws, 

policies and directions dictated from the center. The federal government had, among 

others, the following educational entitlements: 1) To offer basic educational services in 

all the country; 2) to elaborate the legislation ruling all educational activities in Mexico; 

3) to establish a national register of students, teachers, schools and degrees granted; 4) to 

administer federal schools, teachers, resources and the apparatus for offering basic 

education; 5) to evaluate the academic programs, the educational contents and the 

performance of teachers, schools and students in basic education in the country; 6) to 

formulate national plans and programs for basic education provision; 7) to elaborate and 

revise the free and obligatory textbooks for students in primary education in Mexico; and 

8) to supervise the abiding of educational legislation in the country. Under this 

centralized setting the role of states and municipalities was exclusively to concurrently 

offer basic education in their territories through state or municipal schools, but they had 

no decision-making power on the substantive educational functions.
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In 1992, during Salinas’ presidential period, the Minister of Education Ernesto 

Zedillo, the state governors, and the leader of the teachers’ union signed the Acuerdo 

Nacional para la Modernización de la Educación Básica (National Agreement for the 

Modernization of Basic Education, ANMEB). The agreement established the need to give 

more decision-making power to states, municipalities and parents for improving

education in Mexico and, as Ornelas argues, it was the result of both political and 

administrative considerations:

The central government had strong motives to decentralize the educational 
institution because the highly centralized system was notoriously rigid, 
inefficient, conflict laden, unresponsive to the needs of local schools, unable to 
improve the quality of education, and frequently dominated by the National 
Teachers Union. The decentralization reform generated important institutional 
change in the states, some power shifts, and planted the seeds of a new 
organizational model for school management. (Ornelas 2000, 1)

Effectively, the growth and expansion of the federal educational administrative 

apparatus led to the creation of the Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educación 

(National Union of Education Workers, SNTE) which became the main stakeholder in 

the educational arena and the most powerful union in the country. Before decentralization 

SEP and SNTE worked symbiotically in designing, implementing and evaluating 

educational policies in the country. Under a clientelistic relationship, the federal 

government used the teachers’ union as a political means for support and mobilization in 

exchange of benefits, concessions and political/administrative positions for the SNTE. By 

the 1980s all teachers’ salaries, labor conditions and struggles were negotiated centrally, 

in the national Ministry of Education in Mexico City.

The ANMEB changed both the administrative and political educational setting of 

the country. First, it transferred to states the material, human and fiscal resources the 

federal government had for offering basic education in the country (including schools, 

teachers, staff, furniture and other real state properties), as well as a total of 13.4 millions 
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of students that by 1992 were studying in the federal schools. Second, it made the state 

governments the substitute for the SEP in the juridical relations it had with the SNTE and 

it urged them to create at their own initiative administrative structures for receiving and 

administering the recently transferred educational resources. Third, it made the states 

responsible for: 1) offering basic education in the country; 2) assigning more financial 

resources to it; 3) proposing regional educational contents; 4) designing and 

administering an educational evaluation system; and for 5) creating mechanisms for 

social participation in education. And fourth, it reshaped the political relations of the 

teachers’ union with the national government and the states, and opened the door for a 

higher level of social participation in education.

Although the educational reform of 1992 represented an ambitious 

decentralization effort, it left at the national level substantive educational responsibilities 

such as the formulation of educational laws and programs; the elaboration of textbooks

for basic education; the assigning of federal transfers to states for providing basic 

education; and the evaluation and supervision of the national educational system. In that 

respect, several authors have argued the Mexican reform is incomplete as a decentralizing 

project since it did not give autonomy to states for following their own educational 

policy, for designing the curricula and for having a much higher degree of financial 

independence from the central government (Ornelas, 1995; Santizo, 1997; Merino, 1999; 

Gómez Álvarez, 2000; Latapí and Ulloa, 2000).

Regardless of how incomplete or comprehensive the educational reform is in 

Mexico, it did change the institutional setting for providing basic education in the country 

with the argument of improving education. Fourteen years have passed after the signing 

of the ANMEB and it is still unclear what the results of the reform have been since there 

are few studies assessing the effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of 
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basic education at the state level. The present research focuses in addressing whether the 

1992 educational reform improved or not basic education in Mexico.

THE NATURE OF THE DISSERTATION

Little is known about the economic and educational consequences of 

decentralization (Winlkler 1989), and about how different forms of governance might 

affect educational practices (Carnoy and Hannaway, 1993). Literature on decentralization 

of education is growing rapidly but it is still primarily descriptive in nature. Attempts to 

assess the impacts of decentralization on educational outcomes have suffered from weak 

baseline data and poor research designs mainly resulting from inadequate data (Winkler 

and Gershberg, 2000). 

In addition, current research literature has not demonstrated a clear or well-

understood relationship between decentralization and higher levels of student 

achievement. This relationship has been difficult to test, in part because there are too 

many variables between the administrative apparatus of decentralization and student 

outcomes, like parental attitudes, peer group support, school culture of learning, teacher 

motivation and so forth, (Hanson, 1998). 

Works on Mexico are no exception and face the same situation. It is not clear if 

decentralization has any impact on student achievement or in educational coverage and 

efficiency. Although some case studies have described how decentralization of education 

has affected certain states in the country (Cabrero, 1999; Pardo, 2000), their results are 

not easily generalized and the emphasis of these works is not placed on educational 

outcomes, but on administrative processes. In most of these studies the selection of the 

cases has not arisen from a statistical analysis of the relation between decentralization 

and improvements in service delivery because almost nothing is known about the effect 

of decentralization on educational outcomes in Mexico, there are no answers explaining 
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what the impact of decentralization has been at the national and at the state level and 

what underpins those results.11

The argument behind this work is that even if it is not possible to tease-out 

adequately a direct relationship between decentralization of public education and the 

changing quality of education, it should be possible to test if there is a relationship 

between decentralization and results in education with respect to efficiency and coverage 

in service provision. The work is heavily based on the idea that educational results related 

to student achievement and learning aspects of quality  are mainly determined by 

school-level and classroom-level variables, and that those educational outcomes related 

to coverage and efficiency aspects of quantityaspects of quantity are mainly explained by institutional 

designs.

The study also departs from the assumption that decentralization results are not 

“black or white”. The discussion on decentralization of education must be based on the 

recognition that not everything will improve and not everything will become worse after 

a reform of this type. Under this logic, the educational system is understood as a 

concurrent bargain of responsibility sharing between levels of government and 

educational actors such that results of decentralization are not attributable to any specific 

level of government or individuals by their own, but to the whole set of actors and 

variables enhancing or limiting the potentialities of the reform.

Thus, looking beyond the reasons that made Mexico decentralize the provision of 

basic education, the Mexican case is relevant for analysis because the educational 

reforms of 1992 have abruptly modified the inter and intra governmental relations in the 

country and opened the possibility for the nation to have a higher degree of citizen 

11 The only official document assessing the effect of decentralization on educational outcomes is the study 
coordinated by Barba (2000), but its methodology is questionable since it estimates the effect of the reform 
by comparing educational outcomes before and after 1992 without controlling for any factor that could be 
influencing the results.
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participation in education by moving decision-making to lower levels of government. As 

any decentralizing policy, the reform in Mexico brought the promise of strengthening 

subnational governments and of improving the coverage and efficiency of basic 

education by increasing the degree of accountability of educational actors and by 

fostering innovation at the local level. This study seeks to determine the extent to which 

that has occurred since 1992.

In developing the research it was important to recognize that educational 

outcomes change slowly in response to any intervention, and especially when the 

intervention is a decentralization reform. However, we now have more than 10 years 

since the new decentralized scheme started to operate in Mexico, and it is possible to start 

assessing how educational results look now compared with those of the previous 

centralized regime. 

Research questions

The study was built around research questions that were classified according to 

their relevance in the development of the work. The primary research questions the 

dissertation tries to answer are:

1. Has decentralization brought significant changes in the efficiency and coverage 

of public basic education in Mexico? 

2. Does decentralization account for differences in educational outcomes in the 

states after 1992 and if so, what type of impact on efficiency and coverage is 

perceived in each state as a result of decentralization?

3. Are some states performing better than others because of decentralization and 

what explains these differences?
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4. Are states benefiting from the appearance of new actors in the educational 

realm, and specifically, what has been the role of the teachers union in the 

states?

In order to address these questions the study develops a comprehensive 

quantitative analysis based on multivariate techniques complemented by a single case 

study in which qualitative methods are employed. The case of study shows what a 

“successful” state is doing in administrative terms to deliver education to the people and 

explores if this state developed processes of innovation in its educational system after the 

reform; if it is moving education to the municipal level; if it has high levels of citizen 

participation in basic education; and if it is taking initiatives to increase the skill of its 

teachers or taking advantage of the modern technology. The combination of both 

quantitative and qualitative research approaches and techniques give this study a 

comprehensive perspective of the phenomenon under study. 

Finally, in a second level of inquiry, the dissertation tries to explore if positive 

experiences and results of decentralization in Mexico are fostering more decentralized 

settings. In other words, if there are educational tasks that appear to be suitable of being 

performed by municipal governments or even the schools themselves, and if state 

governments are promoting the moving of these tasks to levels of government much 

closer to the people. 

Hypotheses and Methodology

The principal hypotheses addressed are: 

1. Decentralization has had a significant positive effect on the efficiency and 

coverage of basic education in Mexico considering the country as a whole.

2. Decentralization has affected similarly the efficiency and coverage of basic 

education in states.
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3. The effect of decentralization on educational outcomes has been influenced by

the presence or absence of a state educational system before the reform; by the federal 

government’s compensatory intervention; and by the social capital present in the different 

regions of the country. 

4. The state administrative actions following the reform, the level of social 

participation in education, and the teachers’ union degree of cooperation with local 

authorities influence decentralization effects at the state level.

To develop the research it was necessary to divide it in two stages. First, 

hypotheses 1 and 2 were addressed using a variety of statistical tools to evaluate the 

effect of decentralization on public education in Mexico. The aim of this part of the 

research was to identify if decentralization is a variable statistically significant for

explaining educative outcomes in the country and if the magnitude and direction of its 

effect is different among states. This analysis yielded three possible outcomes for each 

state with respect to efficiency and coverage of public education: a) decentralization has 

had a positive impact; b) a negative impact; or c) no apparent impact at all. These results 

were disaggregated by level of instruction (primary and secondary schooling), and by 

type of educational indicator (those measuring efficiency and those on coverage). With 

these outcomes, I created a scale of categories on the impact of decentralization on 

efficiency and coverage of basic education to determine the “winners” and “losers” of the 

reform.

Also in this first stage of the research I addressed hypothesis 3 using a 

combination of quantitative methods. First, I introduced a distinction between those states 

that had an own system of education before decentralization and those in which only the 

central government was providing basic instruction to assess if decentralization results 

are different among these two groups. Then, I evaluated whether the outcomes of 
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decentralization at the state level are explained by a direct intervention of the central 

government through compensatory programs. Finally, I created four regional indexes for 

measuring social capital to explore if there is correlation among this variable and the 

results of decentralization.

The second part of the research addresses hypothesis 4 by developing a case of 

study using qualitative techniques of research. The case study was aimed to identify what

explains decentralization results in a more disaggregated way by focusing more on the 

local aspects and dynamics of the reform. The selection of the case study arose directly 

from the statistical exercise developed in part one of the research that identified the state 

with the highest level of positive decentralization results in the country. This state was 

selected because I wanted to understand its actions or public policies that were making 

decentralization successful, in order to derive possible “best practices” for providing 

basic education under a decentralized regimen. 

Significance of the dissertation

As mentioned, there is a lack of work testing the relationship between 

decentralization and coverage and efficiency in service provision. Specifically, for the 

case of Mexico, there is an absence of statistical studies assessing the effects of 

decentralization on basic education and very few evaluation or impact studies of the 

Mexican educational reform of 1992. As a consequence, the conclusions emerging from 

this work may contribute to our understanding of the effects of decentralization policies 

in the country.

Besides that, the present dissertation may add new insights to the school-

effectiveness discussion. As known, the main objective of school-effectiveness studies is 

to relate inputs and processes to student achievement (Lastra, 2001). These works have 

shown that the variables playing a relevant role in educational outcomes fall within four 
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groups: family background and student characteristics, school factors, classroom factors 

and out-of-school factors. Nevertheless, regardless of the recognition that out-of-school 

factors affect educational outcomes, school-effectiveness studies have paid little attention 

to them. 

For the case of Latin America, although several studies continuously stress the 

role of the state and of the education authorities as a strong determinant of academic 

achievement and educational results (Muñoz Izquierdo et al. 1995; Rockwell, 1995; 

Guevara and Niebla, 1997; Latapí, 1997; Grindle, 2004), very few research projects have 

really focused on institutional settings to explain student achievement and even less have 

empirically tested the relation between different institutional frameworks and educational 

coverage and efficiency outcomes. The results arising from the present study may help to 

fill this gap in the school-effectiveness studies in Latin America.

Finally, the present dissertation also offers new contributions to studies about 

federalism in Mexico, and gives new insights on the impacts that may be expected from 

decentralization of education, health or social security to states and municipalities. The 

dissertation is also useful to reflect on how far it remains necessary to continue to 

decentralize certain public and social services down to the municipal level or to the sub-

municipal level.12 In sum, the importance of this work relies on its potential contributions 

to the analysis of decentralization policies, to the school-effectiveness discussion and to 

the study of federalism in Mexico.

OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION

The dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter two offers a full literature 

review of the main writings on decentralization that deal with the different approaches 

12 For example, in USA there are independent school districts that provide education which are considered 
a sub-municipal level.
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that have been proposed to analyze it, the key debates around the issue, the emergence of 

it as a policy and the recent experiences of decentralization in Latin America and 

especially in Mexico. Chapter three presents an estimation of the impact of 

decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in Mexico both at the 

national and at the state level using the “input-output” or educational production function 

framework discussed in the effective schools literature. In this chapter Mexican states are 

classified according to the effect of decentralization on efficiency and coverage of basic 

education and a comparison of the relative impact of the reform in each of them is 

presented.

Chapter four explores what variables might be explaining the observed 

differentiated impact of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in 

Mexico at the state level. In particular the analysis is centered in three factors involved in 

the process of decentralization: the presence or absence of a previous state system of 

education before the reform, the role of the central government in education through 

compensatory programs and the degree of social capital at the regional level.

Chapter five presents a case study experiences of a state after decentralization 

focused particularly on three aspects of the reform that appear to be relevant for 

determining results at the subnational level: 1) the ease or difficulty of state governments 

to innovate and improve organizational processes after reforms; 2) the increase or 

decrease of social participation in education after the reorganization of service provision; 

and 3) the role of the union of teachers at the state level as obstructing or enhancing the 

opportunities of decentralization to improve education. Finally, chapter six brings 

together all the analyses developed in this study to offer several concluding remarks and 

discuss some policy implications of it, as well as to comment on the possible avenues to 

explore in future research.
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Chapter 2: Decentralization and decentralization of education

INTRODUCTION

During the last decades the world has witnessed an increasing number of efforts 

to decentralize government and public decision-making. Nowadays, the transferring of 

entitlements, responsibilities and resources from the center to the subnational and local 

levels is becoming a new paradigm for development and a mechanism to strengthen 

democracy. Under the logic of decentralization both local government and citizen 

participation in public affairs are being redefined as accountability, transparency and 

efficiency are placed as the targets of any institutional reform.

To understand and study any experience of decentralization it is important to 

recognize that this phenomenon can be analyzed and disaggregated from several 

perspectives that place different emphasis on the process and its elements. Besides, the 

concept of decentralization is too broad as to mean the same in all contexts.

This chapter has the objective of offering a thorough literature review of the main 

writings on decentralization that deal with the different approaches that has been 

proposed to analyze it, the key debates around the issue, the emergence of it as a policy 

and the recent experiences of decentralization in Latin America and especially in Mexico.

DECENTRALIZATION

Decentralization is a theme that has been thoroughly analyzed by many authors 

from a variety of perspectives. One of the most interesting approaches to understand the 

phenomenon was proposed by Ludquist (1972), who developed a framework in which the 

process of decentralization is studied from the point of view of the political decision 

maker. In this model, decentralization has some means that directly affect some 



28

conditions trying to achieve some predetermined goals, but the emphasis is placed on 

what variables are involved in the means of decentralization and what goals the decision 

maker can achieve with the use of those variables. The means consists of transfer 

variables that would include the degree of centralization (either concentration or 

deconcentration) and decentralization, while the goals consists of basic social values that 

are presumed to be expressed very generally. In the model, more operationalized goals 

that represent the immediately desired outcomes a particular means are called conditions. 

Other authors depart from a different perspective to study decentralization. Many 

of them claim that for analyzing and materializing the potential of decentralization, the 

important elements to look at are the functions that governments can and should 

decentralize, the capacity of local organizations and administrative units to assume larger 

roles in development planning and management, and the obstacles to implementing 

decentralization policies and programs, (Cohe, 1981; Rondinelli, Nellis, and Cheema, 

1984).

Authors like Ashford (1976) argue that all local policies are affected by most of

the actions emanating from the center among which it is possible to mention national 

politics, the level of public spending by central government, the priorities established by 

central government, the organization of national agencies, and so forth. Under this point 

of view, autonomy is a limited concept precisely because adjustments among the subunits 

of government in modern times almost never occur in the realm of policy without central 

control of some sort. Every modern nation then is “centralized”. The important questions 

include how much, how such a degree of centralization is diminished or enhanced over 

time, and how changes are distributed among subunits.

It is now widely recognized that decentralization involves the transfer of planning, 

decision-making, or administrative authority from the central government to its field 
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organizations, local administrative units, semi-autonomous and parastatal organizations, 

local governments, or nongovernmental organizations. Different forms of 

decentralization can be distinguished primarily by the extent to which authority to plan, 

decide, and manage is transferred from the central government to other organizations and 

by the amount of autonomy the “decentralized organizations” achieved in carrying out 

their tasks. In any case, it very important to recognize decentralization not only implies 

the transfer and sharing of powers among different levels of government (vertical 

dimension) but among branches of government (horizontal dimension), (Rodríguez, 

1997). The latter is especially important in countries where one branch of government 

predominates over the others.

Rondinelli (1978; 1981; 1984; 1989) has extensively discussed the “classic” four 

major forms of decentralization. These are deconcentration, delegation, devolution and 

transfers of functions from public to nongovernmental institutions. Deconcentration 

involves the redistribution of administrative responsibilities only within the central 

government. There could be some transfer of decision-making discretion under certain 

forms of deconcentration, but in none of them it transfers authority to plan, decide, or 

manage to individuals or organizations that are outside of the structure of the central 

government.

Delegation is the transfer of decision-making and management authority for 

specific functions to organizations that are not under the direct control of central 

government ministries. Often, the organizations to which development functions are 

delegated have semi-independent authority to perform their responsibilities and may not 

even be located within the regular government structure. Delegation implies the transfer 

or creation of broad authority to plan and implement decisions concerning specific 

activities to an organization that is technically and administratively capable of carrying 
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them out without direct supervision by a higher administrative unit. However, ultimate 

responsibility remains with the sovereign authority.  

Devolution occurs when the central government relinquishes certain functions or 

creates new units of government that are outside of its direct control. Local units of 

government are autonomous and independent, clearly perceived as separated levels of 

government over which central authorities exercise little or no direct control. Last, the 

transfer of some planning and administrative responsibility, or of some public functions, 

from government to voluntary, private or non-government institutions is another form 

through which decentralization takes place.

Each of these forms of decentralization has different implications for the 

organizational structure, the degree of power or authority to be transferred, the amount of 

citizen participation involved, preconditions for successful implementation and 

advantages and disadvantages for different groups within the society. But these forms are 

not mutually exclusive. Certainty, all governments use some combination of these forms 

of decentralized planning, decision-making and administration.

KEY DEBATES IN DECENTRALIZATION LITERATURE

Critics of decentralization emphasize their skepticism on the promises of 

decentralization and generally argue that the central government has still too much to do 

in less developed regions, especially when principles of equity and capacity are 

considered. Decentralization advocates argue subnational and local governments are in a 

better position to develop tasks that in nature require a closer presence of the authority. 

The debate continues and has been centered on two issues, one with respect to the 

political nature of decentralization, and the other with respect to the trade-off between 

centralizing (or recentralizing) and decentralizing.
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Does decentralization make a difference?

Several arguments make decentralization attractive. Some theorists have 

identified that most decentralization initiatives in Latin America embrace two 

fundamental propositions. First, decentralization can strengthen democratic participation 

in government, since it serves as a tool that can help to expand the participation of 

ordinary citizens in local governance (Peterson, 2000). Decentralization can open spaces 

for the citizens to take part in setting priorities for municipal budgets, to hold public 

officials accountable for their performance while in office, and to collaborate with 

municipal authorities in delivering services through neighborhood groups or other 

organizations.  With these means, decentralization provides the individual citizen and 

local groups with more points of access, pressure, and control in their dealings with the 

political system and makes government more responsible to the people (Rousseau and 

Zariski, 1987).

Second, decentralization can improve the quality and coverage of local public 

services through the efficiency of incorporating local citizen’s demands into expenditure 

decisions. Local residents are better positioned than anyone else to determine their own 

priorities for government services and local public works (Peterson, 2000).  In addition, 

decentralization is often defended on the ground that it recognizes and encourages 

diversity at the grass roots, situation that makes the administrative system more attuned to 

local customs and traditions, and consequently, more realistic in formulating and 

implementing decisions. Above all, local and regional governments in a decentralized 

system can experiment with new solutions to their problems, learn from each other’s 

diverse experiences, and eventually become spaces for political innovation and change.

Despite such claims, decentralization has seldom, if ever, lived up to expectations. 

Several studies from the World Bank have shown that the impact of decentralization will 
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depend greatly on the many factors related to design and on myriad individual political, 

fiscal, and administrative policies and institutions as well as their interaction within a 

given country (Litvack and Seddon, 1999). In most cases decentralization results are 

mixed and not very conclusive. For example, when evaluating the extent to which the 

spending decisions of municipal governments in Mexico tend to benefit poorer localities, 

in accordance with the compensatory goals of the decentralization policy, Moreno (2005) 

finds that the low levels of policy accountability and institutionalization characterizing 

municipal governance, the lack of effective intergovernmental oversight systems, and the 

absence of operational checks and balances at the local level, are important obstacles to 

make decentralization a more effective instrument for an improved municipal 

performance

Regardless of its modest success rate, however, government planners, donor 

institutions, and observers of the development process continue to promote 

decentralization. Part of the reason is that decentralization often serves as an instrument 

for achieving political objectives. Thus, even though programs are usually justified based 

on their potential for increasing administrative efficiency and effectiveness, they are 

frequently not assessed by their economic or administrative results, but rather by their 

political effects.

Under this logic, decentralization is not only an economic or administrative 

debate. There are powerful political reasons for maintaining central control and 

intervention. Many political leaders emphasize the primacy of the public sector, which 

provides positions in the civil service and parastatal institutions with which to reward 

political followers. Attempts to counter centralization are intensely political activities. 

They inevitably produce political consequences: they advance the interest of some groups 

in society over those of others, alter the patterns of resource allocation among regions and 
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localities, change the distribution of income and wealth, expand or contract the scope of 

political influence, and increase or restrict citizen’s access to policy makers and to 

decision-making processes. In addition, decentralization can serve as a legitimization tool 

for the national government, and whatever else its advantages may be, suggests itself 

from the point of view of the state as an attractive instrument conflict management, 

(Weiler, 1993).

Ultimately, decentralization is a political decision, and its implementation is a 

reflection of a country’s political process. This has a strong implication for policy-

making as Fiske (1996) has argued. According to him, Latin American governments have 

faced innumerable problems in designing and implementing programs for decentralizing 

development administration because they have lacked the basic and necessary consensus 

and support from pressure groups and main stakeholders.

Decentralization vs. Centralization (or recentralization)

Centralization and decentralization can be perceived as faces of the same reality. 

Both evolve and depend on history and ideological determinants at each point of time and 

they are always under a dynamic equilibrium (Rousseau and Zariski, 1987). It appears to 

be a dialectic relationship between centralization and decentralization. Every centralizing 

trend produces a countervailing force in the form of regional resistance, regional 

pressures exerted at the center, and so on. The center and the periphery are both internally 

divided, with some important forces at the center demanding decentralization and some 

important interests at the grass roots pressing for more central control.13

13 According to Rousseau and Zariski (1987) forces favoring centralization and decentralization include 
certain traditions of legal, cultural, or institutional character; central officials and the agencies they serve;  
national, regional, local or functional vested interests; reformist policy commitments of the government of 
the day; and associational interests groups and political parties.
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Historically, centralization has tended to be both the norm and the ideal that 

pervades concepts of political, economic and administrative organization in the Third 

World. In most countries that were formerly colonies, centralized political and 

administrative institutions were a direct legacy of the colonial rulers, and until recently 

these systems were largely left untouched, or were further centralized, (Rondinelli, Nellis 

and Cheema, 1984; Morris, 1992). In the case of Latin America the administrative 

apparatus developed before the institutions of political representation. Therefore, elites 

used their power to “capture” the agency more relevant to their interests creating highly 

centralized bureaucracies, even though several countries have federal structures, 

(Lowder, 1992).14

The argument supporting central planning in most developing countries in the 

1950s, especially in Latin America, understood centralization as a means of providing 

rational and coherent policies for using scarce resources effectively to promote rapid 

growth in industrial output. Central planning and administration were considered 

necessary to guide and control the economy and to integrate and unify nations that were 

emerging from long periods of colonial rule.

Recently, centralization has also been defended on the grounds that the increasing 

empowerment of subnational governments entails a risk of slowing the recovery of 

certain regions within a country after an economic crisis (Hiskey, 2005). This argument 

suggests that the particular political characteristics at the state level such as the 

effectiveness of subnational institutions in promoting a stable, predictable, peaceful 

political environment determine the states’ prospects for recuperating from economic 

slowdowns. In the presence of defective, non-democratic subnational political institutions 

14 Following the same logic, in the nature of their origins, frontier regions have long been peripheral to the 
economic and social life of most Latin American states, Fox (1983). In recent years, however, the opening 
up of supranational economies to international forces has helped give added value to these places fostering 
decentralization of economic, political and administrative activities in the benefit of these zones.
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at the state level, decentralization might enhance the inequality in the country since it will 

take away decision-making power to the national government that might be in a better 

position to ameliorate the social consequences of economic crisis.

In contrast, advocates of decentralization nowadays support it as a way to 

strengthen state or municipal administration. Their argument is that the flexibility gained 

by the local levels of government for designing, managing and implementing public 

policies gives enough space for innovation and for the development of new and better 

practices in government. According to this argument, the closer the authorities are to 

people’s needs, the better identification of them and the faster responses to them, (Morris 

and Lowder, 1992). It appears now that decentralization has to some extent acquired the 

halo of efficiency that was once attributed to the central government alone.

It was Rondinelli (1978) who offered a whole argumentation in support of 

decentralization. According to him there a decentralized system much more attractive and 

beneficial than a centralized one because: 1) decentralization can be a means of 

overcoming the severe limitations of centrally controlled national planning by delegating 

greater autonomy to officials who are working in the field, closer to the problems; 2) 

decentralization can simplify procedures characteristic of central planning and 

management resulting from the over-concentration of power, authority, and resources at 

the center of the government in the national capital; 3) decentralization can allow better 

political and administrative “penetration” of national government policies into areas 

remote from the national capital, where central government plans are often unknown or 

ignored by the rural people or are undermined by local elites; 4) decentralization might 

allow greater representation for various political, religious, ethnic, and tribal groups in 

development decision making that could lead to greater equity in the allocation of 

government resources and investments; 5) efficiency could be increased through 
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decentralization by relieving top management officials of routine tasks that could be more 

effectively performed by field staff or local officials; 6) better coordination among levels 

of governments can be promoted by decentralization; 7) decentralization might offset the 

influence or control over development activities by entrenched local elites; 8) 

decentralization can increase political stability and national unity by giving groups in 

different sections of the country the ability to participate more directly in development

decision making, therefore increasing their “stake” in maintaining the political system; 

and 9) decentralization can reduce costs by increasing the number of public goods and 

services more efficiently and by reducing diseconomies of scale.

However, critics of decentralization still argue that centralization is supposed to 

bring about a more egalitarian distribution of goods and services because in a 

decentralized system, economically weaker regions will be unable or unwilling to 

dispense the same quantity and quality of social services as the more prosperous regions, 

(Oates, 1972). Besides that, decentralization has been criticized because it is argued it can 

promote the growth of disparities between local governments in terms of services 

provided, since some local governments have a greater ability to finance these services 

than others. The opponents of decentralization suggest such disparities can become very 

large where many services are provided by local authorities from resources they raise 

within their own jurisdiction, as local authorities in high income districts or 

municipalities have a much larger revenue base and capacity to pay among their 

populations than local authorities in low income districts. One of the important 

challenges to decentralization is to ensure that lower-income areas and households 

receive basic infrastructure and services.

In this sense, even the strongest advocates of decentralization recognize that it is 

not a panacea for the social and economic ills of the poor and that it will not alone change 
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political and social relationships that have obstructed greater participation in development 

planning and administration in the past. It is important to note that effective

decentralization does not end with a one-time transfer of revenues and responsibilities 

achieved by constitutional amendment or new legislation. It requires a continual work 

through time to create new institutions and to modify them in the light of experience, 

(Peterson, 2000).

The current debate is slowly moving towards the idea of “recentralizing”. The 

argument is that if the central policy question is not whether to centralize or decentralize 

authority, but rather what should be loosely controlled from any given level of 

government and what should be tightly controlled, then decentralized activities that 

appear to be better addressed by the national government must be recentralized. As

Elmore (1993) has described, in the practical world of political and administrative 

decisions, no absolute values attach to centralization or decentralization; there are only 

relative values. In the world of political rhetoric, however, centralization and 

decentralization are often treated as issues of absolute value.

Lessons from Latin America decentralization reform suggest that central 

governments might do well to set performance standards by which local governments can 

demonstrate graduation before assigning increased level of responsibility (Campbell, 

2003), but this idea of gradually transferring decision-making power to lower levels of 

government as they achieve certain capacities has not temperate the debate centralization-

decentralization.

Apparently, there is an inherent contradiction that makes the pendulum of 

institutional reforms to swing from centralizing-decentralizing-recentralizing. This 

contradiction is reflected on the fact that under decentralized regimes it crucial to 

strengthen local governments but as decentralization moves down, there is a need for 
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establishing from the center certain restraints to build in discipline and guarantee the 

concurrence and partnership of the local and the national governments. In other words, in 

many respects, the expected improvement of local government requires both greater 

autonomy for states and municipalities but also a strengthened performance of some 

central functions or the recentralization of substantive governmental areas such as 

redistributive policies or national evaluations of service provision for guaranteeing basic 

standards (Gershberg and Jacobs, 1998).

Finally, for some scholars decentralization in Latin America has generated its own 

backlash. The increase of national revenue transfers to lower levels of government in the 

absence of increases in subnational expenditure responsibilities, have led the national 

governments to contemplate re-centralization as a means for stabilizing the economy and 

guaranteeing certain economic reforms (Eaton and Dickovick, 2004). It appears that the 

success of economic stabilization in Latin America has favored the appearance of re-

centralization policies.

THE EMERGENCE OF DECENTRALIZATION POLICIES

It is not surprising that local governance emerged as a key issue with the 

elaboration and implementation of decentralization polices in many countries. According 

to the United Nations Center for Human Settlements (1996), the introduction or return to 

democratic principles of government in many countries during the 1980s and early 

1990’s, the increased importance of citizen and community pressure —including urban 

social movements— combined with the growth worldwide of an environmental 

movement, have helped to place a greater emphasis on local control and involvement in 

decision making.

The transferring of decision-making authority from the center to the periphery 

grew of a concern during the 1980s about the inability of many governments to deliver 
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development programs to their people at the local level. The challenge was to improve 

institutional capacity while enhancing regional development. Given the state of affairs, 

local governments appeared as an actor that could play a greater role if they had more 

autonomy and if they were given more regular and independents sources of revenue. In 

urban settlements, that would occur through the provision of services as central places of 

distribution; in rural areas, with providing local services through community 

participation. Decentralization became part of the research agenda as well as part of 

national policies. 

Cheema and Rondinelli (1983) argue that the increasing interest in 

decentralization authority for planning and administration emerged in developing 

countries for three main reasons: first, from the disillusionment with the results of highly 

centralized planning and control during the 1950s and 1960s; second, from the growth-

with-equity policies of the 1970s; and third, from the increasing difficulty to plan and 

administer all development activities effectively and efficiently from the center during 

the 1980s.

Another explanation of the emergence and expansion of decentralization in the 

world see the process occurring first in many parts of the nation-states of Europe as a 

response to a stronger regional voice. The internationalization and inter-regionalization of 

industry had allowed the largest firms to set up branch plants in outer peripheral regions, 

leaving only head offices or research and development units in the home cities, fostering 

the strengthening of the local level (Morris and Lowder, 1992). According to this 

argument in those countries where there has been a gradual move away from 

manufacturing industry as the dominant employer generator of wealth toward service 

activities of various kinds, the potential for decentralization is greater because there are 

no strong needs for a central location.
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Other authors like Fox (1983) see the remarkable return to democracy in most of 

Latin America during the 1980s as playing a relevant part in encouraging 

decentralization. This argument states that in the 1980s autocratic regimes with a vested 

interest in tight central control were replaced by elected governments. The power of 

oligarchies accustomed to ruling from the center was reduced and the regions were given 

a larger voice in the affairs of the state; the regions have since made increasing demands 

for a more equable distribution of the benefits of citizenship.

A similar argument is developed by Campbell (2003) that argues decentralization 

and democratization emerged in the last decades in Latin America as revolutionary trends 

that filled a need for systemic reform in the region. The transfer of decision-making and 

spending power from central to local governments was the consequence of large-scale 

shifts in demographics and urban development that were taking place for decades and 

that made state-led development in Latin America to become increasingly nonviable in 

economic, financial and political terms; but it was as well  the consequence of the impact 

of the debt, the influence of Spain’s return to democracy, and the stirring messages of 

Pope John Paul II on individual freedom and responsibility. 

Finally, it has been argued the emergence of decentralization policies has been 

fostered by globalization because faster and cheaper international communication has 

allowed local events and tendencies to be known internationally such that citizens around 

the world can share their experiences about their governments (Campbell and Fuhr, 

2004). Under a “global” world, decisionmakers had new incentives and alternatives to 

make use of international regional experiences for improving local government and 

decentralization has been one of the most widespread reforms worldwide.
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DECENTRALIZATION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION

Decentralization policies have appeared especially and with more emphasis in the 

educational arena. Three broad categories group the rationale for educational 

decentralization: educational finance, efficiency and effectiveness, and redistribution of 

political power, Winkler (1994). The educational finance category departs from the idea 

that central governments now find themselves facing severe fiscal constraints to 

continued expansion of educational opportunities. Hence, shifting part of the burden of 

primary and secondary education to subnational units of government, to community and 

voluntary organizations, and to parents has become an increasingly attractive alternative.

Efficiency arguments typically focus on the high costs of primary and secondary 

education provided by the central government, and claim that it is more efficient to move 

decision-making to lower levels that are closer to real needs and that can easily identify 

mechanism for reducing costs and improving outcomes. Decentralized decision-making 

will give local voter-consumers greater voice in the service they receive. The more local 

the decision, the greater the consumer voice will be and the greater the accountability of 

the school for its performance.15 In sum, efficiency reasons supporting educational 

decentralizing assume that accountability is a function of the degree of decision-making 

at the local level. In the extreme, there can be no accountability at the local or school 

level in the absence of devolution of authority to make pedagogic and resource-allocation 

decisions at this level, (Florestal and Cooper, 1997; Winkler and Gershberg, 2000). 

15 The match between consumer-citizen preferences and public service provision is often studied under the 
rubric “public choice”, which is the application of market principles to the provision of government 
services. This match is presumed to be better if the consumer-citizen has choices. That is, if the consumer-
citizen has the ability to elect local education leaders, decide how much to pay, and has the freedom to 
move to another jurisdiction. Public choice is the economic argument for citizen participation in 
educational decision-making (Winkler and Gershberg , 2000).
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Finally, if not officially stated, decentralization in education has been effectively 

used as a means for redistributing political power. The expectation is that characteristics 

of high-performing schools, named leadership, a focus on learning results and committed 

teachers are higher where there is more citizen participation and where decision-making 

power is shared among different stakeholders. The redistribution of political power in the 

educational arena aims to weaken the influence of strong interest groups such as teachers’ 

unions, by enhancing the participation of other groups such as parents and public officials 

at the local level. Nevertheless, this latter argument assumes democracy works well and 

that local elites will not capture decision-making.

Arguments favoring the centralization (or the recentralization) of educational 

activities are also in place. The principal rationale advanced for centralizing education is 

the need for standardization: curricula, qualifications, and examinations need to be 

reasonably similar across the national or subnational unit, so as to facilitate mobility, the 

exchange of personnel, the mutual recognition of diplomas across different regions, and 

so on, (Weiler, 1993).

In education it is even clearer why the debate is not presented in absolute terms on 

whether centralize or decentralize, but in terms to identify what activities are more 

suitable for being handled by a particular level of government and what others should 

remain at the national level. In this respect, Carnoy and Hannaway (1993) are very clear

when they affirm decentralization reforms are unlikely to be the solution to education 

problems because simple solutions seldom solve complex problems. If similar reforms 

did not solve the problems of the past, current decentralization reforms are unlikely alone 

to solve the problems of today, and they certainly will not solve the problems of the poor, 

they argue. Nevertheless, they concede that decentralization reforms —accompanied by 
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higher performance demands, more directed technical demands and clearer accountability 

systems— may make important contributions to improving educational performance.

Decentralization of education in Latin America

Latin America is particularly a region where in the last decade there has been a 

rapid increase in the number of countries implementing significant educational 

decentralization reforms. Nevertheless, these reforms did not face a favorable political 

environment to occur since in most countries those groups opposing to them were highly 

organized and politically important, while those who might benefit from them were 

generally unorganized, dispersed, and politically quiescent (Grindle, 2004). Despite the 

political difficulties for decentralizing education, in the 1990s Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 

Mexico, Nicaragua, Venezuela, Bolivia, Costa Rica, among several other countries,

introduced educational reforms aiming to increase the quality of education by addressing 

the problem of poor management and inefficient use of resources through the reallocation 

of responsibilities to states, municipalities, school directors, or local school boards. 

Winkler and Gershberg (2000) developed a thorough study comparing some of 

these country experiences and found that most of the decentralization reforms in 

education in Latina America were aimed at reducing the central bureaucracy and 

transferring educational management to local governments. In Argentina, primary and 

secondary education and the normal schools were transferred from the central 

government to the provincial governments and now most decision-making authority 

remains concentrated in the provincial education ministries.

Brazil, with a long tradition of decentralized education mostly at the state 

government level, favored in 1988 the central role of states in secondary education and 

gave the municipalities the pre-eminent role in financing and delivering primary and 

preschool education. It is interesting that some states like Mina Gerais are moving 
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decentralization forward by transferring significant decision-making authority to the 

schools.

Chile began its educational decentralization in 1981 with the transfer of decision-

making authority to municipalities and to nonprofit schools. Nowadays the reform 

continues with the central government exercising stronger pedagogic leadership and 

working directly with the schools to produce school-level improvements. Several other 

countries in the region have also adopted education decentralization policies during the 

1990s. Colombia decentralized primary and secondary education to departments (regional 

governments) and municipalities, and Bolivia is slowly moving towards it.

While the reasons for the decentralization of educational systems in Latin 

America are often political or fiscal in nature, from an educational perspective there is the 

expectation that decentralization will improve schooling outcomes. As the study 

developed by Winkler and Gershberg (2000) shows, even conceding that decentralization 

does not affect directly in-classroom processes, it does indirectly affect the variables that 

proved to be related to high-performing schools: leadership, skilled and committed 

teachers, accountability and focus on learning results.

But once more, evidence is mixed. Experiences in Latin America also suggest that 

decentralization of education not accompanied by technical and fiscal support from the 

central government can decrease the quality of education, especially for the poor. In 

Brazil, decentralization has increased overall access (enrollments) but has done little to 

reverse persistent regional inequities in access to schooling, per capita expenditures, and 

quality. Chile’s experience also suggests that decentralization by itself, does not remove 

inequalities between localities of varying incomes, and quality in poorer communities 

continues to lag. Therefore, not only Chile, but Argentina as well is studying now the 

necessity of strengthening the role of the central government in evaluation, supervision 
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and development of targeted programs to favor local schools and authorities in greater 

disadvantage, (Carnoy and De Moura, 2000).

The lessons emanating from Latin America are that decentralization reforms 

without emphasis on increasing the school performance and resources for education will 

not per se boost the quality of schools. Decentralization oriented to improve educational 

results must include processes that match decision-making with the necessities of parents, 

giving more autonomy to local authorities in educational matters, and more control over 

study plans and pedagogical methods to local communities, teachers and school 

authorities. Particularly, decentralization to subregional governments may yield some 

educational benefits by allowing greater innovation and greater flexibility, but these types 

of reforms have not yet been proved.

DECENTRALIZATION IN MEXICO

Mexico is a federal state with a government structured in three branches: 

executive, legislative and judicial. Even the Constitution includes several checks and 

balances to authority. Paradoxically, for the most part of its modern history, the country 

has been characterized as a highly centralized state where the president has concentrated 

most of the power through the existence of a hegemonic and corporativist party, 

(Rowland, 2001). The preeminence of the Executive over the other branches of 

government not only supported the control of the political system in a single entity, but it 

also strengthened the role of the federal government relative to the states. Subnational 

and local governments in Mexico traditionally have had a subordinate role in Mexico.

An argument offered for explaining the appearance of decentralization policies in 

Mexico in the last decades of the twentieth century appeals to the crisis of legitimation 

the Mexican government faced during the 80s and 90s. Decentralization policies of both 

de la Madrid (1982-1988) and Salinas (1988-1994) pursued the general premise that, by 
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strengthening government and the ruling party (PRI) at the lower levels, the stability of 

the Mexican political system could be preserved in the light of the political and economic 

crisis that began to unfold in the 1980s, (Rodríguez, 1997).

The process of democratization that Mexico has been experiencing during the last 

25 years also explains decentralization policies. Several political reforms introduced 

during the governments of De la Madrid, Salinas and Zedillo (1994-2000) promoted 

political liberalization, a growing pluralism and a greater civic involvement in the public 

sphere. These reforms opened up the political landscape in terms of alternative styles of 

governance, policy agendas, recruitment of officials, government-civic relations, and, 

above all, in terms of intergovernmental and intragovernmental relations. Horizontal 

decentralization started to reflect on the strengthening of Mexican Congress relative to 

the president, and vertical decentralization, in the words of Rodríguez (1997), “brought 

the states back in”.

This latter argument is also developed by Flamand (2004) who argues that the

emergence of a vertically divided government (or the increase in party competition at the 

subnational level) in Mexico was an important determinant for the decentralization of 

decision-making in the country. When political power at different levels of Mexican

federation was shared by more one political party, the inherent motivation of subnational 

executives to have a greater degree of autonomy from the center was strengthened, and 

claims for decentralization spread out throughout the country.

More explanations to the emergence of decentralization policies in Mexico can 

be found by looking at different policy realms.  For example, when analyzing the case of 

education, Ornelas (2000) suggests three reasons accounting for decentralization: the 

federalist hypothesis, the decentralization of conflict hypothesis and the dependency and 

international influence argument. The first hypothesis considers the reemergence of the 
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federalist ideology in the early 1980s. This refers to the aims of the dominant political 

party (PRI) to recover the original spirit of the Constitution with claims that the 

decentralization of education and national life was a step forward in democratizing 

Mexican political and social institutions. 

The second explanation focuses on a political strategy. The increasing complexity 

of the concentration of power in the teacher’s union central agency caused several 

conflicts in the political domain. The motive behind the decentralization of education was 

the State’s attempts to cope with the growing dissidence among teachers by confining 

problems to specific localities and states. In the end, decentralization in Mexico has 

served to reduce the power of the teachers union by transferring salary negotiations from 

the central government to the state level, (Winkler, 1994). Finally, the influence argument 

suggests that Mexican government has agreed to pursue a policy of educational 

decentralization as a condition for acquiring additional loans, because it is consistent with 

the World Bank’s neo-liberal economic views.

Far beyond the reasons explaining decentralization in Mexico, what is clear is that 

it appeared in the Mexican political discourse since the mid-1970s with presidents Luis 

Echeverría (1970-1976) and José López Portillo (1976-1982). Nevertheless, most actions 

taken in these years were oriented to promote regional development and industrial 

decentralization with no clear results. It was not until the administration of Miguel de la 

Madrid that decentralization was taken more seriously and the role of subnational 

governments began to be emphasized, especially the position of the municipalities. In this 

period, the government took several actions to strengthen the Mexican Federalism. To 

reinvigorate the municipal sphere as the foundation of Mexican federal system article 115 

of the Constitution was amended and the Plan Nacional de Desarrollo (National 

Development Plan) officially declared decentralization as a priority in the central 
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government agenda. In addition, in February of 1983 the government launched the 

Convenios Únicos de Desarrollo (Development Agreements) as instruments for 

establishing compromises and actions of concurrent competence between the federal 

executive and the state governments (Cabrero, 1998).16 Finally, by 1984 all federal 

agencies developed a program to decentralize, deconcentrate and transfer responsibilities 

to lower levels of government under the Programa de Descentralización de la 

Administración Pública Federal (Federal Government Decentralization Program) and it 

was implemented in 1985 (Rodríguez, 1997).

One of the most important decentralization experiences in Mexico occurred in the 

health system. In Mexico, public health care services were offered mainly by three 

different entities. The Minister of Health assisted the general population; the Instituto 

Mexicano del Seguro Social (Mexican Social Security Institute, IMSS) took care of 

employed population; and the Instituto de Seguridad y Servicios Sociales para los 

Trabajadores del Estado (Institute of Security and Social Services for State Workers, 

ISSTE) assisted federal public workers. In 1983, De la Madrid reorganized the Ministry 

of Health and enacted the Ley General de Salud (General Health Law). This law served 

as a basis for a decree under which all health services of the Minister of Health would be

provided by subnational governments along with those health services previously 

provided in the states by IMSS through the Coordinación General del Plan Nacional de 

Zonas Deprimidas y Grupos Marginales (National Coordination of the Plan for 

Depressed Areas and Marginalized Groups, COPLAMAR).

Decentralization of health made some significant progress in its initial stages, but 

it is was not as successful as hoped. Aggregated data for the period 1985-1991 did not 

suggest important improvements in health indicators in the states. Most of results on 

16 These agreements mainly implied the strengthening of state finances.
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coverage remained equal than before decentralization, while other indicators (like the 

number of primer level health-care units per 1,000 inhabitants) even got worse. In general

the data for these years show great disparities among regions (Cardozo, 1998), so from 

this experience it is not possible to affirm decentralization represented a good means for 

increasing coverage and efficiency in the provision of public health services.

Decentralization of Public Education in Mexico

The most important decentralization policy in Mexico occurred in 1992 in the 

educational arena when the national government transferred several responsibilities for 

offering basic education to the subnational governments. Basic education in Mexico 

includes preschool (preescolar), primary (primaria) and secondary (secundaria) 

education. These three levels of education account for the majority of students enrolled in 

the educational system. Preschool education is oriented to children whose ages fluctuate 

between three and five years, it is imparted in three grades and is not obligatory nor is a 

prerequisite for primary education. Primary education is mandatory and is imparted to 

children whose age is between six to fourteen years under four modalities: general, 

bilingual-bicultural, community courses and education for the adults. Primary is a 

prerequisite for secondary education.

Secondary education is mandatory since 1993 and it is imparted in five

modalities: general, secondary for workers, secondary by television, technical secondary 

and secondary for adults. Secondary education is taught in three years to population 

mainly between 12 and 16 years old. Older people can study secondary under the 

technical or adult modality. Secondary is a prerequisite for higher studies.17

17 The main authority in the primary and secondary schools is the principal, who is responsible for the 
operation, organization and management of the school. In those primary schools that have a minimum of 
five teachers a Technical Board is integrated as a consulting organism for the school principal. In those 
schools with more than twelve groups, a representative of teachers is elected per each instructional level. 
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From 1920 through 1978, the Mexican educational system was highly centralized. 

The national government controlled either directly or indirectly the vast majority of 

financing, budgeting and service provision. Nearly 80% of all funds in the sector had a 

federal source centrally allocated by the Secretary of Education (SEP) in Mexico City out 

of federal general revenue funds appropriated by the Secretary of Finance (Gershberg, 

1993).  So centralized had the education system become by the 1970s, that offices in the 

Federal District in 1977 administered around 50,000 schools and more than 300,000 

teachers covering some 11 million pupils (Cabrero, 1999).

Up to the late 1970s SEP made most important educational decisions on school 

construction and infrastructure, teacher training and qualification, setting the entire 

curriculum, and setting of education goals and priorities within the states. However, 

legislation allowed states to establish their own educational systems in parallel or in 

addition to the system administered by the national government, but these structures were 

completely separated: state systems of education were funded by state revenues, with 

their own built schools and their own hired and paid teachers.

Part of the inertia at the bottom of the high degree of centralization of the 

Mexican educational system has been the political weight of the teacher’s union, the 

Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educación (Educational Workers’ National 

Union, SNTE). The SNTE is by far the greatest and the most influential union in Mexico. 

It grew under the protection of the corporativist spirit of Mexican politics of the twentieth 

century in such a way that at some point in time this union even included middle and 

lower-level personnel officials within the SEP itself. Any attempt to restructure public 

education in Mexico has found a hard opposition in the SNTE membership.

The Board meets at least once per month to analyze and make recommendations on study plans, teaching
practices, teacher formation and other matters. A similar organism is present in secondary schools.
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In particular, the teacher’s union position with respect to the decentralization 

project in education proposed by president De la Madrid was fundamental for limiting the 

success of the initiative. In 1978 the Mexican government initiated a deconcentration 

program which created 31 state-level delegations to handle educational affairs directly in 

the territory they were developing. The newly appointed officials, delegados, began to 

identify a pattern of teacher absenteeism as a key problem for education. Promptly, the 

teacher’s union SNTE and its rival, the Coordinadora Nacional de Trabajadores de la 

Educación (National Coordinator of Educational Workers, CNTE), sought to co-opt the 

positions of delegados, (Cabrero, 1999) and they succeeded. The appointed delegados

fell under the influence of the unions and in some cases they were active members of 

them. At the end, the proposed decentralization in education never fully materialized and 

it was finally cancelled once the SEP surrendered effective decision-making power to the 

SNTE. The national delegates effectively appropriated ownership of the process of 

decentralization, (Guevara Niebla, 1992).

During the presidency of Carlos Salinas de Gortari modernization became the 

dominant ideology and the strategy in policy formulation and implementation. With the 

execution of the Programa para la Modernización Educativa (Program for Educational 

Modernization), Salinas decided to initiate a federalization process in education that was 

materialized in 1992 when both the Mexican federal government and the states signed an 

agreement that gave the states the responsibility for offering basic education.18 One of the 

key factors that contributed to the establishing of the agreement was the necessity of 

SNTE to maintain control of the union through decentralizing the teacher’s union itself.

The Acuerdo Nacional para la Modernización de la Educación Básica (National 

Agreement for the Modernization of Basic Education, ANMEB) transferred to state 

18 The D.F. was excluded from the agreement and it is still centralized with respect to public education.
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governments the national resources —material, human and financial— to provide 

education at the basic level, and for the first time opened the possibility for the concurrent 

participation of municipalities in the provision of public education.19

The ANMEB objectives were, among others, to diminish the huge bureaucracy 

generated by the administration of education in a centralized way and to use more 

effectively and efficiently the material and human resources available for public 

education. In addition, it aimed to increase the wages of teachers and give them 

incentives to improve their performance; to solve the lack of basic resources for many 

schools; to harmonize the plans and programs of study; to reduce the severe difference 

between the regions in the country; and to increase the participation of parents in the 

educational system, (Solis 1993). The agreement embraced the first twelve years of 

formal education that a person receives in the country and transferred to states more than 

700 thousand workers, all the infrastructure and real state the central government had 

directed to education, and a huge portion of federal budget.20

One of the main implications of decentralization for state governments was the 

urgent necessity to adapt and reorganize their administrations either to incorporate the 

previously federal infrastructure into the existing state educative system or to create a 

new structure for their new responsibilities with respect to education. For those states that 

had a previously ongoing own educational system, it has been especially problematic to 

merge —or in the worst cases, to administer separately— the human component of the 

decentralization. Teachers that belonged to the previous national system are members of 

19 Municipal governments were entitled to edit books and teaching materials, offer library services, 
promote educational research and promote technological learning and research. In addition, they can 
develop concurrently with the states, many other activities of operational nature that were not part of their 
legal faculties before decentralization, (Gómez-Alvarez, 2000).
20 In the academic period 1992-1993, decentralization implied for the states offering educative services to 
more than 2 millions of children in the pre-scholar level, more than 9 millions in primary education, nearly 
2, 500 thousands of adolescents in secondary education and more than 75,000 students in the process to 
become teachers.
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a different SNTE section than teachers that belonged to the state system and given that 

after decentralization salary negotiations took place at the subnational level, the state

ministries of education had to negotiate the same working conditions with these two 

different groups that in many cases were rivals and did not agree between them.

Even considering the difficulties for redesigning the educational administrative 

processes at the state level, decentralization has generated positive dynamics.  Education 

has taken a more relevant place on the agenda of state governments and new actors such 

as non-unionized teachers, churches, and non-governmental organizations now 

participate more directly in shaping educational policies (Pardo, 1 999).

Nevertheless, there are important criticisms to the Mexican experience. Some 

authors have recognized that far from decentralizing, the national government 

concentrated even more the educational control through the reinforcement of substantive 

activities. The ANMEB decentralized to states operational and administrative tasks but at 

the same time recentralized key aspects of public education such as the evaluation and 

financing of education, strengthening in this way the central government role on the 

educational sector (Gómez-Alvarez, 2000). But even more important than that, it turned 

out that after decentralization the scope of state governments fiscal revenue did not 

correspond to the educational expenditures they are responsible for and consequently

states face now more pressures on their already fragile budget (Cabrero, 1999). A fiscal 

reform oriented to give the states more faculties for generating revenues did not follow 

decentralization and nowadays state and local authorities are highly dependent on federal 

transfers for providing the basic educational services.

CONCLUSIONS

The phenomenon of decentralization embraces several processes and dynamics 

which make it suitable to be studied under different approaches and using different 
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framework for its analysis. However, the main characteristic that defines decentralization 

is the transferring of decision-making authority from the center to lower levels of 

government or even to non-governmental organizations. Despite decentralization is being

a worldwide policy at the present time, there is still an ongoing debate about its 

achievements and failures. Decentralization advocates presume it will bring higher levels 

of citizen participation in government, better and more efficient services and more 

transparent and accountable governments. In contrast, its critics point out the risk of 

increasing regional disparities if the center totally withdraws from development activities 

and the inability of lower levels of government to promote certain policies like equity.

It has been recognized decentralization has frequently served as a political tool to 

reduce the influence of powerful organizations that operate at the center while it is 

promoted as a mechanism for increasing coverage and efficiency in the provision of 

public services. In the particular case of Latin America and Mexico decentralization has 

materialized especially in the area of education. Several countries in the region are 

transferring responsibilities in the educational arena to subnational and local governments 

aiming to reduce the large bureaucracies operating at the center and to eliminate the 

strong fiscal pressure on the national government. Although there is an expectation that 

decentralization will bring better schooling outcomes, studies in Latin America have 

given mixed results not enough as to make a general conclusion. This can be occurring 

because of the different forms decentralization can take from country to country and 

because the scope of transfer of resources and responsibilities to lower levels of 

government have been very different among countries. 

For the Mexican case, decentralization of basic education cannot be categorized 

as a real devolution process since many of the most important educational functions 

remain centralized at the national level. The 1992 reform is better characterized as a 
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delegation process that transferred the states and municipalities the responsibility to 

administer and operate the educational system in the country but that did not give them 

enough financial autonomy or legal capacities to be really autonomous or independent 

from the federal educational policies. Despite the particular content of the Mexican 

educational reform, authorities and advocates of the ANMEB argue that the restructuring 

of education in the country has brought positive results for education. Similarly, most 

theories on decentralization suggest service provision can be improved by making lower 

levels of governments responsible for offering them as it was the case of the educational 

reform in Mexico.

 Although literature on decentralization is vast and rich, and that decentralization 

is currently a widespread policy for governmental reform in Mexico, up to now there are 

no studies on the decentralization of education in the country assessing, both 

quantitatively and qualitatively, the effect of the reform on basic education coverage and 

efficiency at the national and at the state level in the country. There is a gap in our 

knowledge on how decentralization affected educational outcomes in Mexico; on what 

the benefits and failures a reform of this type can bring about; and on what is needed to 

make of this type of reforms a better mechanism for having a better government 

performance in providing education. This dissertation fills that gap and its analysis and 

conclusions are presented in the following chapters. 
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Chapter 3: The Impact of Decentralization on Coverage and Efficiency 
of Basic Education in Mexico

INTRODUCTION

For most of the 20th century, the educational system of basic education in Mexico 

was highly centralized. All decision-making, resources and responsibilities were 

concentrated at the national level. The role of the state and local governments in basic 

education was limited to voluntarily provide basic education in their territories along with 

the education provided by the national government but under the strict regulation and 

supervision of the latter. The federal government had the last word to say with respect to 

education in Mexico. Most schools, teachers, students and funds in the country were 

under the management of the Secretaria de Educación Pública (National Ministry of 

Education, SEP) who dictated policies from the center and operated at the state level 

through representative offices or delegations.

In 1992, the national, state and local governments, as well as the union of teachers 

and the national parents association, signed an agreement to modernize basic education in 

the country.21 The agreement established, among other actions, the decentralization of 

preschool, primary and secondary education from the national government to state 

governments. The agreement made the states responsible for offering basic education and 

for managing the educational infrastructure and resources the national government 

previously had throughout the country for those purposes. 

The present chapter evaluates the impact of decentralization on coverage and 

efficiency of basic education in Mexico. As part of the reforms carried out in the last 

21 The agreement was called “Acuerdo Nacional para la Modernización de la Educación Básica” (National 
Agreement for the Modernization of Basic Education, ANMEB)
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decade in the country, decentralization of basic education appeared as one of the most 

ambitious policies that could bring about a better setting for a better public education. 

According to some scholars, decentralization can lead to a better delivery of public goods 

since the preferences and needs of the population may be heterogeneous across regions 

and thus the levels of government closer to people are the ones that can identify what the 

community demands and maximize welfare (Oates, 1972, Peterson, 2000). In addition, it 

has been argued that by transferring service provision to lower levels of government, 

communities enhance their capacity to participate in decision-making and to hold their 

authorities accountable which leads to a better government performance (Tiebout, 1956; 

Peterson, 2000; Campbell, 2003). 

Following the previous arguments, it is anticipated that the Mexican ex perience of 

decentralization would be successful in improving the performance of the educational 

system in the country. To explore whether this is true or not the present chapter takes 

under analysis a period of time, before and after the reform, to determine: 1) the overall 

impact of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in Mexico; 2) 

the specific impact of decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency in each 

state of the country; 3) which states can be considered as winners or losers of the reform. 

The following analysis is based on the “input-output” or educational production 

function framework discussed in the effective schools literature. The educational 

production function scheme treats schools as black boxes where inputs are transformed 

into outputs by unknown processes, taking for granted certain technological setups, 

organizational structures and institutional settings (Lastra, 2001). For the purposes of this 

study, the “black box” is modified to represent the “unknown” processes that generate 

educational results in a particular year for a particular Mexican state. The inputs to these 

processes are teachers, students, schools, expenditure, and other controlling 
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socioeconomic factors, while outputs are educational results reflected on indicators of 

coverage and efficiency in basic education. At a particular point in time a treatment 

variable called decentralization is included in the “black box” modifying the processes 

that generate the educational outcomes (see figure 3.1).  Whether outcomes are affected 

by the treatment or not is addressed in the following lines.

Figure 3.1 Conceptual Framework for the analysis

The chapter is organized in five sections. First, it offers a description of the 

Mexican educational system and shows the current state of education in the country by 

depicting the level of coverage and efficiency in basic education at the state level during 

the period of study. A subsequent section describes the methodology and the data set 

used to develop the analysis and explains how the data were generated and what their 

limitations are. The third section of the chapter proposes a model that is used to estimate 

the overall effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in the 

country. Here I test the hypothesis that decentralization brings with it improvements in 

service delivery at the national level. In the fourth part, I propose a model to estimate the 

impact of the reform at the state level and I test the hypothesis that the effects of 

decentralization are similar across Mexican states. In this section I also explore if there 

are states that consistently present better or worse educational results because of the 
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reform. Finally, the fifth section presents a summary of the findings as well as the main 

conclusions of the analysis.

THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM IN MEXICO 

The Mexican educational system is organized in three tiers: basic education 

(educación básica), mid-high education (educación media-superior) and high education 

(educación superior). Basic education is mandatory and it encompasses the first twelve 

years of formal education a person officially receives in the country and it is divided in 

three instruction levels according to the age in which students are expected to complete 

each of them: preschool education (for students aged 3-5 years), primary education (6-11 

years) and secondary education (12-14 years). Mid-high education (high school), 

undergraduate and graduate studies are not mandatory and they are offered in several 

modalities.22

Figure 3.2 depicts the Mexican educational system. In the figure each horizontal 

bar represents an academic year and the bars grouped together symbolize a particular 

level of instruction (preschool, primary, secondary, etc.). The numbers to the left of the 

bars represent the expected age for an individual to start and complete each academic 

level, while a box with a “w” represents the completion of an academic level that 

officially leads a student to enter the job market. As seen in the illustration, once primary 

education has been completed, students can move on to an especial educational modality 

(training for workers) that allow them to get earlier into the job market and do not require

them to continue studying. Similarly, once secondary education has been completed, 

students can go on to high school (normal or technological) or take the path of a 

22 In addition to the main stream of educational services, there are other type of services provided to 
population with special needs such education for adults (illiteracy people), training for work, as well as 
community, indigenous and migrant education.
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professional technological education with the aim to enter the job market earlier without 

being required to take additional courses at the undergraduate level.

Figure 3.2 The Mexican Educational System
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The Mexican system of education greatly expanded during the second half of the 

twentieth century. From 1949 to 2000 the total number of students increased from 

3,051,952 to 29,669,046, the total number of schools grew from 24,635 to 218,266, and 

the number of teachers increased from 80,809 to 1,467,463. However, the years that 

really represented a boom for the educational apparatus and posed a challenge to the 

National Ministry of Education were the 1970s when the educational system experienced 

an unprecedented growth such that number of teachers more than doubled and the 

number of students and schools increased by more than 85%. 

The great expansion of the Mexican educational system in the last decades is 

explained in part because demand for basic education has been growing as a consequence 

of the population structure of the country. From 1970 to 2000 population aged between 

four and fourteen years increased 60% which pressed the authorities to incorporate 

12,815,250 additional students to preschool, primary and secondary schools.  In fact, in 

the last thirty years the number of students registered at the basic level of education 

increased 83.88% because of the enrollment of children and because of the incorporation 

of older persons to these levels of instruction. 

Among all educational levels in Mexico, primary education has by far the largest 

population of students in the country. However, since 1970 this proportion has been 

declining as the number of students enrolled at this level has remained stable (around 

14.5 million by year) while other educational levels such preschool and secondary 

education have been absorbing more and more students (figure 3.3). 
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Figure 3.3 Distribution of students in Mexico per educational level 1970-2000
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Coverage and Efficiency of Basic Education: 1998-2002

Four educational indicators are useful to reflect the year-by-year state of basic 

education in Mexico. Coverage is reflected on gross enrollment rates and completion 

rates, whereas efficiency is measured by passing rates and a rate called “terminal 

efficiency” (in Spanish, eficiencia terminal). Gross enrollment rates are defined as the 

total enrollment in preschool, primary or secondary education expressed as a percentage 

of the official school-age population corresponding to that level of education in a given 

school-year. By construction gross enrollment rates can exceed 100% which would 

indicate a strong component of people attending primary or secondary education whose 

age exceed the official age to do so. Completion rates express the proportion of students 
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that have completed primary or secondary education in a particular year with respect to 

the number of individuals in the age in which primary or secondary education should 

have been completed. 

Passing rates are defined as the proportion of students at the end of a school-year 

that completed the requirements to be promoted to the next academic level. For the 

purposes of this study yearly passing rates for primary and secondary education were 

calculated by dividing the total number of students in primary or secondary who 

successfully met all the requirements to be promoted to the next educational level over 

the total enrollment in primary or secondary at the end of that academic year. Terminal 

efficiency rates express the percentage of students that completed an educational level in 

the number of years officially established for it. For primary education these rates are 

calculated by dividing the number of students finishing this level of education in a 

particular year over the total number of students that entered to the first level of primary 

education 6 years earlier. For secondary education terminal efficiency rates are calculated 

by dividing the number of students finishing secondary in a particular year over total 

enrollment in secondary three years earlier.

With gross enrollment rates above 90%, primary education in Mexico is by far the 

most developed level of instruction in the country. During the last decades the national 

government placed a strong emphasis in creating infrastructure and increasing coverage, 

unfortunately to the detriment of quality. Despite of the well-developed state of primary 

education, still the main challenges at this educational level are to reach poorest 

communities, to incorporate to formal schooling the high percentage of illiterate adults, to 

compensate marginal regions for the lack of resources while diminishing their dropouts 

and repetition rates, and of course to substantially increase the quality of education. 
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The nature of the pending tasks in primary education clarifies the slow 

movements of gross enrollment indicators at this educational level and the notorious 

increase in terminal efficiency rates during the last decade. As the country moves closer 

to universal primary education, increasing coverage is more difficult because every single 

peso put into education is expected to have a lower marginal return unless targeted to 

highly disadvantaged regions or more deprived groups. In contrast, efforts to retain 

children at school are more easily reflected on better terminal efficiency rates but results 

are far from being satisfactory. According to SEP terminal efficiency rates in bilingual 

indigenous schools reached 68.4% by 2000, while the national average was 84.7%. 

Additionally, official statistics show that almost one million of children between 6 and 14 

years, mostly of them indigenous, did not receive any education in 2000. These numbers 

ask us to be cautious when proclaiming that coverage and efficiency in primary education 

have reached acceptable levels in Mexico. Vulnerable groups are still left aside and the 

consequence is the reproduction and enhancing of inequality in the country. 

Table 3.1 shows the increase in the number of teachers, schools, and students at 

each educational level in a period of fourteen years. As shown, the number of preschool 

teachers has increased in more than 60% in ten years and this trend will continue since 

gross enrollment rates at this level of instruction is still very low in the country. From the 

table it is easily perceived that both preschool and secondary education in Mexico are 

going through a process of great expansion and consolidation. While gross enrollment 

rates in primary education have remained relatively constant in the last fifteen years, 

enrollment in secondary and preschool education in these years has considerably 

increased. From 1988 to 2002 the number of preschool and secondary schools more than 

doubled and yet, gross enrollment in preschool reached barely 51% whereas for 

secondary education the same indicator remained below 84%. 
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Table 3.1 State of Basic Education in Mexico 1988-2002

LEVEL OF 
INSTRUCTION PRESCHOOL PRIMARY SECONDARY

PERIOD 1988-
1989

2001-
2002

Change
88-02

1988-
1989

2001-
2002

Change
88-02

1988-
1989

2001-
2002

Change
88-02

Gross 
enrollment 

39.3% 51.5% 12.2% 96.3% 93.0% -6.3% 71.6% 83.3% 11.7%

Completion 
rates

n.a. n.a. n.a. 89.5% 98.1% 8.6% 60.9% 68.2% 7.3%

Passing 
rates n.a. n.a. n.a. 89.7% 94.3% 4.6% 72.5% 80.3% 7.8%

Terminal 
Efficiency 

n.a. n.a. n.a. 68.9% 87.7% 18.8% 74.9% 77.7% 2.8%

Teachers1 96.5 159.0 64.7% 468.0 552.4 18.0% 233.7 317.1 35.6%

Schools1 43.2 73.3 69.8% 81.3 99.2 22.0% 18.5 29.1 57.2%

Students1 2,668.5 3,432.3 28.6% 14,656.3 14,843.3 1.3% 4,355.3 5,480.2 25.8%

6,791.1 6,669.4 -0.9% 15,214.9 15,964.9 4.9% 6,082.8 6,581.7 8.7%
Population 1,2

3 to 5 years old 6 to 12 years old 13 to 15 years old

Source: Author's calculation with data from SEP.
1/ Thousands.
2/ Estimations by CONAPO, 2002.

Also related to coverage, completion rates in the country present an interesting 

dynamic. Nowadays completion rates in primary education are reaching levels above 

95% and eventually they will remain stable around these numbers, but completion rates 

in secondary are still below 70% because the national dropout rate is very high. Just in 

2002 dropout rates in secondary school were around 7.3% which indicates that more than 

380,000 students are abandoning this level of instruction each year. By looking at figure 

3.4 it can be appreciated how completion rates both in primary and secondary school 

followed the same patterns for the last 25 years. The inflection points in the historical 

trend of these indicators correspond to the same years and the sustained increase in 

completion rates in primary from 1976 to 1986, followed by a decrease from 1987 to 

1994, is precisely the same movement that describes how completion rates in secondary 

education behaved in those years. For the coming years it seems difficult completion 

rates in primary and secondary will present a similar trend since important increases in 

secondary completion rates are expected while completion rates in primary are now 

stabilized around 98%.
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Figure 3.4 Evolution of Educational Outcomes in Mexico

Related to educational efficiency, for the last thirty years passing rates in the 

country have moved very slowly. From 1976 to 2002 these rates in primary education 

barely increased five percent and in secondary education they just moved from 73% to 

80%. The graphic of this trend, also shown in figure 3.4, allows seeing that it is after 

decentralization when passing rates in basic education in Mexico presented a relative 

sustained increase, and it is precisely two years after decentralization (that is in 1994),

when the historical trend of terminal efficiency rates in primary and secondary education 

crossed each other as a result of the relative stagnation of terminal efficiency rates in 

secondary compared to the evolution of those rates in primary education. 

In sum, while primary education faces the challenges of increasing efficiency and 

quality, for preschool and secondary education several improvements and advances are 
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still required in terms of coverage. At these levels of instruction there is still much to do 

in creating new spaces, incorporating more students to schools, increasing the number of 

teachers, reducing the inequality of access and also, diminishing the dropout and 

repetition rates while enhancing passing rates and the quality of education.

Basic education at the state level

One of the characteristics of the state of basic education in Mexico is the high 

heterogeneity that is present among states with respect to the average years of schooling, 

the size of their educational apparatus and the socioeconomic conditions of the 

population that is demanding educational services. Federal District and Nuevo Leon have 

achieved on average the highest levels of education in the country; in both cases the 

average years of schooling is over 9 years. In contrast, Oaxaca and Chiapas are the states 

that lag behind the rest of the country with a population that on average has only 6.28 and 

6.05 years of schooling respectively (Figure 3.5).

On the other hand, almost 62% of the approximated one 1.3 million children 

between five and fourteen years old not attending school in 2000 in the country were

concentrated in nine states: Chiapas, Guanajuato, Guerrero, Jalisco, Mexico, Michoacán,

Oaxaca, Puebla, and Veracruz. Some of these states have in common the relatively high 

number of indigenous population, the high percentage of rural areas and the characteristic 

of being states with a strong migration. The educational needs of indigenous, rural and 

migrant population represent a challenge to these states since those needs are not easily 

met through the conventional educational system. In addition, these states face the task of 

managing the largest educational systems in the country that in size more than triple the 

educational systems operating in smaller states like Baja California Sur, Colima, 

Campeche, Quintana Roo and Tlaxcala.
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Figure 3.5 Average years of schooling at the state level in Mexico 2003

Considering the percentage of children between five and fourteen years old not 

attending school, the states of Nuevo León, Aguascalientes, Baja California Sur, Hidalgo 

and Coahuila present the better results along with the Federal District (table 3.2). It is 

important to notice that both Nuevo León and Coahuila, after the Mexican capital, are the 

states with a lesser share of rural population23 concentrating 93.5% of their inhabitants in 

urban areas in the first case, and 89.41% in the second case. Evidence in Mexico might 

suggest that the more urbanized a state is, it has a higher level of coverage in basic 

education.

23 Population in communities with less than 2,500 inhabitants. 
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Table 3.2 State Population 5 to 14 years not attending school in 2000

Population not attending school by group of age (thousands)
STATE 5 years % 6 to 11 years % 12 to 14 years %

AGS 3.8 15.7 4.6 3.3 9.3 14.5
BC 17.8 32.4 17.5 5.8 15.3 11.7
BCS 1.8 19.6 2.1 3.9 2.4 9.4
CAMP 3.8 23.2 5.4 5.4 6.6 13.8
CHIH 17.5 25.2 21.1 5.3 27.7 15.5
CHIS 40.4 39.2 75.7 12.3 68 23.5
COAH 12.8 23.8 9.8 3.3 15.1 10.9
COL 1.9 16.7 3.6 5.3 4.6 13.1
DF 16.2 10.5 22.6 2.5 25.7 5.8
DUR 9.4 26.6 9.4 4.4 16.4 16.1
GRO 27.4 33.1 31.1 4.5 73.5 21.9
GTO 24.2 20.6 41.9 8.6 38.3 16.2
HGO 9.9 18.3 11.1 3.3 18.4 11.3
JAL 21.6 14.9 37.3 4.3 73.1 17.2
MEX 49.4 17.1 61.8 3.6 84.8 10.5
MICH 25.1 25.9 38.9 6.5 66.6 22.3
MOR 11.2 31.4 11.5 5.6 13.2 13.3
NAY 5 22.6 6.1 4.7 7.7 12
NL 17.3 21.9 13.1 2.9 18.2 8.7
OAX 29 32.3 39.5 7.2 43.6 16.4
PUE 31.9 25.4 45.3 6.1 69.5 19.4
QROO 5.3 24 6 5 5.7 10.9
QUE 8.6 24.1 8.6 4.2 14.9 15.3
SIN 16.2 27.4 21.1 6.1 24 14.1
SLP 13.8 23.9 14.3 4.1 20.3 12.2
SON 16.1 32.5 11.6 4 12.6 9.3
TAB 10 22.3 12.9 4.7 17.7 12.9
TLAX 6.5 27.4 4.5 3.3 8.2 12.4
TMPS 14.9 24.3 14.9 4.3 18.6 11.6
VER 46.1 29.1 66 6.8 77.6 16.3
YUC 6.7 18.1 9.9 4.5 13 11.9
ZAC 8.5 25.9 8.4 4.2 19.7 19.1
TOTAL 530.2 23.6 687.7 5.2 930.3 14.5

Another relevant characteristic of the Mexican educational system is the lack of 

uniformity across states with respect to educational results and achievements, especially 

with respect to terminal efficiency. Among all educational indicators terminal efficiency 

rates at the state level in primary education present the greatest dispersion. In 1988 the 

standard deviation of the observed values was 15.5 and the range between the minimum 

observed value (35.8% in Chiapas), and the highest result (93.1% in Baja California), 

was 57.3. The dispersion became smaller by 2002, but still the difference between the 
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highest result (95.9% in Quintana Roo) and the worst rate in this year (74.7% in Chiapas) 

was greater than 20%.

 Terminal efficiency rates in secondary education present more less the same 

situation. The rates at the state level are not homogeneous at all and by 2002 they 

fluctuated between 65.9% in Guerrero, and 92.2% in Nuevo Leon. However, the highest 

dispersion among the educational indicators at this level of instruction is found in 

completion rates (table 3.3).

Table 3.3 Educational coverage and efficiency in Mexico 1988-2002

PRIMARY EDUCATION 

Variable 
Gross  

enrollment Completion rates 
Passing 

rates Terminal Efficiency 
Academic Period 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 

Mean 96.3 92.5 88.9 97.9 89.5 94.3 71.7 88.3 
Std. Deviation 5.2 3.0 9.7 3.6 2.9 2.3 15.5 5.6 

Minimum 81.1 86.3 59.6 91.0 83.0 89.1 35.8 74.7 
Maximum 104.7 100.0 102.6 105.4 94.1 97.4 93.1 96.0 

Range 23.7 13.6 43.0 14.4 11.1 8.3 57.3 21.3 
SECONDARY EDUCATION 

Variable 
Gross  

enrollment Completion rates 
Passing  

rates Terminal Efficiency 
Academic Period 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 88-89 01-02 

Mean 69.9 83.5 59.1 69.0 74.8 80.5 74.8 77.7 
Std. Deviation 11.8 5.4 11.1 8.1 4.8 4.9 4.8 5.7 

Minimum 41.9 72.2 34.9 54.1 65.0 69.8 57.2 65.9 
Maximum 89.3 94.0 79.2 84.9 85.6 87.9 84.2 92.2 

Range 47.4 21.8 44.3 30.8 20.6 18.1 27.0 26.3 
Source: Author’s calculations with data from Educational Indicators "SisteSEP", Agosto 2003. SEP. 

Excluding the Federal District, Nuevo León and Baja California Sur are the states 

that in general terms are better off with respect to basic education coverage and efficiency 

in the country. In these two states the respective average completion rates, passing rates 

and terminal efficiency rates for the period 1988-2002 are the highest. Quite the opposite, 

Michoacán, Campeche, Chiapas, Guerrero and Oaxaca lie at the other extreme presenting 

the worst results.

However, if the evolution in time of the educational indicators under analysis is 

considered, Quintana Roo stands out by its results. In primary education the completion

rate in the state increased 45.19 percent points from 1988 to 2002, and in secondary 
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education it moved from 38.27% to 69.21% in the same period. The passing rate for 

primary education went up from 85.90% in 1988 to 93.3% in 2002, and the gross 

enrollment rate in secondary increased from 49.6% to 84.3% during the same years. 

Another very important result observed in these years is the evolution of terminal 

efficiency rates in primary education in Chiapas and Campeche. From 1988 to 2002 

terminal efficiency rates in these states increased more than 21 percent points, moving 

from 38.34% to almost 60% in the first case, and from 58.04% to 79.16% in the second. 

A similar situation ocurred in Oaxaca, Yucatán, Michoacán, Veracruz, Tabasco, Puebla 

and Guerrero. A good explanation of this dynamic is related to the considerable reduction 

of dropouts, especially in most disadvantages areas because of targeted programs 

implemented by the national government. 

METHODOLOGY AND THE DATASET

The research design of the study is a quasi-experimental pre-test post-test 

approach that takes the advantages of panel data analysis for making inferences and 

controlling for undesired effects. By following the set of Mexican states over time and 

registering their educational results as they changed from a centralized to a decentralized 

educational scheme, it is possible to study the before-after effect of decentralization in 

Mexico. As argued by Xsiao (2003), the oft-touted power of panel data derives from their 

theoretical ability to isolate the effects of specific actions, treatments or more general 

policies by taking into account the individual effects that exist among cross-sectional 

units that are not captured by the included explanatory variables of a particular model.

The panel data used in this study consists of yearly observations of several 

variables related to basic education measured from 1988 to 2002 in each Mexican state 
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but the Federal District.24 The selected period of time allows for the development of a 

comprehensive analysis by incorporating five years before the 1992 reform and nine 

years after it. Although desirable to include more years back in time this was not possible 

because of lack of precise data at the state level for some of the relevant variables. It is 

also important to mention that although preschool education is considered a formal level 

of basic education in Mexico, the study is not evaluating the impact of decentralization 

on it because preschool was not mandatory for the period under analysis.

Using linear regression analysis I test in this section the hypothesis that

decentralization is a significant variable explaining positive educational outcomes at the 

national and state level once other factors have been controlled for. Similarly, I test the 

hypothesis that the state-specific impact of decentralization on educational coverage and 

efficiency is similar across states. 

Dependent variable: Educational Outcomes

Dependent variables in this study are educational coverage and efficiency in basic 

education. As discussed earlier, good measurements of educational coverage are gross 

enrollment rates and completion rates, whereas passing rates and terminal efficiency rates 

are a good measurement of educational efficiency. Gross enrollment rates express the 

number of students enrolled at a particular educational level as a percentage of the 

official school-age population corresponding to that level of education in a given school-

year. Completion rates express the proportion of students that have completed primary 

(secondary) education in a particular year with respect to the number of individuals in the 

age in which primary (secondary) education should have been completed. Passing rates 

reflect the proportion of students at the end of a school-year that completed the 

24 The educational system of Federal District remains centralized at the national level, and thus it is not 
included in this study.
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requirements to be promoted to the next academic level, while terminal efficiency rates 

express the percentage of students that completed an educational level in the number of 

years officially established for it. 

Independent variables: Control variables and inputs to education

Three variables are considered in this study as inputs to education. For each state 

these variables are student/teacher and student/school ratios in primary or secondary, and 

public spending per student in basic education in a given year.25 An interesting 

independent variable that is also included in the analysis as an input to primary education 

is the percentage of population 4 and 5 years old enrolled in preschool education. This 

variable is introduced with the idea to control for the capacity of each state to incorporate 

students as early as possible to the educational system and to test whether this fact makes 

a difference or not in educational outcomes.

The selection of variables accounting for socioeconomic characteristics was a 

slightly more complex process. Welfare indexes for Mexican states are only available for 

a few recent years while measurements of Gross State Product (GSP) do not exist for 

some of the years under analysis. In addition, yearly rural/urban rates per state can be 

only obtained for a couple of periods and projecting data from the census to calculate the 

missing information would be an exercise somewhat complex that goes beyond the main 

concern of this research. Thus, two proxy variables substitute the desired measurements 

of socioeconomic status. These variables are illiteracy rates and revenues from direct 

state taxes expressed in per capita terms. 

Illiteracy rates reflect the percentage of population over 15 years of age unable to 

read or write. For the case of Mexico, the correlation found between illiteracy rates and 

25 Inputs from compensatory programs are not considered in this chapter. Chapter 4 disaggregates the 
impact of those programs on basic education at the state level.
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indexes of marginality per state calculated by CONAPO for 1990, 1995 and 2000 is over 

0.94, and correlation between state welfare indexes for 2000 and illiteracy rates in that 

year is -0.89. Similarly, the correlation between state revenues from direct taxes and GSP 

for the period 1993-2000 is around 90%, however if both measurements are expressed in 

per capita terms the correlation falls to 0.72, which is still good enough to serve as a 

proxy variable for measuring welfare at the state level.

Some notes on the gathering of pertinent information

The gathering of information for the dataset represented an intensive process of 

research and computation that deserves a special note. The main sources that provided 

educational statistics were the SEP official reports “Estadística Histórica del Sistema 

Educativo Nacional” available at the SEP web page, the book “Estadística Básica del 

Sistema Educativo” and the fourth version of the system of educational indicators 

“SisteSEP” published in August 2003. State taxes were compiled from INEGI’s 

publication “Finanzas Públicas Estatales y Municipales” available for various years, and 

population statistics came from “Proyecciones de Población en Mexico” by CONAPO.

Public expenditure in education was the hardest data to gather. It was necessary to 

use INEGI’s publication “Sistema de Cuentas Nacionales. Producción por finalidad por 

entidad federativa” and “Compendio del gasto educativo” published by SEP for various 

years. Essentially the first publication presents data of expenditures in basic education 

made by state governments each year regardless of the source of the funds, therefore 

federal transfers are implicitly reported in these series. However, during the years before 

decentralization, states didn’t administer federal funds but it was the SEP who directly 

controlled these resources. As a consequence, for the period of 1988 to 1992 it was 

necessary to add to INEGI series the federal expenditure in basic education made through 
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SEP in each state. These expenditures and transfers are reported in “Compendio del gasto 

educativo”. 

It is important to mention that some of these data may underestimate total 

expenditure in basic education. For the period 1988-1992 federal expenditure at the state 

level not channeled through SEP is not incorporated in the analysis. Similarly, for the 

period 1993-2002 federal direct investment in basic education (resources not going 

through the states) are not considered although I will include compensatory programs in a 

later model. Finally, there is not complete information for including private expenditure 

in basic education in this study.

DOES DECENTRALIZATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

Although there are some studies that have explored whether decentralization has 

improved basic education in Mexico like those developed by Barba (2000) or Pardo 

(1999),  most of these studies address the issue using a qualitative approach. To my 

knowledge, there are no studies using a quantitative approach to evaluate the effect of 

decentralization on basic education in Mexico as in the present study. Specifically, in this 

section I identify the overall impact of decentralization on educational coverage and 

efficiency at the state level. The aim is use linear regression to test whether the overall 

impact of the reform is statistically significant once inputs to education and 

socioeconomic variables have been controlled for.

Specification of the model

Following the “input-output” or educational production function framework 

already discussed, the analysis considers an educational outcome (dependent variable) as 

a function of the presence or absence of decentralization and a vector of control variables 

that include inputs to education and socioeconomic characteristics. Taking the advantages 



76

of panel data analysis, a fixed-effects model is specified with different intercepts for each 

cross-section to allow for regional non-controlled characteristics. The model incorporates 

a variable that models a linear trend throughout the period under analysis in order to 

control for time. The error term follows the classical assumptions to be random, 

independent and identically distributed among cross sectional units and time periods,

uit ~ ),0( 2σN . The model is formally expressed as follows:

itt
K

k
kitktiit uzxDy ++++= ∑

=
λβγα

1
[3.1]

where: 

yit is a state measurement either of coverage or efficiency in primary education in a 
particular year;

iα is an intercept that may be different for each state but stays constant over time;

D is a dummy variable for decentralization coded 1 for the years after 1992 reform or 
zero for the preceding years;

xk is a control variable;

z is a variable that models a linear trend in time with a value of 1 for the year 1988, a
value of 2 for the year 1989, a value of 3 for the year of 1990 and so on until it the year 
2001;  

and u is the error term.

It is important to mention the potential problem of endogeneity present in the 

model. It might be possible that a latent variable not measured is affecting both 

dependent and independent variables so that the error term is correlated with explanatory 

variables; this is clearly the case of socioeconomic factors not explicitly accounted for 

such as the degree of urbanization in each state. However, the panel data approach is 
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useful to overcome this problematic as pointed out by Wooldridge (2002), because it 

accounts for omitted variables that we cannot include in a regression model and thus, it 

reduces the endogeneity problem.

Overall impact of decentralization

Equation 3.1 was estimated for the four selected educational indicators —gross 

enrollment rates, completion rates, passing rates and terminal efficiency rates— both for 

primary and secondary education. As mentioned earlier, control variables included inputs 

to education (student/teacher ratio, student/school ratio and public spending per student in 

basic education) as well as a variable accounting for the population enrolled in preschool; 

as well as two proxy variables for socioeconomic status (illiteracy rates and revenues 

from direct state taxes expressed in per capita terms). Summary statistics for these 

variables are shown in table 3.4.

Table 3.4 Summary statistics for independent variables

PRIMARY EDUCATION

Inputs to education and controls for socioeconomic variables 1988-2002

Variable Mean Std Dev Min Max Coeff of Variation 
Student/Teacher ratio 28.68 2.75 22.07 35.57 9.57 
Student/School ratio 162.01 45.47 85.13 311.77 28.07 
Expenditure per student in basic education1 1.81 0.72 0.57 4.04 39.73 
Population 4 & 5 years old enrolled in preschool 65.15 10.13 22.70 98.70 15.55 
Illiteracy rate (%) 11.11 6.10 3.20 30.00 54.91 
Per capita revenue from direct taxes2 21.84 21.52 0.15 102.76 98.53 
1 Monetary values in thousands of pesos of 1994

SECONDARY EDUCATION

Inputs to education and controls for socioeconomic variables 1988-2002

Variable Mean Std Dev Min Max Coeff of Variation 
Student/Teacher ratio 17.50 2.46 12.58 23.16 14.04 
Student/School ratio 206.50 66.10 69.41 403.75 32.01 
Expenditure per student in basic education1 1.81 0.72 0.57 4.04 39.73 
Illiteracy rate (%) 11.11 6.10 3.20 30.00 54.91 
Per capita revenue from direct taxes1 21.84 21.52 0.15 102.76 98.53 
1 Monetary values in thousands of pesos of 1994
2 Pesos of 1994
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Regressions were estimated via OLS and tables 3.5 and 3.6 show the results. The 

values in parenthesis correspond to t-statistics while -2 log likelihood and AIC ratios are 

included for comparing significance across models. The tables also report an F-value 

used to test the null hypothesis of a common intercept for each cross-sectional unit or the 

significance of the “state effect” variable.

Primary education results

Results for primary education suggest that decentralization does, indeed, explain 

improvements in educational coverage and efficiency across states in the country.26 For 

all regressions, the effect of decentralization on the selected educational indicators is 

significant and positive. The reform accounts for an increase of more than 3% in terminal 

efficiency rates and of more than 2% in gross enrollment rates and completion rates. 

Decentralization also explains an increase of 0.40% in passing rates (table 3.5). 

Evidence suggests that decentralization has a stronger effect in increasing school 

enrollment and having the students completing primary schooling in time and at the age 

they are supposed to, than in improving passing rates. This could be an indicator that 

decentralization is more successful in generating or modifying processes that lead to 

higher levels of coverage and retention of students at school (perhaps because of better 

administrative practices or targeted governmental programs), than in influencing in-

classroom dynamics that are reflected in the performance of the students in exams and 

tests to be promoted to the next academic level.

26 It is important to underline that the unit of analysis in this study is the state and that results are based on 
state-level dynamics. As a consequence it was not necessary to weight results by state since this study does 
not pretend to derive conclusions at the national level of aggregation.  
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Table 3.5 Overall Impact of Decentralization at the state level. Primary Education
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COVERAGE EFFICIENCY 

Variable Gross Enrollment 
Rate 

Completion 
 Rate 

Passing 
Rate 

Terminal 
Efficiency Rate 

Inputs to education 
Student/school ratio 0.01 

(0.46) 
0.01 

(0.37) 
0.08* 
(2.1) 

0.07* 
(2.12) 

0.03*** 
(4.12) 

0.03*** 
(4.18) 

-0.05 
(-1.51) 

-0.05 
(-1.56) 

Student/teacher ratio 
 

1.21*** 
(7.37) 

 
1.24*** 
(7.82) 

 
-0.42 

(-1.34) 
 

-0.36 
(-1.23) 

 
-0.06 

(-1.01) 
 

-0.06 
(-1.06) 

 
-0.54 

(-1.95) 
 

-0.52 
(-1.90) 

 
Expenditure per student 
in basic education1

-2.12*** 
(-5.84) 

 
-1.91*** 
(-5.44) 

 
-3.29*** 
(-4.76) 

 
-2.73*** 
(-4.25) 

 
0.30* 
(2.27) 

 
0.27* 
(2.07) 

 
-2.22*** 
(-3.63) 

 
-2.07*** 
(-3-38) 

 
% of population 4 and 
5 enrolled in preschool

0.13*** 
(5.99) 

 0.34*** 
(8.66) 

 -0.02 
(-1.99) 

 0.10* 
(2.53) 

 
Socioeconomic characteristics 

Illiteracy rates 
 

-0.86*** 
(-5.72) 

 
-0.74*** 
(-5.08) 

 
-2.26*** 
(-7.89) 

 
-1.95*** 
(-7.28) 

 
-0.38*** 
(-6.95) 

 
-0.40*** 
(-7.19) 

 
-2.09*** 
(-8.22) 

 
-2.00*** 
(-7.86) 

Per capita revenue from 
state direct taxes2 0.03** 

(2.91) 
 

0.03* 
(2.55) 

 
0.05* 
(2.40) 

 
0.04 

(1.91) 
 

0.00 
(-0.24) 

 
0.00 

(-0.08) 
 

0.03 
(1.49) 

 
0.02 

(1.30) 
 
Treatment variable 
 
Decentralization 

 
2.26*** 
(5.96) 

 
2.00*** 
(5.47) 

 
3.26*** 
(4.52) 

 
2.60*** 
(3.87) 

 
0.38** 
(2.73) 

 
0.41** 
(2.95)  

 
3.27*** 
(5.11) 

 
3.08*** 
(4.83) 

 
Time trend effect and state effect  
 
Time trend 

 
-0.02 

(-0.20) 
 

-0.17* 
(-2.12) 

 
0.33* 
(2.19) 

 
-0.08 

(-0.54) 
 

0.23*** 
(8.24) 

 
0.25*** 
(8.47) 

 
0.53*** 
(4.01) 

 
0.41** 
(3.01) 

 
F-Test for “State” 
effect:α1=α2=…αn=0 

149.83*** 
 

151.26*** 62.87*** 66.47*** 935.59*** 899.47 70.51*** 60.32*** 

 
FIT STATISTICS  
-2 Log Likelihood 1743.0 1708.5 2302.8 2233.7 865.4 861.5 2196.8 2190.5 
 AIC 1821.0 1788.5 2380.8 2313.7 943.4 941.5 2274.8 2270.5 
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.                                   
1 Thousands of pesos of 1994.  
2 Pesos of 1994 

It is worth mentioning that the 1992 reform entitled the central government to set 

the parameters for evaluating the students with the objective of unifying methods and 

criteria. Curiously, legislation did not consider the participation of subnational 



80

governments in the definition of these parameters and as a consequence states had to 

abide by the instructions dictated from the center. Decentralization implied a de facto

recentralization of the evaluating function since states only execute what has been 

decided in Mexico City. Evidently, those states that before the reform had their own 

system of education operating in parallel with the federal one had to face the additional 

challenge or modifying their evaluations to comply with the new national requirements, 

and those states where there was no culture of evaluation had to design a state system of 

evaluation or redefine the previous one following the updated federal parameters. The 

weaker positive effect of decentralization on passing rates compared to its effect on the 

other educational indicators may reflect these adjustment processes.27

Inputs to education

In general terms, empirical evidence from the statistical analysis shows a very 

weak relation between coverage and efficiency in primary education and the 

student/school rates or the student/teacher rates. Results show that the student/school 

ratio is significant for explaining the behavior of completion rates and passing rates in 

primary education but the magnitude of the effect is very low. An increase of one unit in 

the student/school ratio leads to a modest increase in completion rates and passing rates 

of .08% and .03% respectively. Similarly, an increase of one unit in the student/teacher 

ratio leads to an increase of 1.21% of gross enrollment rates. 

In contrast, the variable expenditure per student in basic education is significant 

for explaining educational performance at the state level in all of the regressions. 

However, results are somewhat counterintuitive since expenditure per student in basic 

education has a negative effect on gross enrollment, completion and in terminal 

efficiency, while it affects positively passing rates. This could be an indicator that given 

27 The next chapter analyzes with more detail this result.
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the relative high level of coverage in primary education and the high level of dropouts 

that appear among the most deprived groups, expenditure could bring better results if 

allocated trying to favor most disadvantaged and poorest communities where primary 

education is still not available and where the socioeconomic conditions become an 

obstacle for people to enroll and continue in formal education. 

The contradictory effect of expenditure on educational performance shown in 

regression results in table 3.5 appears to follow the logic of the large and controversial 

literature on the effect of per-pupil expenditure on educational outcomes (see Greenwald, 

R., Hedges and Laine, 1996). Several studies and authors analyzing the topic find a 

positive relationship between money spent and student performance, but several others 

find the contrary. This situation has been documented in a widely-discussed paper written 

by Hanusheck (1996). When analyzing a large number of educational production function 

studies, he concluded that there is one consistent element among several contradictory 

results, and that is the absence of a strong or systematic relationship between school 

expenditures and student performance, especially at higher aggregated levels of analysis.

The effect of preschool education

A very important and relevant finding is that the level of enrollment in preschool 

education is a significant determinant of educational coverage in primary education. 

Results show that the enrolling of children 4 and 5 years old in formal education has a 

positive effect on coverage of primary education as well as on terminal efficiency rates. 

This suggests that if states are able to enroll children into formal education at an early 

stage of their lives, it will be easier for the state to have them enrolled in primary 

education and to have them finish primary school on time. In other words, the more 

students a state has in preschool education, then more likely that it will have a higher 

proportion of students enrolled in primary education at the corresponding age and the 
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more likely it will have a higher proportion of students completing primary education in 

six years with less dropouts and repetition rates.

The effect of socioeconomic conditions

Another important result is that there is a significant effect of socioeconomic 

characteristics of a region on its educational performance. The evidence shows that 

poverty and marginalization, measured via illiteracy rates, have a negative effect on 

coverage and efficiency in primary education. This negative effect of poverty on 

educational performance at the state level is higher for those indicators that are affected 

by dropouts, that is, completion rates and terminal efficiency rates. Adverse 

socioeconomic conditions are likely to make more disadvantaged regions have higher 

dropouts and less students graduating in time, as well as lower levels of enrollment and 

passing rates. This result gives a strong argument to seek for targeted educational 

programs oriented to solve the needs of poorest communities.

The effect of time

Finally, regression results show that the time variable is significant in explaining changes 

in the educational indicators. Each year that goes by is expected to bring an increase of 

more than 1% in both gross enrollment rates and passing rates in primary education, that 

is, the natural evolution of educational trends accounts by its own for increases in 

coverage but not in the efficiency of the educational system.

Secondary education results

As previously discussed, the educational level that has shown greatest dynamism 

in recent years (in terms of expanding access) is that of secondary education and, 

apparently, the magnitude of the impact of decentralization on coverage and efficiency is 

lower at this level of instruction than it is on primary education. Results in table 3.6 show 
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that decentralization is statistically insignificant for explaining changes in gross 

enrollment or in terminal efficiency rates at this educational level. In addition, the 

educational reform accounts for a decrease of more than 4% in completion rates. In 

general terms, the evidence suggests decentralization has negatively affected coverage in 

secondary education.

However, decentralization has had a positive effect on passing rates. The reform 

is significant for explaining an increase of 1.66% in the number of students at secondary 

education that are being promoted to the next academic levels. The finding that 

decentralization has had a stronger positive effect on passing rates in secondary education 

than in primary education is an intriguing one. This may be explained by the fact that 

more than 40% of the contemporary secondary schools in the country were created after 

decentralization while 86.4% of existing primary schools were already present before 

decentralization. Clearly, it is easier to implement a new system of evaluation in schools 

that are just starting and do not carry previous experiences and deficiencies for evaluating 

the students, than transforming and merging a previous system of evaluation into a new 

one by modifying structures that have been operating for years, as it would be the case of 

primary schools. In any case this hypothesis deserves a more detailed analysis and 

requires further research about the educational evaluation system in Mexico.

Inputs to education

For secondary education, the estimated coefficients associated with inputs to 

education, when statistically significant, are in all cases positive. An increase in the state 

student/school ratio has a positive impact on terminal efficiency rates, and when the 

student/teacher ratio increases in one unit, gross enrollment rates augment 1.5% and 

completion rates increase 1%. This means that the control variable most relevant for 

explaining coverage in secondary education is the student/teacher ratio.
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Table 3.6 Overall Impact of Decentralization at the state level. Secondary Education
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Variable COVERAGE EFFICIENCY 
Gross Enrollment 

Rate 
Completion 

 Rate 
Passing 

Rate 
Terminal 

Efficiency Rate 
Inputs to education 
Student/school ratio 0.01 

(0.72) 
0.01 

(0.97) 
0.01 

(1.65) 
 0.20 
 (1.83) 

0.00 
(0.04) 

0.00 
(-0.35) 

 0.02*** 
(3.34) 

0.02*** 
(3.23)   

 
Student/teacher ratio 

 
1.50*** 
(6.24) 

 
1.58*** 
(6.51) 

 
0.91*** 
(3.86) 

 
0.97*** 

 (4.06) 
 

-0.01 
(-0.08) 

 
-0.07 

(-0.56) 
 

0.01 
(0.04) 

 
-0.10 

(-0.06) 
 
Expenditure per 
student in basic 
education1

-1.91** 
(-2.74) 

-2.15** 
(-3.06) 

-0.40 
(-0.59) 

 -0.58 
 (-0.85) 

-0.64 
(-1.84) 

-0.45 
(-1.31) 

 2.44*** 
(4.55) 

2.49*** 
 (4.59) 

 
Socioeconomic characteristics 

Illiteracy rates -1.53*** 
(-5.4) 

-1.57*** 
(-5.55) 

 
-0.92*** 
(-3.32) 

 
-.95*** 

 (-3.43) 
 

-0.53*** 
 (-3.74) 

 
-0.50*** 
(-3.57) 

 
0.50* 

 (2.28) 
 0.51* 
 (2.32) 

Per capita revenue 
from state direct taxes2

0.04* 
(2.5)  0.03 

(1.54)  -0.03** 
(-3.13)  -0.01 

(-0.64) 
 
Treatment variable 
Decentralization -0.83 

(-1.16) 
-0.63 

(-0.87) 
-4.37*** 
(-6.25) 

 -4.22*** 
(-6.0) 

 1.81*** 
(5.12) 

1.66*** 
(4.70)   

-0.20 
(-0.37) 

-0.25 
(-0.46) 

 
Time trend effect and state effect  
Time trend 1.37*** 

(9.31) 
1.32*** 
(8.87) 

 1.13*** 
(7.81) 

 1.09*** 
(7.46) 

 0.20** 
(2.68) 

0.24** 
(3.20) 

0.06 
(0.52)   

0.07 
(0.62) 

 
F-Test for “State” 
effect:α1=α2=…αn=0 

80.35*** 78.10*** 79.67*** 77.32*** 316.86*** 312.72*** 88.5*** 87.37*** 

 
FIT STATISTICS  
-2 Log Likelihood 2315.7 2311.5 2298.4 2296.0 1707.6 1698.0 2089.0 2088.6 
 AIC 2391.7 2389.5 2374.4 2374.0 1783.6 1776.0 2165.0 2166.6 
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.                                   
1 Thousands of pesos of 1994.  
2 Pesos of 1994 

With respect to the effect of expenditure per student in basic education on 

coverage and efficiency in secondary education, results show that for each additional one 

thousand pesos spent per student, the gross enrollment rate decreases by almost 2%. 

However, an additional 1,000 pesos per student in basic education generates an increase
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of 2.4% in terminal efficiency rates although expenditure is not statistically significant 

for explaining changes in completion or in passing rates. These results are somewhat 

different from the estimated coefficients reviewed above for primary education, and 

confirm the different nature of the two levels of education. It appears that while 

secondary is going through a development stage where greater efficiency and coverage 

can be achieved by increasing the amount of inputs devoted to it, in primary education 

the central challenge goes beyond increasing the amount of resources and it is more 

related with targeting specific populations that are either abandoning school, or who have 

not yet been incorporated to formal schooling.

The effect of socioeconomic conditions

Socioeconomic factors are important determinants of the performance of the 

educational system in secondary. All of the coefficients associated with illiteracy rates 

are significant and negative for explaining educational coverage and efficiency except in 

the case of terminal efficiency rates. In other words, according to regression analysis 

results the more disadvantaged the region, the lower level of coverage and efficiency, but 

a higher level of illiteracy at the state level positively affects terminal efficiency rates. 

This is possible an indicator of the expanding nature of secondary education in the 

country. Richer states can be having lower terminal efficiency rates probably because in 

recent years these states have been incorporating within their secondary education 

systems these more marginalized groups with higher tendencies to drop out or to take 

more time to finish “on time” the basic school level, whereas poorer states might just be 

starting to consolidate secondary education in the wealthier urban areas which is reflected 

in higher terminal efficiency rates. The non-significant and low effect of the per capita 

revenue from state taxes in the regressions might also be reflecting this situation.
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The effect of time

In the case of secondary education the time trend is a significant variable that 

explains the secular growth in educational coverage and in passing rates. However, the 

mere evolution of the educational system over time cannot account for increases or 

decreases in terminal efficiency rates.

Summary of findings

So, returning to the question of whether decentralization works to increase

educational coverage and efficiency, the answer is not straightforward. The experience in 

Mexico shows that for the first ten years after the reform the impact of decentralization 

on educational outcomes varies according to the level of education that is being 

examined, and that within each educational level its effects are not uniform among 

educational indicators. Mexico’s experience shows that for those levels of education in 

which coverage is close to being universal and where the system of instruction is large 

and has been working for a while (as it is the case of primary education in Mexico), a 

decentralization reform can be very helpful to enable states to reach areas not previously 

attended to by the central government and to improve efficiency in those already covered. 

Nevertheless, under this scenario decentralization will also represent a huge challenge to 

subnational and local governments since they will have to reorganize under a new 

scheme structures for offering education that have already been operating for a long time 

with all the administrative and political resistances this imply, and the negative 

consequences in the short and mid-term.

In contrast, for those levels of education in development where there is still much

infrastructure to be built and created (as in the case of secondary education), 

decentralization represents a good opportunity to expand the educational system and to 

organize it with higher levels of efficiency. However, in these circumstances 
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decentralization will also make it more difficult for state and local governments to attend 

the needs of marginal communities or areas that are hard to reach, since the priorities are 

likely to be on setting up basic infrastructure for providing the service and organizing the

transferred educational system, to the detriment of extending to marginal areas.

The case of Mexico is illustrative: Decentralization has had a stronger effect in 

primary, than in secondary education and the reason appears to be that primary school is 

the academic level in which most schools currently in service were created and operated 

under a highly centralized educational system. When the educational reform took place it 

seems likely that the changes adopted in the administrative structures and processes had a 

greater effect on the old system of primary schools than on the new and relatively 

recently created secondary system of education. The decentralization effort appears to 

have had a stronger impact in those areas of the administration that had been operating 

for years under the direction of the national government than in those areas that had for a 

much lesser amount of time. Inertia, large and old bureaucracies, rooted leaderships and 

long-established bad practices and processes —as those present in the system of primary 

schools in Mexico— could be experiencing more strongly the effects of decentralization 

such that, the results of the reform are more significant and visible when they are indeed 

affected.

In sum, the impact of decentralization on primary education in Mexico is positive 

and it appears to be related with retaining more children at school, encouraging students 

to finish on time and incorporating marginal groups of population to the first years of 

formal education. Although decentralization did not bring huge improvements in passing 

rates, the reform does account for considerable increases in educational coverage and 

efficiency.
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For the case of secondary education, decentralization has brought an increase in 

passing rates but a decline in completion rates. In other words, the reform appears to have 

somewhat improved educational efficiency, but it has not improved coverage.

EFFECTS OF THE REFORM AT THE STATE LEVEL

As seen, the overall effect of decentralization on efficiency and coverage of basic 

education in Mexico highly depends on the level of formal instruction under study. The 

next step in the analysis is to identify the specific impact of the reform in each state and 

classify the states according to the direction and magnitude of this effect on each 

educational indicator.

Specification of the regression model

To identify the impact of decentralization in each state, equation 3.1 has been 

modified to allow a state-specific effect of decentralization γi in the fixed-effects model. 

The resulting equation 3.2 follows exactly the same specification and has the same error

term structure than equation 3.1:
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where:

yit is a state measurement either of coverage or efficiency in primary education in a 
particular year;

iα is an intercept  that may be different for each state but stays constant over time;
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D is a dummy variable for decentralization coded 1 for the years after 1992 reform or 
zero for the preceding years;

xk is a control variable;

z is a variable that models a linear trend in time with the value of 1 for the year 1988, the 
value of 2 for the year 1989, the value of 3 for the year of 1990 and so on until it the year 
2001;  

and u is the error term.

The difference of this model with the previous one is that in this case the value for the 

coefficient associated with decentralization “γ” varies for each state.

Results

With respect to control variables and inputs to education, results show no 

significant differences from regressions in the previous section. The number, magnitude 

and direction of significant coefficients are the same and there are no considerable 

changes in the sign of non-significant coefficients. The only important difference is that 

by allowing the impact of decentralization to be different in each state, in the regressions 

for secondary education the coefficients associated with the variable “illiteracy rates” 

become smaller and lose statistical significance. 
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Once more, a higher amount of expenditure per student in primary education 

reduces gross enrollment, completion and terminal efficiency rates in primary schooling. 

This intriguing result shows again the inconsistency that is present in the educational 

production function studies discussed by Hanusheck (1996), but it might also be 

reflecting that to address the issue of having more students finishing primary education 

within the official period established goes beyond of assigning more money to education. 

It is possible that in more undeveloped regions people receiving money from the 

government to attend school, spend even more years in primary education in order to 

keep receiving these supports.

The state-specific effect of decentralization

When analyzing the state-specific impact of decentralization on coverage and 

efficiency of basic education in Mexico, it becomes clear that the reform has affected the 

states differently according to the level of education or the educational outcome under 

consideration. Results are mixed. For most of the states, decentralization has brought 

gains in some of their educational indicators but it has also generated backward 

movements in some others. With the exception of two or three cases, there is very little 

empirical evidence that for a particular state the reform has consistently improved or 

worsened most of its educational results at all educational levels.

Table 3.7 shows the state-specific impact of decentralization on each of the 

educational indicators under study. The table reports estimated coefficients associated 

with the value of “γi”. Positive and significant coefficients have been highlighted with a 

light shading, while negative significant coefficients are highlighted with a darker tone. 
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Table 3.7 State-specific impact of decentralization on educational outcomes28

28 Statistically significant coefficients have been highlighted. Darker tones contain the significant negative 
effects of decentralization while clearest tones emphasize the significant positive effects of the reform.

State-specific impact of decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency. Values of γi. 
PRIMARY SECONDARY

COVERAGE EFFICIENCY COVERAGE EFFICIENCYSTATE
Gross 

enrollment rate 
Completion 

rate Passing rates 
Terminal 
Efficiency 

Gross 
enrollment rate 

Completion 
rate Passing rates 

Terminal 
Efficiency 

AGS       0.98       1.61       0.23       2.10 3.85*      -0.57 1.77*       0.92 
BC 3.20***       2.54     -0.14      -1.91 -7.97*** -8.11*** 5.86*** 3.02* 
BCS 2.37**       1.50     -0.25 6.09*** 6.71***       1.70      -1.35      -2.79 
CAMP 5.31*** 10.38***       0.01 13.34*** 15.36*** 8.02*** 2.47*      -1.57 
CHIH -2.53**  0.28 -1.15***  0.15      -1.77 -6.41*** -1.95* -4.43** 
CHIS 6.66*** 9.44*** -0.98** 7.06*** -5.98*** -5.76** 4.62*** 4.13** 
COAH      -1.30       1.19       0.40 4.03** 3.72*      -0.73       0.91      -0.06 
COL 3.82***       1.39     -0.36 8.89***      -0.93 -6.90*** 2.93**      -2.05 
DUR      -1.90*       0.12       0.51 4.47**      -0.98 -5.91*** -2.24*  -1.66 
EDMEX 2.68***       1.26 0.79** -4.00**  -2.38 -6.33***  1.47      -2.53 
GRO -1.82*  3.42 -2.58***  2.37      -1.18 -7.24***  0.62 -4.39** 
GTO        0.36     -1.91      -0.41       0.60      -0.02 -3.32* 2.78***       1.11 
HGO 3.71***       2.48 1.07***       1.26       1.32      -1.26 2.48**       2.83 
JAL     -0.04       0.71 -1.56*** 3.54*      -2.04 -6.83***  -0.61      -0.99 
MICH 4.11***       2.44 1.39*** 5.25*** -5.58*** -10.28***  -0.49       0.48 
MOR 4.02*** 5.16**      -0.12 -3.38* -6.80*** -7.53*** 5.74***       1.64 
NAY       0.59     -0.52 -0.65*  2.52 -3.56* -4.94**  -1.60       0.43 
NL     -1.19       0.21 -0.80** 4.83**       1.17       1.01 -3.81***  -0.11 
OAX 3.22***       1.71 0.67* 4.63**       1.77      -1.07 3.56***       1.53 
PUE       0.22     -0.20 0.89** 4.51** -4.93** -6.87*** 3.02***       1.35 
QROO 8.91*** 11.26*** 1.57*** 3.52* 17.20*** 10.63*** 3.62***      -1.76 
QUE       1.49     -0.78 1.05*** -3.28* -4.89** -8.32***  0.73      -1.86 
SIN 2.32**     -0.79 -1.10***  2.36 4.71**      -0.64       1.28      -1.11 
SLP     -0.99       1.80 1.25*** 5.36*** -8.94*** -10.28***  0.81 6.72*** 
SON -2.84***  -2.75      -0.03 4.68** -5.63*** -12.58***  0.78 -5.74*** 
TAB 1.96** 4.02* 1.68*** 6.80***       -0.87 -3.31*  0.89      -0.50 
TLAX     -0.56     -3.12      -0.18       2.19 -5.39** -10.35***  1.00 -3.54* 
TMPS 2.00**       1.50       0.42 6.32***       2.06      -3.13       0.96      -2.79 
VER       0.31 1.51 -0.51 7.40*** -5.57*** -7.32*** 3.70*** -0.23
YUC 6.50*** 7.81*** 0.66* 8.92*** 12.40*** 6.85*** 0.07 1.71
ZAC 2.62** 7.72*** 2.42*** 9.05*** 2.16 -0.34 -0.34 -2.85
***Significant at the .1% level. ** Significant at the 1% level.   *Significant at the 5% level. Total observations: 435.  Observations per cross-sectional unit: 14
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Flourishing and fading states in Primary Education

Looking exclusively at primary education, five states stand out for consistently 

presenting an improvement of most of their educational indictors as a result of the new 

institutional arrangement. These states are Campeche, Quintana Roo, Tabasco, Yucatán 

and Zacatecas. However, relatively speaking, the main effect of the reform is different 

among them. While Quintana Roo, Campeche and Yucatan present the greatest change 

on educational coverage reflected on higher rates of gross enrollment and completion, 

Tabasco and Zacatecas witnessed a considerable improvement of their educational 

efficiency with better terminal efficiency and passing rates. Among these states, the case 

of Campeche is interesting since it is the state where the impact of the reform on terminal 

efficiency rates was the greatest since an increase of 13.34% in these rates is explained by 

decentralization.

Results in Chiapas are also relevant given it is the state with the second greatest 

change in gross enrollment rates originated by the new decentralized administration and 

the third with the greatest positive effect of the reform on completion rates. Notably, in 

this state the reform has not exclusively increased coverage in primary education but it 

has positively affected terminal efficiency rates. This can be explained because of the 

huge compensatory efforts the central government has conducted in Chiapas after 

decentralization.

Contrastingly, the reform has implied negative movements for primary education 

in Chihuahua, Guerrero, Sonora and Tlaxcala. The worst effect of decentralization on 

coverage is manifested in Sonora, where the estimated gross enrollment rates and 

completion rates decreased 2.84% and 2.75% respectively, although the latter coefficient 

is not statistically significant. Guerrero is the state in which the effect of the reform on 

passing rates has been the most damaging with a decrease of 2.58% attributable to the 
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reform, while in Chihuahua both these rates and gross enrollment also showed a decline. 

The case of Tlaxcala deserves a closer look since it is the only state, along with Sonora, 

for which regression results systematically present negative coefficients associated with 

decentralization —event though none of them is statistically significant. 

Results also show there is a group of states in which decentralization appears to 

be generating negative results in specific areas. For example, the states of Mexico, 

Morelos and Querétaro are the only ones in which decentralization accounts for 

considerable and statistically significant declines in terminal efficiency rates. Similarly, 

Chiapas, Jalisco and Sinaloa have worsened their passing rates as a result of 

decentralization.

Figure 3.6 State-specific effect of Decentralization on Coverage in Primary E ducation
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In general terms, it can be argued decentralization has been beneficial to most 

states for increasing their coverage and efficiency in primary education and it is clear that 

three states, Quintana Roo, Campeche and Yucatán, have systematically improved their 

performance after the new educational scheme was introduced. However, it is difficult to 

argue that for primary education there is a single state that systematically has worsened 

both its educational coverage and efficiency, although one or two have indeed witnessed 

a decrease in their coverage or efficiency after decentralization.

Figure 3.7 State-specific impact of Decentralization on Efficiency in Primary Education

Values of estimated coefficients
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Successful and unsuccessful states in Secondary Education

Unlike the situation in primary education, for secondary instruction it is difficult 

to identify more than three states with a consistent and statistically significant positive 

impact of decentralization on educational outcomes. Regression results for this level of 
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instruction are less homogeneous within the states and show a higher dispersion. As 

discussed in the previous section, the reform has had a strong negative effect on coverage 

in most cases, but it has also severely worsened passing and terminal efficiency rates in a 

few states.

Once more Campeche, Quintana Roo, and Yucatán are the states that 

systematically appear to be better off after decentralization, and Quintana Roo is the state 

that presents the most impressive results since decentralization accounts for an increase

of 17.2% in gross enrollment rates, 10.6% in completion rates and 3.6% in passing rates 

in secondary education. Besides those three states, Aguascalientes also stands out and 

systematically shows positive results both in coverage and efficiency because of the 

reform, although the significance of the effect of decentralization is not as high as in the 

mentioned states.

With exclusive reference to the effect of decentralization on educational 

efficiency, Baja California and Chiapas are worth discussing. It is in these states where 

the reform accounts for improvements both in passing rates and in terminal efficiency 

rates. Just as in Baja California, the new institutional arrangement explains an increase in 

passing rates of more than 5% and in Chiapas, after decentralization, terminal efficiency 

rates have increased 4.13%.  However, the greatest effect of the reform on terminal 

efficiency rates has occurred in San Luis Potosí where rates increased more than 6.8% 

given the restructuring of the educational system. This result is dramatic and suggests that 

decentralization has provided to San Luis Potosí with a major advance in students

finishing secondary school on time, probably by reducing dropouts or repetition rates.

Chihuahua, Sonora and Tlaxcala stand out for being the states that systematically 

present negative under the new decentralized system. But the cases of Durango, 

Guerrero, Jalisco and Querétaro are also noteworthy to mention since these states also 
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show a worsening of most educational indicators given the reform, although some of 

these coefficients are not statistically significant.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that decentralization has negatively affected 

coverage in secondary education. The associated coefficients measuring the effect of the 

reform on gross enrollment and completion rates are negative in both cases for 19 of the 

31 states included in the study. However, within these negative trends San Luis Potosi 

and Sonora present the worst results. In the first case gross enrollment and completion 

rates decreased 8.94% and 10.28% respectively as a consequence of decentralization, 

while in Sonora a decrease of 5.63% in gross enrollment rates and a diminishing of 

12.58% in completion rates are the estimated effects of the new educational scheme. 

Figure 3.8 State-specific effect of Decentralization on Coverage in Secondary Education

Values of estimated coefficients
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Figure 3.9 State-specific effect of Decentralization on E fficiency in Secondary Education 

Values of estimated coefficients
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Reform winners and losers

To better elucidate the results of the analysis developed in this section, it has been 

useful to rank the states according to the estimated impact of decentralization on each of 

the selected educational indicators. For each one of the regressions, the estimated 

coefficients determining the state-specific impact of decentralization have been sorted 

from the one with the greatest value to the one with the lowest value. After the sorting, 

each state has received a rank according to the relative effect of the reform on that 

particular educational indicator. For example, the greatest impact of decentralization on 

gross enrollment in primary education occurred in Quintana Roo where the reform 

accounts for an increase of 8.91% in the rates. Quintana Roo is ranked first with respect 

to the impact of decentralization on gross enrollment rates in primary education. In 
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contrast, the most deleterious impact of decentralization on gross enrollment rates is in 

Sonora, where rates decreased 2.84% as the estimated effect of the reform. As a 

consequence, Guerrero ranks 31st with respect to the impact of decentralization on gross 

enrollment rates in primary. 

This exercise was repeated for all the estimated coefficients in order to obtain

some values that could summarize the relative impact of decentralization on educational 

coverage and efficiency when comparing the states. This analysis is also useful to classify 

the states according to the general impact of decentralization on their educational 

performance. It is important to mention the rankings are not considering whether the 

estimated coefficients are statistically significant or not. This is done to avoid relying on 

an “arbitrary” alpha-level to develop the analysis and to make the conclusions more 

robust in the presence of sampling errors. In other words, the analysis is not relying on 

the assumption that the values of the sample outcomes (estimated coefficients) are 100% 

correct.

Table 3.8 shows the winners and losers of decentralization for each level of 

instruction. Only in Quintana Roo, Campeche and Yucatán, is the impact of 

decentralization positive for most of their educational results both in primary and 

secondary, and only in Chihuahua, Sonora and Tlaxcala is the effect negative for most of 

the outcomes. However, the state that has performed better post-decentralization is 

Quintana Roo. It is in this state where the promises of decentralization have materialized, 

at least in terms of the numbers. According to these regression results, completion rates in 

Quintana Roo for primary education increased 11.26% after decentralization, while gross 

enrollment rates grew in 8.91%. These coefficients turned out to be significant at the 1% 

level. A similar finding emerges in secondary education where, as mentioned before, 

gross enrollment rates increased 17.20% as the estimated effect of the reform and 
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completion rates increased 10.63%. In addition, passing rates in primary and secondary 

school in Quintana Roo increased in 1.57% and 3.62% respectively. Finally, the state’s 

terminal efficiency rates in primary were also positively affected after the transfer of 

responsibilities, showing an increase of 3.52 percentage points.

In contrast, Chihuahua, Sonora and Tlaxcala are the states that both in primary 

and secondary consistently present an apparent deterioration in its educational outcomes 

after the reform. In these states six of the eight estimated coefficients associated with the 

effect of the reform are negative and in Chihuahua and Sonora four of them are 

statistically significant considering an alpha level of 5%. Nevertheless, the negative 

impact of decentralization in these three states is much lower in magnitude than the 

positive effect of the reform that occurred in Quintana Roo.

Table 3.8 Winners and losers of decentralization for different levels of instruction

Basic Education Primary Secondary

Quintana Roo 
Campeche
Yucatán

Chihuahua
Sonora
Tlaxcala

(+)
(+)
(+)

(–) 
(–) 
(–) 

 
Michoacán
Zacatecas   

(+)
(+)

Aguascalientes
Oaxaca
Hidalgo

Durango
Guerrero
Jalisco
Michoacán
Querétaro

(+)
(+)
(+)

(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
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Besides the six states that show an identifiable pattern of worsening or 

improvement of coverage and efficiency in basic education after decentralization, there is 

also another group of states where the impact of the new institutional setting has mainly 

reflected at a particular level of instruction or educational outcome. In Michoacán and 

Zacatecas the effect of decentralization has been positive for primary education but not 

for secondary. Similarly, for Aguascalientes, Hidalgo and Oaxaca the new institutional 

arrangement was, in general terms, mostly beneficial for increasing coverage and 

efficiency in secondary education but not in primary. The case of Oaxaca deserves 

special attention since given decentralization educational efficiency both in primary and 

secondary education improved. In contrast, in Durango, Guerrero, Jalisco, Michoacán 

and Querétaro, the reform negatively affected coverage and efficiency in secondary 

education especially by generating decreases in gross enrollment and completion rates. 

Finally, the case of Guerrero draws attention since it appears as the state in which 

educational efficiency at both levels of instruction severely decreased after the reform.

If the state-specific effects of decentralization are disaggregated even further by 

level of instruction, it is possible to perceive, as shown in table 3.9 that Chiapas increased 

its coverage in primary and its efficiency in secondary education, and that states like 

Morelos, Tabasco, San Luis Potosí, Tamaulipas, Sinaloa and Coahuila barely benefited 

from decentralization since they only exhibit improvements either in coverage or 

efficiency at one of the levels of instruction included in the analysis.
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Table 3.9 Winners and losers of decentralization per educational outcome

PRIMARY SECONDARY

COVERAGE

Quintana Roo
Chiapas
Campeche
Yucatán

Morelos
Michoacán
Zacatecas

Sonora
Tlaxcala

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)

(–) 
(–) 

Quintana Roo 
Campeche
Yucatán
Baja California Sur

Aguascalientes
Sinaloa
Coahuila

San Luis Potosí 
Sonora
Baja California
Michoacán
Morelos
Tlaxcala

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)

(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 

EFFICIENCY

Zacatecas
Tabasco

Yucatán
San Luis Potosí
Michoacán
Campeche

Quintana Roo 
Tamaulipas
Puebla
Oaxaca

Chihuahua
Guerrero

Sinaloa

(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)

(–) 
(–) 

 

(–) 

Baja California
Chiapas
Morelos

Oaxaca
Hidalgo

Chihuahua

Baja California Sur
Zacatecas
Guerrero
Sonora
Durango

(+)
(+)
(+)

(+)
(+)

(–) 
 

(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 
(–) 

Summary of findings

As described earlier, it has proven useful to rank the states according to the 

estimated impact of decentralization on each of the selected educational outcomes in 

order to get a value that summarizes the relative situation of the states when compared to 
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each other. This exercise is represented in figure 3.10 which shows states sorted by the 

total sum of the ranks each of them achieved on each of the selected educational 

outcomes. States are clustered according to the relative effect of decentralization on 

coverage and efficiency in basic education. These clusters are derived from a cluster 

analysis in which the sum of ranks of the estimated coefficients was the criterion for 

classification. Groups are labeled according to the magnitude and the statistical 

significance of the regression estimated coefficients. For example, in the states classified 

within the group where the effect of decentralization is not clear at all, almost none of the 

estimated coefficients associated with the effect of decentralization on educational 

outcomes are significant, and their values are not as high or as low as in the other states. 

States closer to the left hand side of the frame are those that consistently presented better 

results in coverage and efficiency in basic education given the estimated effects of

decentralization, while those closer to the right are those presenting the worst results. In 

the picture there is a group of fifteen states in which the impact of decentralization is 

negligible, or is insufficiently clear as to derive a definite conclusion.

From figure 3.10 it is immediately apparent to perceive that decentralization has 

not generated a generalized improvement or worsening of basic education with respect to 

coverage and efficiency. Instead, for half of the Mexican states decentralization has not 

impacted the selected educational indicators and it appears that if results are evaluated at 

the most aggregated level of analysis, the reform is having a negligible or very low 

impact on performance. Nevertheless, if decentralization is evaluated by different levels

of instruction and in relation to individual states, results become much more significant. 

Although evidence is insufficient to be able to affirm that decentralization has been a 

successful policy for the general development of basic education in Mexico, it is possible 

to claim that the number of states for which the effect of the new institutional setting in 
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primary education has been positive is far greater than the number of states for which the 

effect has been negligible or negative. However, when results in secondary education are 

taken into account then it is unclear if more states have benefited by the reform than those 

that have not. Returning to the point made earlier, decentralization has positively affected 

most educational outcomes in primary education, but at the same time it has negatively 

impacted coverage in secondary education.

Figure 3.10 Relative impact of Decentralization on Coverage and Efficiency in Basic 
Education

Impact of decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency in basic education 
Total sum of rankings of estimated coefficients for each regression 
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CONCLUSIONS: THE DIFFERENTIATED IMPACTS OF THE REFORM

The effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education 

varies according the level of instruction examined. The overall effect of decentralization 

in primary education is positive, whereas for secondary education coverage has 

worsened, but there has been improved efficiency albeit to a lesser extent than in primary 

education.

Evidence from Mexico suggests that the older and better developed public service

undergoing decentralization, the greater the positive effects are on coverage and 

efficiency. In contrast, the newer and the less consolidated the system, then the lesser and 

even the negative the effects of the reform on service provision. In other words, it is 

possible to argue that one reason for the differentiated impact of decentralization in 

primary and secondary is that primary education is the academic level in which most 

existing schools were created and operated under a highly centralized educational system. 

It appears that the changes in the administrative structures and processes at the state level 

following decentralization had a greater effect in the older existing system of primary 

schools than in the more recently created secondary system of education. Relatively 

speaking, decentralization seems to have a stronger impact in those administrative 

apparatus that had been operating for a longer period of time under a centralized setting

than in those structures more recently created with a lesser amount of time operating 

under that same centralized regime. As argued in the previous section, inertia, large and 

old bureaucracies, rooted leaderships and long-established (bad) practices and processes

might experience more strongly the administrative changes brought about by 

decentralization and therefore the results of the reform appear to be more significant and 
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visible when these old educational structures and practices are modified, or when they 

disappear altogether.

Nevertheless, the experiences at the state level in Mexico also show that for 

passing rates the positive effect of decentralization is less favorable for primary education 

than it is for secondary education despite the primary school system appears to be much 

older than the secondary school system. The apparent contradiction of this result with 

respect to the rest of the findings in this chapter strengthens the argument that in 

determining the effects of decentralization it matters the amount of time during which the 

public responsibilities being transferred operated under a centralized regime. As noted, 

before decentralization there were schools operated by the national government and 

schools operated by some states which required a merger after the educational reform,

and that this was especially likely to occur in primary schools before than in secondary 

schools. It seems plausible that when it came the moment to homogenize the existing 

state schools with the national system of evaluation, it was much harder to achieve for 

primary schools than for secondary schools. This argument is explored in more detail in 

the following chapter.

On the other hand, when looking at the effects of decentralization in each state it 

is clear that decentralization results are not homogeneous across Mexican states. 

Empirical evidence shows decentralization accounts for systematical improvements in 

most of the selected educational indicators of Quintana Roo, Campeche and Yucatán, and 

that the reform explains a worsening of the educational coverage and educational 

efficiency in the states of Chihuahua, Sonora and Tlaxcala.

As we have seen, the effect of decentralization across the states also varies 

according to the educational level that is being looked at. For example, in states like 

Tabasco, Zacatecas, Michoacán and Chiapas the educational coverage and efficiency in 
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primary education improved, but that was not the case of their performance in secondary 

education. Similarly, decentralization accounts for improvements in secondary education 

provision in Aguascalientes, Oaxaca and Hidalgo but in these states the reform did not 

have that same effect in primary education.

My results show a group of eight states in which, broadly speaking, the impact of 

the reform on coverage and efficiency appears to be positive; there is another group of 15 

states in which the effect of the new educational scheme has been negligible or not 

significant enough as to form any firm conclusion; and finally, there is a group of eight 

states in which the reform seems to have brought negative results. The winners of the 

reform are: Quintana Roo, Tabasco and Campeche, which are the states where

decentralization can systematically explain positive and statistically significant 

improvements of their educational outcomes. The losers of the reform are Chihuahua, 

Sonora and Tlaxcala, which are states where decentralization has consistently reflected

lower levels of coverage and lower efficiency in basic education.

In sum, the effect of decentralization on efficiency and coverage of basic 

education at the state level in Mexico for the selected years is very mixed. The Mexican 

experience shows that the impact of the decentralization reform has been different 

according to the level of instruction under analysis, the educational indicator that is 

considered, and the state that is being analyzed. Giving this variation, it is desirable that 

governments engaging in administrative, fiscal and political reorganization alike pay 

attention to the particular characteristics of the regions and to the situation of their 

educational systems before implementing major reforms. A decentralization effort that 

treats all educational levels, regions and states as if they had similar endowments and 

capacities to offer basic education is likely to achieve very different results throughout 

the country. The question to answer here, of course, is if dissimilar results by region or by
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level of instruction are leading to an increase in the educational gaps between states, or if 

states with lower levels of instruction are getting closer to the national standards. For the 

case of Mexico, with the exception of Guerrero, the majority of states that traditionally 

have lagged behind in education appear to be those states most benefiting from 

decentralization. These are the states of Quintana Roo, Chiapas, Campeche, Michoacán, 

Yucatán, Oaxaca and Zacatecas. However, there is still the need to determine what 

exactly, explains the positive effect of the reform in these states. The next chapter 

addresses this question.
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Chapter 4: Unveiling the reasons behind the impact of Decentralization 
on Coverage and Efficiency of Basic Education in Mexico 

INTRODUCTION

The effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in 

Mexico has not been uniform across the states. The statistical analysis developed in 

chapter three based on what I call the educational production function framework29 shows 

that once socioeconomic factors and different inputs to education have been controlled 

for, the reform can account for varying increases in coverage and efficiency in some 

states while not in others. Clearly, the transference of the basic education responsibilities 

from the national government to the subnational level brought a very different challenge 

to each state, such that after 1992 a whole array of strategies to assimilate the new 

institutional design and to supply basic education emerged in the country. 

According to Prud’homme (1995) decentralization policies run the risk of doing 

more harm than good and overall public sector efficiency and effectiveness may suffer 

considerably if the reform does not achieve a number of basic requisites. It has been 

argued that both at the intermediate and local levels, successful decentralization appears

to depend on the level of social participation (Shaeffer, 1994) and on many essential 

organizational and institutional requirements —such as innovation, leadership, 

communication at the community level, and the process of forming coalitions at the local 

and horizontal level (Campbell and Fuhr, 2004). 

For the Mexican case, the capacities of state governments are far from similar, nor 

is the level of citizen involvement in public affairs the same across the different regions 

29 In the educational production function framework inputs (schools, teachers, students, money, etc.) are 
introduced into a black box where they are transformed into outputs (educational results) by unknown 
factors and processes.
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of the country. Thus, if the ability to innovate and to develop new administrative process 

are linked with the performance of an organization (Damanpour, 1984), while the 

effectiveness of an institutional reform depends on the regional social context30 (Putnam, 

1993), it is plausible to argue that the effects of decentralization in Mexico might be

influenced by the particular institutional setting present in each region before 

decentralization; by the particular administrative processes that emerged after the reform;

and by each state’s societal involvement in public affairs.

The present chapter identifies the key elements behind the heterogeneous impact 

of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic education in Mexico at the state 

level. The following discussion elucidates whether three factors involved in the process 

of decentralization are helpful for explaining the differences among state results. These 

factors are: a) the presence or absence of a previous state system of education before the 

reform; b) the role of the national government in education through compensatory 

programs; and c), the level of social capital existing in the different regions of the 

country.

The chapter is organized as follows. In a first section I test the hypothesis that the 

presence or absence of a state-based educational system operating in parallel with the 

federal educational system is a significant variable for explaining the effects of 

decentralization on educational outcomes. In this section I discuss the role of the 

teachers’ union as well as the administrative implications of decentralization. In the 

second section of the chapter I test the hypothesis that compensatory programs are a 

variable that accounts for differentiated effects of the reform, and I evaluate if the state-

specific impact of decentralization changes once these programs are also considered and 

30 The latter understood as the features of social organization such as trust, norms and networks that can 
improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated actions.
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included in the analysis. Finally, I explore if different levels of social capital at the

regional level in Mexico are associated with the effects of decentralization on educational 

coverage and efficiency at that level of aggregation.

THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF A PREVIOUS EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Decentralization of basic education opened a window for sub-national 

governments to generate a state system of education without the guidelines of the central 

government. States were to be left on their own to face the challenge of administering the 

recently transferred set of resources for offering preschool, primary and secondary 

education. As a consequence, the experiences after the decentralization process were not 

homogeneous since some states, from the outset, had different administrative capacities 

and institutional settings prior to the reform.

Before decentralization, some states such as Chihuahua, Mexico, Guerrero, 

Jalisco, Nuevo León and Sonora, among others, already had their own statewide 

educational system operating in parallel with the federal educational system. In contrast, 

others such as Campeche, Morelos and Oaxaca, had no state-level experience in the 

provision of basic education, and only the federal government and private schools offered 

primary and secondary education in their territories. This difference among states is 

relevant for explaining the magnitude and direction of the effect of decentralization on 

efficiency and coverage in basic education if it is taken into consideration that the role of 

the teacher’s union and the administrative processes following the reform were likely to 

be different among these two groups of states. 

The role of the Union of Teachers

The Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educación (Educational Workers’ 

National Union, SNTE) is by far the most powerful and politically active worker’s union 
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in Mexico. The Union grew as a highly centralized organization, protected and privileged 

by the national government such that by the 1980s several public officials in the Ministry 

of Education were members of the SNTE (Cabrero, 1999). 

The union of teachers had traditionally opposed any decentralization reform 

because of the belief that any transfer of responsibilities to the state level would threaten 

the organization by fragmenting its power (Arnaut, 1998). Indeed, decentralization of 

public education could not have been possible without the agreement and involvement of 

the SNTE. Even so, the cooperation of the union was not immediate but was the result of 

previous incomplete attempts to decentralize public education in Mexico, as well as a 

consequence of internal shifts within the SNTE that changed the power within the 

organization, and provided the conditions to make decentralization attractive to the 

teachers (Arnaut, 1998).

Despite the negotiations between the central government and the SNTE that made

possible the signing of the Acuerdo Nacional para la Modernización de la Educación 

Básica (National Agreement for the Modernization of Basic Education, ANMEB), the 

response of the union’s internal factions was far from uniform (Cabrero, 1999). A 

number of struggles and problems arose at the sub-national level after the signing of the 

agreement because the working conditions of the teachers that previously “belonged” to 

the federal government differed from those of the teachers in programs or schools 

administered at the state level. 

The presence or absence of a previous state-based system of education determined 

the need of sub-national governments to devote most of their efforts either to create from 

scratch a new system of education, or to merge two educational systems into one while 

homogenizing the teachers’ working conditions. The nature of these two tasks is very 

different, as was the impact of their fulfillment on the performance of the educational 
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system.  While creating a new educational system from scratch might be more related to 

gathering resources, designing administrative tasks, positions and processes than to 

politics, integrating two already operating systems required much more political 

negotiations and struggle between the state-administered and the national-administered 

bureaucracies, as well as among the teacher groups to be merged (Veloz-Ávila, 2003). 

Similarly, creating a new system of education can give the authorities more 

freedom to establish innovative processes and institutions for providing the service; 

whereas merging two mature and up-and-running educational systems gives less room to 

authorities to introduce changes or to modify the bureaucracies. The case of Tlaxcala, 

which was one of the states that had to merge its own educational system with the 

transferred federal system is revealing:

La recepción por el gobierno estatal de los servicios federales de educación 
básica, a través de la Unidad de Servicios Educativos (USET) del Estado de 
Tlaxcala como organismo descentralizado, no llevó de entrada a una mayor 
reorganización del sistema educativo estatal en términos administrativos; de 
hecho, la USET y la Secretaria de Educación Pública del Estado (SEPE)
continuaron operando de la misma forma que antes de la federalización.31

The state government reception of the basic education federal services through the 
Tlaxcala Educational Services Unit (USET) decentralized organism, did not lead 
at first to a greater administrative reorganization of the state-based educational 
system; in fact the USET and the State Ministry of Education (SEPE) continued 
operating in the same way as before decentralization.32

The subnational governments’ strategy to receive the federal system of education was not 

homogeneous across the country. As Gómez-Álvarez (2000) shows, most states created 

ad hoc structures to serve temporarily as recipients of the new educational assets being 

transferred. These structures were usually decentralized departments that in time would 

31 Veloz Ávila, Norma Ilse. “El SNTE y la descentralización de la educación básica en Tlaxcala.” Revista 
Mexicana de Investigación Educativa. May-August 2003, vol. 8, num. 18
32 Author’s translation.
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be either merged with the state ministries of education, or assimilated into new state 

offices for public education. 

In those states where there was only a single system of education administered by 

the central government — for example, Aguascalientes, Hidalgo, Michoacán, Baja 

California Sur and Quintana Roo— transferred teachers and workers became part of new 

state-level governmental structures, and most of the administrative tasks following the 

reform were related to creating procedures for administering the new educational 

resources, as well as to generating innovative programs for offering basic education. For 

example, in Aguascalientes after receiving and integrating the transferred teachers and 

resources into the new Instituto de Educación Básica y Normal, (Institute of Basic and 

Teachers’ Education), the state authorities called public officials, parents, teachers, 

scholars and citizens to participate in the planning and definition of the strategies to 

follow for establishing and developing the new state system of education aiming to 

improve educational indicators and enhance quality in service provision (Zorrilla, 1999). 

In the states in which there was no state educational system, the teachers’ union 

was represented exclusively by one of its sections, which previously negotiated the 

working conditions with the central government, and since 1992 now did so with the state 

government. Those states that had their own system of education operating in parallel 

with the central government system had (and still have) the major endeavor of 

negotiating administrative changes and working conditions with two different sections of 

the teachers’ union, 33 sections that in many cases are rivals and do not cooperate with

each other. 

33 It is very important to mention that in 2004 the Mexican National Conference of Governors (CONAGO) 
agreed that negotiations on salaries and working benefits of Mexican teachers will be done centrally once 
more, that is, between the SNTE and the National Ministry of Education, SEP. This appeared to be a step 
backward in the process of decentralization.
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Table 4.1 SNTE sections by state

SNTE SECTION STATE FEDERAL STATE 
AGUASCALIENTES 1  
BAJA CALIFORNIA 2 37 
BAJA CALIFORNIA SUR 3  
CAMPECHE 4  
CHIAPAS 7 40 
CHIHUAHUA 8 42 
COAHUILA 5, 35 38 
COLIMA 6 39 
DISTRITO FEDERAL 9, 10, 11, 43, 36  
DURANGO 12 44 
ESTADO DE MEXICO 17  
GUANAJUATO 13 45 
GUERRERO 14  
HIDALGO 15  
JALISCO 16 47 
MICHOACAN 18  
MORELOS 19  
NAYARIT 20 49 
NUEVO LEON 21 50 
OAXACA 22  
PUEBLA 23 51 
QUERETARO 24  
QUINTANA ROO 25  
SAN LUIS POTOSI 26 52 
SINALOA 27 53 
SONORA 28 54 
TABASCO 29  
TAMAULIPAS 30  
TLAXCALA 31 55 
VERACRUZ 32 56 
YUCATAN 33 57 
ZACATECAS 34 58 
Source: Section 37, SNTE. 
http://www.seccion37.com.mx/secciones_snte.htm

Historically, there has been a clear differentiation and division among “federal” 

and “state” teachers since each group has developed a different “mentality” with respect 

to educational affairs and working conditions given the different experiences of 

negotiation each of them had to face prior to decentralization (Gómez Álvarez, 2000). 

The administrative meaning of Decentralization in the Mexican case

Decentralization of education can take different forms according to the degree of 

autonomy granted to lower levels of government. Winkler (1988) has identified six main 
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components in the provision of public education. These components are school 

organization; curriculum and teaching methods; examination and supervision; teacher 

recruitment and compensation; financing of recurrent expenditures; and school 

construction and finance. For Mexico, the 1992 decentralization reform did not modify

the important and exclusive entitlements national government had in regulating basic 

education throughout the country, establishing the curriculum, setting the procedures and 

parameters for evaluating the national system of education, and most important,

allocating fiscal resources to each state to provide basic education. In fact, these are the 

most substantive components of public education in Mexico, so it can be argued that 

decentralization did not really touch the most crucial educational tasks which remained at 

the national level as functions of the federal government.

The reform assigned to sub-national governments the responsibility of: assigning, 

progressively in time, a greater share of their own budgets to basic education; proposing 

regional content to the curriculum to be taught in their schools (nonetheless this content 

has to be approved by the federal government); integrating a single educational system in 

their territory; and finally it made them responsible for administering the resources 

received from the center (see Santizo, 1997).

The reform did not fully reach the local level. Municipalities now can participate 

in the building and equipping of schools, but despite the fact that they are entitled to 

promote and offer educational services within their jurisdiction, local governments are 

not directly providing of basic education in the country.

 Decentralization of basic education in Mexico followed a top-down approach. It 

was not the result of a demand from the sub-national and local governments for more 

attributions in the educational arena, but rather it represented an strategy of the central 

government to alleviate fiscal and administrative pressures, and especially to manage 
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political conflicts by changing the corporatist alliance between SNTE and the national 

government (Cabrero, 1999; Gómez-Álvarez, 2000; Ornelas, 2000). But beyond the 

causes that generated the decentralization process, what is relevant is that the reform 

treated all states equally, as if states had the same initial institutional and political 

conditions to successfully complete the restructuring processes following the signing of 

the agreement. 

The national government did not provide the states with a unique formula to 

develop and implement a new or a renovated state system of education. Moreover, 

decentralization was designed and implemented without considering the differences in 

the magnitude of the reforms to be undertaken in each state to incorporate the new 

responsibilities in the educational arena. Administratively speaking, the challenges faced 

by states without a previous own system of education were radically different from those 

faced by states already with a large number of own schools, teachers and students, as well 

as with their own experience of administering an educational system. 

The clearest example of the different nature of the administrative tasks to perform 

in the states was the redesign of the curriculum and the evaluation of the student progress. 

Although schools at the sub-national level with their preexisting systems had to cover the 

curriculum dictated by the SEP, in many cases the emphasis on the content was quite 

different from that in schools belonging to the central government. For the purposes of 

evaluation, under the new institutional design these schools were in disadvantage with 

respect to the nationally controlled ones. In addition, the “state” schools evaluation 

systems had to be redefined and merged with the one used by the national arrangement.

Empirical evidence from linear regression   

After considering the role of the teachers’ union and the administrative processes 

that followed the educational reform in Mexico, a key question is whether or not the 
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effect of decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency in basic education is 

different in those states with a previous state-based system of education from that of the 

rest of the states. The following analysis addresses that question using once more the 

“input-output” or educational production function framework discussed in the effective 

schools literature. As mentioned earlier, the educational production function scheme 

treats schools as black boxes where inputs are transformed into outputs by unknown 

processes, taking for granted certain technological setups, organizational structures and 

institutional settings (Lastra, 2001). For this study, the “black box” represents the 

“unknown” processes that generate educational results in a particular year for a particular 

Mexican state and the inputs to these processes are teachers, students, schools, 

expenditure, and other controlling socioeconomic factors. Outputs are educational results 

reflected on indicators of coverage and efficiency in basic education. At a particular point 

in time a treatment variable called decentralization is included in the “black box” 

modifying the processes that generate the educational outcomes. Whether outcomes are 

differently affected by the treatment according to the presence or absence of a state-based 

educational system is addressed in the following section.

Methodology and dataset

As before, the methodology used for developing the following statistical analysis 

is the same as that described in chapter three of this study. The research design of the 

study is a quasi-experimental pre-test post-test approach that takes advantage of panel

data analysis to study the before-after effect of decentralization in Mexico using a fixed-

effects regression model. The panel data used in this study consists of yearly observations 
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of several variables related to basic education measured from 1988 to 2001 in each 

Mexican state except the Federal District.34

Three types of control variables are used in the analysis, these are inputs to 

education, proxy variables for the socioeconomic characteristics of the Mexican states 

and a variable controlling for the effect of time on educational performance. Inputs to 

education are measured through student/teacher ratios, student/school ratios, expenditure 

per student in basic education and the percentage of state population four and five years 

old enrolled in preschool education, while the proxy variables for the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the states are illiteracy rates and per capita state revenues from direct 

taxes. 

The dependent variables are educational coverage and efficiency in basic 

education reflected on selected educational indicators already described in chapter three. 

As before, educational coverage is measured through gross enrollment rates and 

completion rates, while educational efficiency is reflected on passing rates and terminal 

efficiency rates. 

Using linear regressions I test in this section the hypothesis that the presence of 

state-based system of education before the reform makes a difference with respect to the 

effect of decentralization on educational outcomes. In other words, I am evaluating 

whether the presence or absence of a previous state educational system accounts for 

different effects of decentralization on basic education coverage and efficiency 

educational at the state level once other factors have been controlled for. The proposed 

model takes the following form: 

34 The educational system of Federal District remains centralized at the national level, and thus it is not 
included in this study.



119

itt
K

k
kitkjiit uzxDy ++++= ∑

=
λβγα

1
[4.1]

where: 

yit is a state measurement either of coverage or efficiency in primary education in a 
particular year;

iα is an intercept that may be different for each state but stays constant over time;

D is a dummy variable for decentralization coded 1 for the years after 1992 reform or 
zero for the preceding years;

xk represents a set of control variables; 
 
z is a variable that models a linear trend in time with a value of 1 for the year 1988, a
value of 2 for the year 1989, a value of 3 for the year of 1990 and so on until it the year 
2001;  

and u is the error term that follows the classical assumptions to be random, independent 
and identically distributed among cross sectional units and time periods uit ~ N ),0( 2σ .

Note that the proposed model allows the coefficient associated with 

decentralization “γ” to take two different values according to the presence or absence of a 

previous system of education. 

Results

For the Mexican case, the presence or absence of a previous state-based 

educational system operating in parallel with the system administered by the national 

government influences the effect of decentralization on educational outcomes. The 

analysis shown in table 4.2 reveals that for the case of primary education, although there 

is a positive overall effect of decentralization on educational outcomes in all states, the 

magnitude of the estimated coefficients is much higher in states that had only one 

educational system (federal) before the reform. Similarly, table 4.2 shows that for 
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secondary education the positive effect of the educational reform on passing rates is 

higher in states that had no state-based educational apparatus, while the negative effect of 

decentralization on coverage is much higher in states that had both a federal and a state-

based educational system before 1992.

Primary education results

As noted, table 4.2 shows that in those states that did not previously administer a 

system of basic education the increase in coverage in primary education as a result of the 

educational reform is greater than in the rest of the states. Gross enrollment rates and 

completion rates in these states grew in more than 3.4% and 3.9%, respectively, as a 

direct result of decentralization while in the rest of the states these rates grew only 1% 

and 1.7% for the same reason. In addition, decentralization is not statistically significant 

for explaining changes in passing rates in states that had its own system of education in 

place before the reform, while in the rest of the states passing rates increased by around 

1% as a direct result of the new educational setting.

Empirical evidence shows as well that the effect of decentralization on terminal 

efficiency rates in primary education is positive, statistically significant, and almost the 

same for both groups of states. This result is intriguing, but it can be explained by the 

compensatory programs the federal government launched after decentralization (see 

below). With the purpose of reducing dropout rates and increasing terminal efficiency 

rates, the national government implemented a series of targeted programs in selected 

states once decentralization was in place. Most of the states receiving this support had 

two educational systems (the federal and the state-based) operating in parallel before the 

reform. This suggests that in the states receiving the assistance of compensatory 

programs the effect of decentralization on terminal efficiency rates was greater than it 
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would otherwise have been. This hypothesis is explored in detail in the next section of 

this chapter.

Table 4.2 Overall Impact of Decentralization at the state level considering the presence or 
absence of a previous state educational system. Primary Education
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Variable COVERAGE EFFICIENCY 
Gross Enrollment 

Rate 
Completion 

 Rate 
Passing 

Rate 
Terminal 

Efficiency Rate 
Inputs to education 
Student/school ratio 0.01 

(0.42) 
0.01 

(0.33) 
0.08* 
(2.09) 

0.07* 
(2.12) 

0.03*** 
(4.27)   

0.03*** 
(4.33) 

-0.05 
(-1.5) 

-0.05 
(-1.56)  

 
Student/teacher ratio 

 
1.18*** 
(7.43) 

 
1.20*** 
(7.90) 

 
-0.45 

(-1.46) 
 

-0.39 
(-1.35) 

 
-0.07 

(-1.30) 
 

-0.08 
(-1.36) 

 
0.54 

(-1.94) 
 

0.52 
(-1.89) 

 
Expenditure per 
student in basic 
education1

-1.68*** 
(-4.69) 

-1.47 
(-4.27) 

-2.87*** 
(-4.08) 

-2.32*** 
(-3.56) 

0.48*** 
(3.75) 

0.46*** 
(3.54) 

-2.27***   
(-3.62) 

-2.11*** 
(-3.38) 

 
% of population 4 and 
5 enrolled in preschool

0.13*** 
(6.19)  0.34*** 

(8.72)  -0.02* 
(-2.14)  0.10* 

(2.53) 
 
Socioeconomic characteristics 

Illiteracy rates -0.62*** 
(-4.1) 

-0.50*** 
(-3.44) 

-2.03*** 
(-6.85) 

-1.72*** 
(-6.24) 

-0.28*** 
(-5.16) 

-0.30*** 
(-5.42) 

 -2.11*** 
 (-7.99) 

-2.03*** 
(-7.65) 

Per capita revenue 
from state direct taxes2

0.02* 
(2.23) 

0.02 
(1.84) 

0.04* 
(2.02) 

0.03 
(1.51) 

0.00 
(-1.13) 

0.00 
(-0.97) 

0.03 
1.52 

0.02 
(1.33) 

Treatment variable 

Decentralization with 
no previous state 
system 

3.70*** 
(8.35) 

3.44*** 
(8.05) 

4.66*** 
(5.36) 

3.96*** 
(4.92) 

0.98*** 
(6.13)   

1.01*** 
(6.34)  

3.12*** 
(4.02) 

2.92*** 
(3.78) 

 
Decentralization with 
previous state system 

1.29** 
(3.22) 

1.0** 
(2.72) 

2.33** 
(2.96) 

1.69* 
(2.31) 

-0.02 
(-0.17) 

1.00 
(0.04) 

 3.36*** 
(4.79) 

3.18*** 
(4.54) 

 
Time  trend effect and state effect  
Time trend 0.03 

(0.41) 
-0.12 

(-1.58) 
 0.37* 
(2.50)  

 -0.03 
 (-0.23) 

 0.25*** 
(9.31) 

0.27*** 
(9.55) 

0.52*** 
(3.95)  

0.41** 
(2.96) 

 
F-Test for “State” 
effect:α1=α2=…αn=0 

160.96*** 162.36*** 64.23*** 67.83*** 1001.7*** 955.09*** 68.31*** 58.91*** 

 
FIT STATISTICS  
-2 Log Likelihood 1711.2 1674.6 2294.8 2224.7 823.4 818.8 2196.7 2190.3 
 AIC 1791.2 1756.6 2374.8 2306.7 903.4 900.8 2276.7 2272.3 
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.                                   
1 Thousands of pesos of 1994.  
2 Pesos of 1994 
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Secondary education results

In the case of secondary education the negative effect of decentralization on 

coverage is much greater in states where two educational systems (state and federal) 

coexisted before the reform. Results in table 4.3 show that although decentralization is 

associated with a decrease of 2.36% in completion rates of those states without a previous 

state-based educational system, in the states providing basic education alongside that of 

the federal government, decentralization accounts for a much greater decrease of 5.38% 

in these same rates, and is also associated with a decrease of 1.93% in gross enrollment 

rates.  

With respect to educational efficiency, the positive effect of decentralization on 

passing rates is lower in states that had to merge their own educational system with the 

system transferred from the central government than in states that were not directly 

involved in providing basic education, and which created a state educational system from 

scratch.
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Table 4.3 Overall Impact of Decentralization at the state level considering the presence or 
absence of a previous state educational system. Secondary Education
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Variable COVERAGE EFFICIENCY 
Gross Enrollment 

Rate 
Completion 

 Rate 
Passing 

Rate 
Terminal 

Efficiency Rate 
Inputs to education 
Student/school ratio 0.01 

(0.98) 
0.01 

(1.15) 
0.02 
(1.9) 

0.02 
(2.0) 

 0.00 
(0.13) 

0.00 
(-0.27) 

0.02*** 
(3.36) 

 0.02** 
(3.26) 

 
Student/teacher ratio 

 
1.48*** 

(6.3) 
 

1.54*** 
(6.46)   

 
0.90*** 
(3.86) 

 
0.93*** 
(3.97) 

 
-0.01 

(-0.11) 
 

-0.08 
(-0.65) 

 
0.01 

(0.03) 
 

-0.02 
(-0.09) 

 
Expenditure per 
student in basic 
education1

-0.33 
(-1.91) 

-1.52* 
(-2.16) 

0.11 
(0.16) 

-0.02 
(-0.03) 

-0.52 
(-1.48) 

-0.28 
(-0.80) 

2.49*** 
(4.57) 

2.57*** 
(4.63) 

 
Socioeconomic characteristics 

Illiteracy rates -1.20*** 
(-4.18) 

-1.24*** 
(-4.32) 

-0.63* 
(-2.23) 

-0.66* 
(-2.33) 

-0.46** 
(-3.17) 

-0.41** 
(-2.84) 

0.53* 
(2.35) 

0.55* 
(2.41) 

Per capita revenue 
from state direct taxes2

0.03 
(1.44)  0.02 

(0.98)  0.03*** 
(-3.45)  -0.01 

(-0.73) 

Treatment variable 

Decentralization with 
no previous state 
system 

1.41 
(1.63) 

1.44 
(1.67) 

-2.38** 
(-2.79) 

-2.36** 
(-2.77) 

2.25*** 
(5.14)  

 2.22*** 
(5.13) 

0.02 
(0.03) 

0.10 
(0.01) 

 
Decentralization with 
previous state system 

-2.13** 
(-2.81) 

-1.93* 
(-2.5) 

-5.52*** 
(-7.39) 

-5.38*** 
(-7.9) 

1.55*** 
(4.05) 

1.30** 
(3.39) 

-0.33 
(-0.56) 

-0.42 
(-0.69) 

 
Time trend effect and state effect  
Time trend 1.44*** 

(9.91) 
1.40*** 
(9.49) 

1.19*** 
(8.31)  

1.16*** 
(8.0) 

0.21** 
(2.85) 

0.26** 
(3.47) 

0.07 
(0.58)  

0.08 
(0.70) 

 
F-Test for “State” 
effect:α1=α2=…αn=0 

84.4*** 81.55*** 82.98*** 80.22*** 318.14*** 315.72*** 88.33*** 87.26*** 

 
FIT STATISTICS  
-2 Log Likelihood 2297.1 2295.0 2283.2 2282.3 1704.8 1693.1 2088.7 2088.2 
 AIC 2375.1 2375.0 2361.2 2362.3 1782.8 1773.1 2166.7 2168.2 
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.                                   
1 Thousands of pesos of 1994.  
2 Pesos of 1994 
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Summary of findings for hypothesis 1

Based on the previous analyses, decentralization appears to have been more 

beneficial to states not previously involved in providing basic education, than to those 

states with two parallel educational systems in their territories. The impact of 

decentralization appears to be different among states depending on whether or not they 

had an own administrative apparatus for basic education. There are several factors that 

potentially explain this different impact: the nature of the administrative tasks related to 

the merging of two systems of education after decentralization; the conflict associated 

with the coexistence of two factions of the teachers’ union; the difficulties of 

homogenizing the working conditions of employees previously belonging to different 

levels of government; and problems related to changing the curriculum and the evaluation 

systems among others. In sum, the task of integrating two systems into one, and the 

diversity of actors, posed unique challenges for those states with previous structures of 

basic education provision.

Table 4.4 Effect of Decentralization on Basic Education by presence or absence of a 
previous state-based system of education

PREVIOUS SYSTEM OF EDUCATION OPERATED BY THE STATE?
YES NO

EFFECT OF THE REFORM IN EFFECT OF THE REFORM IN
PRIMARY SECONDARY PRIMARY SECONDARY

Gross 
enrollment rates

Positive Negative Positive -
COVERAGE

Completion
Rates

Positive* Negative Positive Negative

Passing
Rates

- Positive Positive Positive
EFFICIENCY

Terminal 
Efficiency rates

Positive - Positive -

*Weak evidence.
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Table 4.4 shows the results of decentralization on educational outcomes by level 

of instruction and by the presence or absence of a previous state-based system. It is 

noticeable that in the estimated models for primary education the positive effect of 

decentralization in states with a duplicate educational system before the reform is not as 

clear and strong as in the states where there was only the federal educational system in 

place.

Similarly, for secondary education the effect of decentralization is more beneficial

for those states with a single educational system before the reform than for the other 

states. The positive impact of the new educational setting on passing rates is larger in 

these states than in those states where there was duplication of systems. Moreover, the 

reform had a negative effect on gross enrollment rates in the states that had to merge the 

federal educational system, and the negative effect of decentralization on completion 

rates is also higher than in states that had only one educational system.

THE NEW ROLE OF THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT: COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS

The 1992 reform had two important repercussions in Mexico’s educational 

system. First, it opened the possibility for the states to take a more active role in 

providing basic education by giving them the responsibility for the service. As we have 

seen, decentralization allowed the states to develop their own system either by merging 

the existing systems, or by assimilating the one transferred by the federal government. 

The second repercussion, and perhaps a contradictory one under the spirit of 

decentralization, was that the reform represented the beginning of a new era of 

intervention of the central government in basic education via compensatory programs.

The main objective of compensatory programs designed by the national 

government is to reduce the inequality in the provision of basic education by focusing on 

marginal areas. The rationale is to overcome the educational gap between these 
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economically unprivileged areas and the rest of the country. These programs are mainly 

oriented to improve passing rates and terminal efficiency rates in primary education by 

diminishing dropout rates and failures among students. Their strategy is to improve the 

demand and supply for education with actions such as offering grants; distributing free 

school supplies; increasing collaborative participation of parents, teachers and public 

officials in the schools; and building schools and training teachers, especially those 

working in rural areas.

The central government finances these compensatory programs but in some cases 

international agencies like the World Bank participate and support them as well. 

Compensatory programs are administered by the Consejo Nacional de Fomento 

Educativo (National Council of Educational Promotion, CONAFE), which is a 

decentralized agency of the central government that also offers education in areas where 

formal schools are difficult to establish. CONAFE has a state-based network composed 

of several units that synchronizes its efforts with each state’s ministry of education. These 

units are called Unidades de Cordinación Estatales (State Coordination Units) and they 

constitute the main link between the central government and the states for administering 

and operating the compensatory programs.

The evolution of compensatory programs in the country 

As mentioned before, once decentralization of basic education in Mexico was in 

place, the national government did not completely withdraw from offering basic 

education in the states. Quite the contrary, its role in providing instruction in marginal 

areas throughout the country became more prominent and relevant since it began a policy 

of identifying underdeveloped communities and assigning resources to them in order to 

improve their educational outcomes in primary education. This direct intervention of the 

federal government in an area of responsibility mainly belonging to state governments 
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did not occurred simultaneously in all states, but was a gradual process that began in 

1992 in Chiapas, Guerrero, Hidalgo and Oaxaca with the Programa para Abatir el Rezago 

Educativo, (Program to Overcome the Educational Gap, PARE). These states were the 

target for receiving additional support after decentralization because they presented the 

worst educational indicators at that time. 

In 1993, widening the scope of PARE, the central government launched the 

Programa para Abatir el Rezago Educativo en Educación Básica (Program to Overcome 

the Educational Gap in Basic Education, PAREB) in Campeche, Durango, Guanajuato, 

Jalisco, Michoacán, Puebla, San Luis Potosí, Tabasco, Veracruz y Yucatán. This implied 

an even more widespread role of the central government with respect to compensatory 

actions after decentralization. In 1997 PARE disappeared and the beneficiary states 

continued receiving its support from the PAREB. Between 1995 and 1998 the states not 

incorporated into PARE or PAREB became part of the Programa Integral para Abatir el 

Rezago Educativo (Integral Program to Overcome the Educational Gap, PIARE), such 

that by 1998 the central government directly offered education in the most of the 

disadvantaged regions in across the country. In 1998 all the compensatory programs were 

merged, and the 31 states became part of the Programa para Abatir el Rezago Educativo 

en Educación Inicial y Básica (Program to Overcome the Educational Gap in Initial and 

Basic Education, PAREIB). 

In addition to these programs, since 1993 another program called Programa para 

el Desarrollo de la Educación Inicial (Program for the Development of Initial Education,

PRODEI) focused upon children under four years old from some of the most marginal 

areas of the country. PRODEI consisted on educational activities for the children aimed 

to incorporate them later into formal schooling. The program promoted social 
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participation in the provision of initial education (education for children under five) and it 

offered financial and training support to parents of beneficiary children.

In 2000 compensatory programs benefited more than four million of children and 

gave support to 47,878 of the 92,370 public schools operating in the country. In that year 

total public expenditure in compensatory programs added $2,435 million pesos, 

representing 0.05% of the national GDP. As an example of the scope of compensatory 

programs, in 1998 alone the federal government distributed 16.7 million educational kits 

among primary education students, and benefited 671,731 indigenous children.

The components of the compensatory programs

As already mentioned, compensatory programs include, among others, different 

actions oriented to improve the supply of education. The most relevant components of the 

programs aimed to strengthen the basic education supply are the infrastructure

component (construction and rehabilitation of schools, provision of furniture diverse and 

didactic material) and the promotion of teacher training and public officials working in 

the ministries of education (Safa and Cataneda, 2000). Until 1995 the construction and 

equipping of schools were highly centralized at the national level at the Comité 

Administrador del Programa Federal para la Construcción de Escuelas (Administering 

Committee of the National Program for School Building CAPFCE).35 One year later, as 

part of the decentralization process, states signed agreements with the federal government 

in which they received full control of the previously earmarked transfers for the 

constructing and maintenance of schools. As of 2005, schools construction and 

rehabilitation is the most decentralized feature of the educational system, not least since 

35 This was the case despite the decentralization process of school construction started in 1985 when the 
federal government made the states responsible for constructing and equipping schools, but did not transfer 
them the fiscal resources. In other words, states had the entitlement but the central government assigned the 
resources and the way they were going to be spent.  



129

some municipalities have also been participating in these activities (Gomez-Álvarez, 

2000), and states and some local governments are sharing with the community the 

responsibility of constructing and maintaining schools (see “Manual Operativo”, 

CAPFCE 2005).

Another interesting component of compensatory programs is the emphasis on 

indigenous and remote areas difficult to reach. One of the main problems in these regions 

is that local teachers tend to migrate to urban areas and do not settle in the community. 

They stay in these areas for short periods of time, and in some cases they do not attend 

their classes. Most economically disadvantaged areas do not have enough teachers 

because the adverse socioeconomic conditions make it unattractive for teachers to live

there. Through compensatory programs, teachers in these areas receive an economic 

incentive called Reconocimiento al Buen Desempeño Docente (Recognition to Good 

Teaching Performance, RED). Since 1996, the year in which this program was created, 

the parents’ association of the benefited communities administers the funds and 

supervises the teacher’s functions and performance.

The central government has also been using compensatory programs to support 

those states transitioning from a centralized system to a decentralized one. With the idea 

of strengthening the state institutional setting for offering basic education, the Federal 

Ministry of Education allocates resources to the states for hiring advisers, consultants or 

specialists to assist them in the planning, administration, evaluation and redesign of the 

new state-level system of education. The central government has also been following a 

strategy of building capacity at the state level by training and assisting the subnational-

level authorities. In 1998 compensatory programs trained a total of 97,406 teachers and 

allocated 17,308 grants for training programs to state educational authorities.36

36 More information can be found at http://sftp.conafe.edu.mx
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The effect of compensatory programs on results of decentralization

Previous studies on compensatory programs in Mexico have shown contradictory 

results with respect to their effectiveness in reducing the educational gap of the most 

disadvantaged regions in the country. López-Acevedo (1999) when evaluating the PARE 

found that it helped to improve the learning achievement of the most disadvantaged 

students in rural and indigenous areas. According to this study students' cognitive 

abilities improved as well as the probability of having these children completing primary 

education. In contrast, Muñoz Izquiedo et. al. (1995) found that PARE was not increasing 

student achievement in rural areas and that the main factor influencing this was the 

children’s low socioeconomic status. In addition, that study argued that the poor results 

PARE had from its creation in 1992 until 1995 could be explained by implementation 

failures. 

For the purposes of the current work, compensatory programs are examined 

regarding their effect on the overall impact of decentralization on primary education at 

the state level. Given that compensatory programs are not reaching all the regions in a 

similar way (see Table 4.5) the question to answer is if once compensatory programs are 

included in the analyses, the effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency in 

primary education observed earlier in chapter 3 is still significant. This question is 

answered using the same methodology and analytical framework employed throughout 

this study with an educational outcome (dependent variable) being a function of the 

presence or absence of decentralization and a vector of control variables that include 

inputs to education. In this case the educational inputs include the total amount of 

resources spent by the central government in each state via compensatory programs. This 

information is published as an appendix to the Informes de Gobierno (Government 

Reports) of the Presidency of Mexico using data from the Secretaría de Hacienda y 
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Crédito Público (Ministry of Public Finance, SHCP). The data used here includes 

information on compensatory program expenditures for each of the 31 states from 1993 

to 2001.

Table 4.5 Primary schools receiving support from compensatory programs by state. 
Academic period 1999-2000

Schools receiving compensatory 
programs 

State Public 
schools Number 

 
Percentage of 
total public 

schools 

Total 
expenditure1

Aguascalientes 646 209 32% 13.4
Baja California 1,175 246 20% 14.2
Baja California Sur 365 172 47% 10.1
Campeche 828 448 54% 30.3
Chiapas 8,388 5,410 64% 180.9
Chihuahua 2,945 1,890 64% 46.5
Coahuila 1,666 703 42% 56.5
Colima 470 206 43% 17.6
Durango 2,539 1,049 41% 55.2
Guanajuato 4,413 1,194 27% 56.4
Guerrero 4,916 3,102 63% 144
Hidalgo 3,077 2,086 67% 101.8
Jalisco 5,421 2,447 45% 86.7
Mexico 6,169 2,689 43% 92.2
Michoacán 5,575 3,350 60% 113.4
Morelos 836 165 19% 16.0
Nayarit 1,136 638 56% 28.7
Nuevo León  2,340 785 33% 26.4
Oaxaca 4,930 3,873 78% 171.4
Puebla 4,088 2,210 54% 128.3
Querétaro 1,269 761 59% 34.8
Quintana Roo 624 374 59% 26.8
San Luis Potosí 3,401 2,124 62% 95.8
Sinaloa 2,955 1,731 58% 58.1
Sonora 1,690 947 56% 49.1
Tabasco 2,092 1,540 73% 60.2
Tamaulipas 2,308 994 43% 33.4
Tlaxcala 636 288 45% 13.4
Veracruz 9,630 3,421 35% 146.8
Yucatán 1,295 1,115 86% 57.3
Zacatecas 2,167 1,711 78% 46.0
Source: Secretaría de Educación Pública. Perfil de la Educación en Mexico, 2000. 
/1. Millions of pesos.  

Once more, a fixed-effects model is specified with different intercepts for each 

cross-section allowing also for a state-specific effect of decentralization. The error term 
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follows the classical assumptions to be random, independent and identically distributed 

among cross sectional units and time periods  uit ~ N ),0( 2σ . The model is formally 

expressed as follows:

itt
K

k
kitkiiit uzxDy ++++= ∑

=
λβγα

1
[4.2]

where:

yit is a state measurement either of coverage or efficiency in primary education in a 
particular year;

iα is an intercept that may be different for each state but stays constant over time;

D is a dummy variable for decentralization coded 1 for the years after 1992 reform or 
zero for the preceding years;

xk is a control variable;

z is a variable that models a linear trend in time with a value of 1 for the year 1988, a
value of 2 for the year 1989, a value of 3 for the year of 1990 and so on until it the year 
2001;  

and u is the error term.

  Results

The analysis results shown in table 4.6 allow us to argue that the effect of 

decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency in each state has been affected by 

the direct intervention of the federal government through compensatory programs. The 

amount of resources allocated by the central government explains educational outcomes 

since the estimated coefficients are statistically significant and positive for three of the 

four selected indicators. Compensatory programs are statistically significant for 
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explaining increases in gross enrollment, completion and terminal efficiency rates but 

they cannot account for any effect on passing rates.

The empirical evidence suggests that the positive effect of compensatory 

programs on educational results is stronger for completion rates and terminal efficiency 

rates. This result coincides with the findings of Lopez-Acevedo (1999) in the sense that it 

appears compensatory programs are contributing to keeping children at school, and 

helping them to complete primary education in a timely manner. The coefficients and t-

values for the estimated effect of compensatory programs on completion rates and 

terminal efficiency rates are much greater than the coefficient and t-vale of the estimated 

effect of compensatory programs on gross enrollment rates. In fact, the greatest estimated 

effect of compensatory programs on educational outcomes is found in terminal efficiency 

rates. For every million of pesos spent by the federal government in compensatory 

programs there is an overall increase of 0.10% in terminal efficiency rates. These results 

are consistent with the main objective of compensatory programs which is to increase 

terminal efficiency rates and to reduce dropouts in marginal zones. 
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Table 4.6 Overall Impact of Compensatory Programs on Coverage and Efficiency at the 
state level. Primary Education

it
K

k
kitkiiit uxDy +++= ∑

=1
βγα

Variable COVERAGE EFFICIENCY 
Gross Enrollment 

Rate 
Completion 

 Rate 
Passing 

Rate 
Terminal 

Efficiency Rate 
Inputs to education 
Student/school ratio -0.02 

(-1.07) 
-0.02 

(-1.03) 
0.03 
(0.7) 

0.04 
(0.96) 

0.00 
(0.24) 

0.00 
(0.17) 

-0.14*** 
(-3.91) 

-0.13*** 
(-3.87) 

 
Student/teacher ratio 

 
1.31*** 
(8.87) 

 
1.30*** 
(8.79) 

 
-0.08 

(-0.23) 
 

-0.21 
(-0.66) 

 
-0.03 
(-0.6) 

 
-0.03 

(-0.48) 
 

0.23 
(0.79) 

 
0.20 

(0.71) 
 
Expenditure per student 
in basic education1

-1.44*** 
(-4.6) 

-1.40*** 
(-4.45) 

-2.59*** 
(-3.62) 

-2.13** 
(-3.09) 

0.51*** 
(4.42)     

0.48*** 
(4.22) 

-3.56*** 
(-5.81)    

3.48*** 
(5.66) 

 
Compensatory 
programs2

0.04* 
(2.48) 

0.04* 
(2.46) 

0.09** 
(2.64) 

0.09** 
(2.65) 

0.00 
(-0.01) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.10*** 
(3.39) 

0.10*** 
(3.38) 

 
% of population 4 and 
5 enrolled in preschool

0.02 
(1.23) 

 0.27*** 
(6.37) 

 -0.01 
(-1.86) 

 0.05 
(1.26) 

 
Socioeconomic characteristics 

Illiteracy rates 
 

-0.36* 
(-2.23) 

 
-0.35* 
(-2.16) 

 
-1.74*** 
(-4.71) 

 
-1.60*** 
(-4.54) 

 
-0.32*** 
(-5.37) 

 
-0.32*** 
(-5.05)  

 
-2.31*** 
(-7.35) 

 
-2.29*** 
(-7.28)  

Per capita revenue from 
state direct taxes3

0.01 
(0.97) 

0.01 
(1.03) 

-0.01 
(-0.37) 

0.00 
(-0.09) 

0.00 
(1.44) 

0.00 
(1.36) 

0.05* 
(2.52) 

0.05* 
(2.58) 

 
Treatment variable 
 
F-Test for “State-
specific” 
decentralization 
effect:γ1=γ2=…γn=0 

17.09*** 14.54*** 6.51*** 4.96*** 15.36*** 15.42*** 7.51*** 7.21*** 

 
Time trend effect and state effect  
Time trend  0.08 

(1.03) 
0.04 

(0.51) 
0.47** 
(2.7) 

0.06 
(0.31) 

0.20*** 
(7.2)  

0.22*** 
(7.41) 

0.51*** 
(3.45)  

0.44** 
(2.76) 

 
F-Test for “State” 
effect:α1=α2=…αn=0 

187.8*** 151.81*** 57.45*** 44.92*** 1066.5*** 827.14*** 62.7*** 49.16*** 

 
FIT STATISTICS  
-2 Log Likelihood 1426.3 1424.8 2142.9 2104.1 549.2 545.7 2007.9 2006.3 
 AIC 1566.3 1566.8 2282.9 2246.1 689.2 687.7 2147.9 2148.3 
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.                                   
1 Thousands of pesos of 1994. 
2 Millions of pesos of 1994  
3 Pesos of 1994 
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 When looking at each state individually, it can be seen that compensatory actions 

from the central government have not had the same effect on all Mexican states. This can

be explained by the different level of resources spent in each region. The analysis shows

that in some states such as Chiapas, Oaxaca, Guerrero, Veracruz, Hidalgo, Michoacán, 

Puebla and San Luis Potosí, the effect of decentralization on each educational outcome 

would have been less positive without the additional support of compensatory programs. 

Tables 4.7 and 4.8 illustrate the effect of decentralization on coverage and efficiency in 

primary education by state both with and without compensatory programs. In the tables, 

the states are sorted according to the highest difference between the estimated effect of 

the reform when compensatory programs are excluded from the analyses, and controlling 

for them. 

Some states have really benefited from the intervention of the central government. 

Once compensatory programs are included in the models some of the coefficients 

previously associated with the effect of decentralization on educational outcomes become 

smaller. This is especially the case of Chiapas, Guerrero and Oaxaca. In contrast, another 

group of states such as Aguascalientes, Baja California, Morelos and Baja California Sur, 

the estimated effect of decentralization increases or does not vary when compensatory 

programs are introduced as a variable in the equations. The observed differences in this

last group of states suggests that for these cases the effect of the reform was 

underestimated in the previous models, and that the central government’s intervention is 

not making a difference at least not compared to the effect it is having in other states.



136

Table 4.7 Effect of compensatory programs on the state-specific impact of 
decentralization in primary education. Coverage

STATE-SPECIFIC IMPACT OF DECENTRALIZATION ON:
GROSS ENROLLMENT COMPLETION RATES

STATE

Not controlling 
for 

compensatory 
programs

(A)

Controlling  
for 

Compensatory
Programs

(B)

Difference

(A-B)
STATE

Not 
controlling  for 
compensatory 

programs
(A)

Controlling for 
Compensatory

programs 
(B)

Difference

(A-B)

CHIS 6.66*** 4.88*** 1.77 CHIS 9.44*** 5.26* 4.18 
OAX 3.22*** 1.63 1.59 OAX  1.71    -2.02 3.73 
GRO -1.82* -3.38*** 1.56 GRO  3.42    -0.25 3.68 
VER 0.31      -0.88 1.19 VER  1.51    -1.29 2.80 
HGO 3.71*** 2.66** 1.05 HGO  2.48     0.01 2.48 
MICH 4.11*** 3.24*** 0.87 MICH  2.44     0.39 2.05 
PUE  0.22      -0.63 0.85 PUE  -0.20    -2.21 2.01 
SLP  -0.99 -1.60* 0.61 SLP  1.8     0.36 1.44 
JAL  -0.04      -0.55 0.51 JAL  0.71    -0.48 1.19 
EDMEX 2.68*** 2.23** 0.45 EDMEX  1.26     0.20 1.06 
GTO  0.36       0.06 0.31 GTO  -1.91    -2.63 0.72 
YUC 6.5*** 6.25*** 0.25 YUC 7.81*** 7.22*** 0.59 
TAB 1.96** 1.72* 0.24 TAB 4.02* 3.45* 0.56 
CAMP 5.31*** 5.07*** 0.24 CAMP 10.38*** 9.82*** 0.56 
DUR -1.90* -2.14** 0.23 DUR  0.12    -0.42 0.54 
ZAC 2.62** 2.45** 0.17 ZAC 7.72*** 7.32*** 0.40 
SIN 2.32** 2.15** 0.17 SIN  -0.79    -1.18 0.40 
QROO 8.91*** 8.78*** 0.12 QROO 11.26*** 10.97*** 0.29 
SON -2.84*** -2.95*** 0.11 SON  -2.75    -3.01 0.26 
CHIH -2.53** -2.64*** 0.11 CHIH  0.28     0.02 0.25 
QUE  1.49       1.39 0.10 QUE  -0.78    -1.01 0.23 
NAY  0.59       0.56 0.04 NAY  -0.52    -0.60 0.09 
COAH  -1.30      -1.28 -0.03 COAH  1.19     1.25 -0.06 
NL  -1.19      -1.14 -0.06 NL  0.21     0.35 -0.14 
TMPS 2.00** 2.12** -0.12 TMPS  1.50     1.79 -0.29 
COL 3.82*** 3.96*** -0.14 COL  1.39     1.72 -0.32 
TLAX  -0.56      -0.41 -0.15 TLAX  -3.12    -2.77 -0.36 
BCS 2.37** 2.55** -0.18 BCS  1.50     1.93 -0.42 
MOR 4.02*** 4.23*** -0.21 MOR 5.16** 5.66** -0.50 
BC 3.20*** 3.46*** -0.26 BC  2.54     3.15 -0.62 
AGS  0.98       1.28 -0.30 AGS  1.61     2.31 -0.70 
***Significant at the 1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.         Total observations: 434.  
Observations per cross-sectional unit: 13
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Table 4.8 Effect of compensatory programs on the state-specific impact of 
decentralization in primary education. Efficiency

STATE-SPECIFIC IMPACT OF DECENTRALIZATION ON:
PASSING RATES TERMINAL EFFICIENCY RATES

STATE

Not controlling 
for 

compensatory 
programs

(A)

Controlling  
for 

Compensatory
Programs

(B)

Difference

(A-B)
STATE

Not 
controlling  for 
compensatory 

programs
(A)

Controlling for 
Compensatory

programs 
(B)

Difference

(A-B)

CHIS -0.98** -0.98* 0.0058 CHIS 7.06*** 2.31 4.75
OAX 0.67* 0.66 0.0052 OAX 4.63** 0.39 4.24
GRO -2.57*** -2.58*** 0.0051 GRO 2.37 -1.80 4.18
VER -0.51 -0.51 0.0039 VER 7.40*** 4.22* 3.18
HGO 1.07*** 1.06*** 0.0035 HGO 1.26 -1.56 2.82
PUE 0.89** 0.88** 0.0028 MICH 5.25*** 2.92 2.33
MICH 1.38*** 1.38*** 0.0028 PUE 4.51** 2.22 2.29
SLP 1.25*** 1.25*** 0.0020 SLP 5.36*** 3.72* 1.64
JAL -1.56*** -1.56*** 0.0017 JAL 3.54* 2.18 1.35
EDMEX 0.79** 0.79** 0.0014 EDMEX -4.00* -5.20*** 1.20
GTO -0.40 -0.40 0.0010 GTO 0.60 -0.21 0.82
YUC 0.65* 0.65** 0.0008 YUC 8.92*** 8.25*** 0.67
CAMP 0.01 0.01 0.0008 TAB 6.80*** 6.16*** 0.64
DUR   0.51 0.51 0.0007 CAMP 13.34*** 12.70*** 0.64
TAB 1.67***   1.67*** 0.0007 DUR 4.47** 3.85* 0.62
ZAC   2.41*** 2.41*** 0.0006 ZAC 9.05*** 8.59*** 0.46
SIN -1.10*** -1.10*** 0.0005 SIN 2.36 1.91 0.45
QROO   1.56*** 1.56*** 0.0004 QROO 3.52** 3.20 0.33
SON -0.02 -0.02 0.0004 SON 4.68** 4.38** 0.29
CHIH -1.14*** -1.14*** 0.0003 CHIH 0.15 -0.14 0.29
QUE 1.04*** 1.04*** 0.0003 QUE -3.28* -3.55* 0.27
NAY -0.64* -0.64* 0.0001 NAY 2.52 2.42 0.10
COAH   0.39 0.39 -0.0001 COAH 4.03** 4.10** -0.07
NL -0.79** -0.79** -0.0002 NL 4.83** 4.99** -0.16
COL -0.36 -0.36 -0.0004 TMPS 6.32*** 6.65** -0.33
TMPS 0.41   0.41 -0.0004 COL 8.89*** 9.25** -0.37
TLAX -0.18 -0.18 -0.0005 TLAX 2.19 2.60 -0.41
BCS -0.25 -0.24 -0.0006 BCS 6.09*** 6.57** -0.48
MOR -0.12 -0.12 -0.0007 MOR -3.38* -2.82 -0.56
BC -0.13 -0.13 -0.0008 BC -1.91 -1.20 -0.70
AGS 0.22 0.22 -0.0010 AGS 2.10 2.89 -0.80
***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.         Total observations: 434.  
Observations per cross-sectional unit: 13
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To make more clear how compensatory programs influence the result of 

decentralization on coverage and efficiency at the state level, states have been ranked in 

this section (as in chapter 3) according to the estimated impact of decentralization on 

each of the selected educational outcomes. By adding all the rankings per each state, it is 

possible to derive a figure or index that summarizes the relative situation of the states 

when compared to each other. For example, once compensatory programs are controlled 

for, the effect of decentralization on gross enrollment rates in Oaxaca is positive, and has 

the value of 0.66. When this effect is compared with the effect the reform had in the rest 

of the states for the same indicator, Oaxaca ranks 16th. Similarly, the effect of 

decentralization on the rest of the indicators ranks Oaxaca 27th in completion rates, 10th in 

passing rates and 23rd in terminal efficiency rates in primary education. For secondary 

education, the state ranks 10th with respect to gross enrollment rates, 10th in completion 

rates, 6th in passing rates and 7th in terminal efficiency rates. By adding the rank obtained 

in each educational indicator, Oaxaca gets a total of 109 points. This exercise was 

repeated for each state, and figure 4.1 sorts and graphs the states by the total sum of the 

ranks each scored according to the impact of decentralization on each of the selected 

educational outcomes. The upper line represents the effect of decentralization when 

compensatory programs are not considered, while the lower line while shows the impact 

of the reform after controlling for compensatory programs.

States are clustered according to the relative impact of decentralization on 

coverage and efficiency in basic education. These clusters emerged from a cluster 

analysis in which the sum of ranks of the estimated coefficients was the only criterion for 

classification. The labeling of the groups considered the magnitude and statistical 

significance of the regression estimated coefficients. For example, in the states classified 

within the group where the effect of decentralization is not clear, almost none of the 
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estimated coefficients associated with the effect of decentralization on educational 

outcomes are significant, and their values are not as high or as low as in the other states. 

In figure 4.1 states to the left consistently presented better results in coverage and 

efficiency in basic education as a result of decentralization, while those states to the right 

had the worst results. For cases placed in the middle, the effect of decentralization on 

educational outcomes is negligible or insufficiently clear as to derive a conclusion.

Figure 4.1 Relative impact of Decentralization on Coverage and Efficiency in Basic 
Education by the effect of Compensatory Programs

Total sum of rankings of estimated coefficients for each regression 
(smaller is better)
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The comparison of the analyses including and excluding the effect of 

compensatory programs on educational outcomes after decentralization allows us to see

that Quintana Roo is the state in which the educational reform had the greatest positive 
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impact. Once compensatory programs are controlled for, the effect of decentralization on 

the different educational outcomes in Quintana Roo becomes even stronger, a tendency 

quite different from the rest of the country. A similar pattern emerges for the state of 

Aguascalientes, whose results after controlling for compensatory programs, improve in 

such a way that the state is in an improved position compared to other states.

In the other direction, however, the results also show that if the effect of 

compensatory programs is not included in the analysis, the effect of decentralization on 

educational results in Chiapas and Oaxaca is overestimated (i.e. they drop down the side 

in the lower line). Without controlling for the federal government’s compensatory 

actions, the educational reform appears to have a moderate positive effect on educational 

outcomes in these states. However, when compensatory programs are introduced in the 

equations there is no evidence that decentralization has had a beneficial effect on Chiapas 

and Oaxaca’s educational indicators. The new estimated coefficients for these states 

characterize the general effect of the reform on their educational outcomes as negligible 

or not clear instead of “slightly positive”. Finally, figure 4.1 illustrates that the state of 

Guerrero is the state in which decentralization has brought about the worst results, even 

considering the effect of compensatory programs in the analysis. Thus, the effect of 

decentralization on education in Guerrero would be even more adverse without the 

support of the central government. 

Have compensatory programs made any difference?

The answer is clearly yes. The effect of decentralization on basic education at the 

state level seems to be influenced by the central government’s intervention the states via 

compensatory programs. Although these programs exist in all the states, the resources 

and efforts the federal government has allocated to each region have not been similar. 

Some states like Chiapas, Oaxaca and Guerrero have received a stronger support: as a 
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consequence, in these states the positive effect of decentralization, especially on 

efficiency in primary education, has been greater than if they had been left to their own 

devices to offer basic education in their territories. 

In addition, it also seems that in some states compensatory programs are not as 

relevant as in others. This finding allows us to argue that it may be possible for the 

national government to totally withdraw from promoting and implementing programs for 

the improvement of primary education in some states without harming educational 

achievements in these locations. Such an action would liberate resources that could be 

potentially channeled to states in which educational needs are more complex, and where 

the central government still needs to offer support to the state-level authorities to 

overcome educational gaps.

SOCIAL CAPITAL

One of the main arguments of decentralization is that by promoting higher levels 

of participation in decision-making, solutions to problems will be more effective, more 

efficient and more adequate to local needs (Morris and Lowder, 1992; Peterson, 2000). 

Moreover, it has been argued that the closer the decision-making is to people concerned 

with the particular issue being addressed by the government, the more accountability and 

transparency in the governmental performance (Rousseau and Zariski, 1987).

The question that arises is what happens if people are not interested in decision-

making or consulted, despite the fact that they will be affected by the outcomes of the 

government actions. Do the degree of interest in public affairs and the cohesion of a 

community directly affect public policies that require their active involvement? This 

analysis is relevant in order to discover whether the results of decentralization are 

affected or not by the level of participation, political culture and social dynamics of its 

population.
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Assessing whether the performance of an institution is dependent upon its social, 

economic and cultural environment is not new. The new institutionalism approach claims

that institutions shape political outcomes and that institutions are shaped by history 

(Thelen and Steinmo, 1992; March and Olsen, 1994). Previous research has unveiled the 

relationship between a citizenry’s civic and political attitudes and the government’s 

performance. Almond and Verba (1963), for example, explained differences in 

government in United States, Italy, Mexico, Germany and Great Britain, through an 

examination of political attitudes and orientations, which were labeled as its “civic 

culture”. According to these authors, the extent to which people support government, the 

feelings of people toward other individuals and groups, and the perception of individuals 

about how important they think they are in the political process, affect the performance of 

the political system. Three decades later, Putnam (1993) concluded that the effectiveness 

of an institution highly depends on the republican virtues and practices of the people, in 

other words, on the presence of a vibrant society —one with a high degree of social 

capital. 

Social capital is a concept built on civic engagement. It refers to the features of 

social organization such as trust, norms, and networks that can improve the efficiency of 

a society by facilitating the coordination of actions. Social capital, like other forms of 

capital, is productive, making possible the achievement of certain ends that would not be 

attainable in its absence (Coleman, 1990). In this respect, reciprocity and trust play a key 

role in the formation and use of social capital. By lowering transaction costs such as 

information and enforcement, reciprocity and trust maintain the networks of social capital 

rolling on. Thus, social capital is the product of inherited culture and norms of behavior. 

It resides in behaviors and attitudes rather than individuals being a resource that can 
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generate a steam of benefits for society over time, but as well, it can also lead to 

dysfunction when used by one group against others (Cote, 2001). 

Three basic forms of social capital have been identified: social bonds, bridges and 

linkages (Woolcock, 1999). Bonding social capital describes closer connections between 

people and is characterized by strong bonds among family members or among members 

of the same ethnic group. Bridging social capital describes more distant connections 

between people and is characterized by weaker, but more cross-cutting ties, such as those 

people have with distant friends, associates and colleagues. Finally, linking social capital 

describes connections with people in positions of power and is characterized by relations 

between those within a hierarchy where there are differing levels of power. This type of 

social capital is good for accessing support from formal institutions. 

According to Putnam (1993), one of the most important factors in explaining 

good government performance is the degree to which the social and political life of a 

region approximates the ideal of the civic community; that is, a good level of civic 

engagement, political equality, solidarity, tru st and tolerance, and numerous citizenry 

associations. If we follow this argument, then the effect of decentralization on education 

depends to a certain extent on each region’s social capital. To test this empirically, this 

section examines the association between regional effects of decentralization on basic 

education and social capital, understood as regional levels of citizen participation in 

community activities and civic organizations, and degrees of citizen mobilization 

(activism) and trust among community members. The main hypothesis is to ascertain if

higher levels of social capital are associated with better educational results after 

decentralization has occurred.

The analysis has three steps. First, I construct five indexes that serve as a proxy to

measure social capital in nine regions of the country that the Instituto Federal Electoral, 



144

(IFE)  and the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM) defined and used in 

its 2003 survey on political culture. This survey, the Encuesta Nacional de Cultura 

Política 2003 (National Survey on Political Culture 2003)37, provided the data for 

constructing the indexes that measure society’s participation levels in community affairs; 

the degree to which people are mobilized to solve local needs or problems; the level of 

organization and participation of people in civic associations; and the degree of trust and 

solidarity in the society. In a second step, after measuring social capital at the regional 

level, I calculate the effects of decentralization on coverage and efficiency of basic 

education in these nine regions of the country. Finally, in a third analytical phase, I 

measure the association between the five indexes and the estimated regional effects of 

decentralization on basic education coverage and efficiency.

Measuring Social Capital in Mexican States and Regions

Measurement of social capital is problematic. Typically, social capital is 

measured by degrees of trust among people and levels of engagement or interaction in 

social and group activities but this information is not always available and disaggregated 

at the local or subnational level. For example, when analyzing differences in social 

capital across US states Putnam (2000) had to use several cross-sectional and longitudinal 

datasets to create a composite index containing elements such as intensity of involvement 

in community and organizational life; public engagement; community and volunteering; 

informal sociability; and levels of inter-personal trust. These are the most widely-used 

proxy variables to portray social capital in a region (Woolcock, 2001). 

37 This survey was designed to measure civic commitment and citizen participation in Mexico. The survey 
is probabilistic and stratified, and it was developed to be representative both at the national and regional 
level. In the survey the country was divided in nine regions each of one included a total of 550 observations 
approximately. The minimal unit of selection for respondents was the household and the observation unit 
was the typical occupant 15 years old or more selected using random numbers. The survey included 79
questions and it was responded by a total of 4,960 people.
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The measurement of social capital at the state level in Mexico is difficult too. 

There are no databases containing accurate state-level information on the number of 

citizens’ organizations, NGO’s, and citizen participation in public activities, among 

others. In addition, the four official surveys on political and civic culture in Mexico

which are the Encuesta Nacional de Cultura Política y Prácticas Ciudadanas, ENCUP 

(National Survey on Political Culture and Citizen Attitudes) developed in 2001 and 2003 

by the Ministry of Interior, and the national surveys done by the IFE in 2000 and 2003, 

are not representative at the state level. This lack of systematic information about 

Mexican political culture at lower levels of aggregation makes it difficult to assess if at 

the local level there are differences in patterns and intensity of networks among people 

and the shared values which arise from those networks.

To overcome the difficultness of not having representative data at the state level 

in this section I use a regional approach to construct regional indexes of social capital 

taking advantage of the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey with its nine regions to assess political 

culture in Mexico and that is representative at that level of aggregation.38 The 

composition of these regions is shown in Table 4.9.39

38 See the survey presentation document: Encuesta Nacional de Cultura Política 2003. La naturaleza del 
compromiso cívico: capital social y cultura política en Mexico. IFE-UNAM. Instituto de Investigaciones 
Sociales and Unidad de Estudios Sobre la Opinión. Mexico, 2003
39 Colima has not been included in the IFE-UNAM survey and as a consequence it is not reported in any 
region. Given the lack of data for Colima, this state has not been included in the following analyses.



146

Table 4.9 Regions defined by the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey on Political Culture in Mexico

Region States
1 Chiapas, Guerrero and Oaxaca

2 Campeche, Quintana Roo, Tabasco Veracruz and Yucatán

3 Hidalgo, Morelos, Puebla and Tlaxcala

4 Durango, San Luis Potosí and Zacatecas

5 Aguascalientes, Guanajuato and Querétaro

6 Baja California, Baja California Sur, Chihuahua, Sinaloa and Sonora

7 Jalisco, Michoacán and Nayarit

8 Coahuila, Nuevo Leon and Tamaulipas

9 DF and Mexico

Source: Encuesta Nacional de Cultura Política 2003, IFE-UNAM

The construction of the indexes based on the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey made it 

possible to use a proxy of the amount of social capital in each of the defined country 

regions. Through principal component analysis I collapsed the information from several 

items included in the survey into five new variables or indexes of civic engagement and 

community involvement. For each set of variables selected to construct each index it was 

possible to extract one or two principal components of information that incorporate 

enough information as to generate linear combinations that best summarizes the original 

variables (Hair et al, 1998). All the indexes account for more than 75% of the variance of 

the original variables used to create them. Below, I explain the rationale behind the 

indexes and present its construction process.

Participation in community affairs

A relevant aspect of citizenship is the active participation of people in public or 

community affairs. The attendance of people at events, meetings, festivities or other 



147

community activities are crucial for the establishment of networks of interpersonal 

communication which in turn increase and strengthen social capital (Putnam, 1993). 

Networks of civic engagement are an essential form of social capital and they emerge 

through the involvement of people with their community. 

The index of participation in community affairs measures the degree of 

involvement of people in informal community activities. It tries to capture the degree of 

which people have an opportunity to get together with other members of their community 

through different daily-events. This index was calculated from responses to the following 

seven questions included in the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey:

 “Have you ever participated in…” 

1) …a sport team or an exercise group?

2) …attending a parade or a civic ceremony?

3) …any activity organized by the school?

4) …activities organized by a church or religious association?

5) …attending to job social gatherings? 

6)…any massive celebration or event advertised in the media? 

7)  “How much do you participate in the community activities?”

Answers to the first 6 questions included the options “YES”, “NO”, “Don’t know” and 

“No answer”, while the last question included as responses “A lot”, “Not much”, “None”, 

“Other”, “Don’t know” and “No answer”. To construct the index I considered the 

percentage of people that answered “YES” to the first six questions and “A lot” to the last 

question. Table 4.10 shows the factor loading of each question included in the index as 

well as the total variance explained by the extracted component used to create the linear 

combination of the original variables into the index.
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Table 4.10 Index of Participation in Community Affairs

Index of participation in community affairs

Have you ever participated in…? Factor 
Loading

Component score 
coefficient

A sport team or an exercising group 0.819 0.155
Attending a parade or a civic ceremony 0.884 0.167
Any activity organized by the school 0.974 0.184
Activities organized by a church or a religious association 0.820 0.155
Attending to job social gatherings 0.855 0.162
Any massive celebration or event advertised in the media? 0.919 0.174
How much do you participate in the community activities? 0.803 0.152

Total Amount of Variance Explained
Estimated Sums of Squared Loadings

Component
Total % of 

Variance
Cumulative %

1 5.294 75.64 75.64
2 0.708 10.12 85.75
3 0.540 7.72 93.47

Citizen mobilization (activism)

The capacity of people of getting together to make a public demand or to exert 

pressure on the authorities to solve community problems is another component of social 

capital. Accountability is fostered the more involved a society is with government and the 

more frequently it expresses its needs and ideas (Campbell, 2003). The indexes of citizen 

mobilization measures the extent to which citizens organize themselves or ask for the 

support of a third party when they demand action from the government in the presence of 

a community problem or need. 

For calculating the indexes I used the following six questions from the 2003 IFE-

UNAM survey on political culture:

“If authorities do not solve a problem where you live, what do neighbors 

generally do?” 

1) They organize blockades and demonstrations

2) They look for the media
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3) They look for other authorities

4) They look for a political party

5) We organize ourselves 

6) They look for other organizations 

Answers to these questions included the options “YES”, “NO”, “Sometimes”, 

“Don’t know” and “No answer”. The construction of the indexes was based on the 

percentage of people that answered “YES” to the questions. Table 4.11 shows the factor 

loadings of each question included in the index as well as the total variance explained by 

the extracted components with the varimax rotation method with Kaiser normalization.

As we can see, the analysis generated two factors that summarize the information. These 

two factors were used to create two measurements of citizen mobilization. One of them 

computes to what extent people search for help in non-governmental institutions and 

organizations when their authorities do not solve their needs, while the other index 

measures to what extent people organize themselves or visit other authorities.

Table 4.11 Index of Citizen Mobilization

Index of citizen mobilization
If authorities do not solve a problem where 
you live, what do neighbors generally do?

Factor 1 
Loading

Component  1 
score coefficient

Factor 2 
Loading

Component  2 
score coefficient

They organize blockades and demonstrations 0.049 -0.109 0.597 0.333
They look for the media 0.936 0.422 0.103 -0.148
They look for other authorities 0.202 -0.102 0.894 0.471
They look for a political party 0.787 0.280 0.422 0.069
We organize ourselves 0.261 -0.069 0.869 0.443
They look for other organizations 0.979 0.438 0.125 -0.145

Total Amount of Variance Explained
Estimated Sums of Squared Loadings

Component
Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 3.353 55.88 55.88
2 1.328 22.13 78.01
3 0.871 14.51 92.52
4 0.392 6.53 99.05
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Level of participation in civic organizations or “associativeness”

Participation in civic organizations and community associations inculcates skills 

of cooperation as well as a sense of shared responsibility for collective endeavors 

(Putnam, 1993). A dense network of associations contributes to effective social 

collaboration and promotes the accumulation of bonding and bridging social capital as 

interactions among people in these groups and organizations create horizontal networks 

of civic engagement that help participants to act collectively for the community well-

being (Woolcock, 2001).  

Following the previous arguments it would be expected that a region with higher 

levels of civic engagement would find a decentralization process advantageous because 

people in those places would pursue common goals more easily and their higher 

involvement in public affairs would lead them to demand and foster a better provision of 

services —in this case a better education.

To measure the level of participation in civic organizations I used the following 

nine questions from the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey:

“In which of the following organizations do you participate or have you 

participated?” 

1) District or vicinity association

2) Parents association

3) Political party or political organization

4) Sporting organization

5) Workers’ union 

6) Religious association 

7)  Citizen organization

8) Neighborhood association
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9) Cultural association

Once more, answers to these questions included the options “YES”, “NO”, “Don’t 

know” and “No answer” and the construction of the indexes was based on the percentage 

of people answering “YES”. By using principal component factor analysis it was possible 

to obtain a single factor that accounts for 81.22% of the information contained in the

original variables.  Table 4.12 shows the factor loading of each question included in the 

index, the total variance explained by the extracted component as well as the component 

score coefficients used to calculate the index.

Table 4.12 Index of Participation in Civic Organizations or “Associativeness”

Index of Participation in civic organizations or “associativeness”
In which of the following organizations do you participate or have 
you participated?”

Factor 
Loading

Component score 
coefficient

District or vicinity association 0.925 0.127
Parents association 0.877 0.120
Political party or political organization 0.931 0.127
Sporting organization 0.880 0.120
Workers’ union 0.746 0.102
Religious association 0.856 0.117
Citizen organization 0.978 0.134
Neighborhood association 0.939 0.129
Cultural association 0.956 0.131

Total Amount of Variance Explained
Estimated Sums of Squared Loadings

Component
Total % of 

Variance
Cumulative %

1 7.31 81.22 81.22
2 0.81 9.01 90.23
3 0.47 5.24 95.47

Trust

Trust among people is an essential component of social capital. Almost every 

transaction in society involves an element of trust, especially in those circumstances in 

which it is costly or impossible to monitor or to enforce the actions of the parties 

involved, (Putnam, 2003). One of the main arguments of social capital theorists is that 
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trust is the base for cooperation and mutual aid and that the success of a society depends 

highly on its capacity to solve dilemmas of collective action with the collaboration of its 

members in the development of solutions compatible with the individual interests 

(Coleman, 1990; Woolcock, 2001). For example, it has been argued that small groups can 

provide themselves with collective goods without relying on coercion or any positive 

inducements apart from the collective good itself given the closeness and trust among 

their members (Olson, 1965).

Some authors claim that cooperation in a society is mainly based in solidarity and 

reciprocity, which are not incompatible with self interest (Axelrod, 1984; Ridley, 1996). 

For Putnam (2003), citizens in the civic community are not required to be altruists but 

they pursue their own interest defined in the context of broader public needs. As the 

levels of trust and solidarity among the members of a community increase, there is more 

cooperation and institutions tend to operate easily. 

The index of trust calculated in this study is based on three questions the 2003 

IFE-UNAM survey included on citizens’ perception on people’s degree of helpfulness 

and reliability, as well as on the sense of “belonging” people develop with respect to their 

community. The questions try to measure the degree in which people tend to think of 

others as trust-worthy and capable of solidarity and they consisted on the following 

statements on which respondents declared their level of agreement or disagreement:

1) Most of the people is reliable and can be trusted

2) If anybody has a problem, there will always be someone to help him/her

3) You feel accepted as a member of this community
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The possible answers to these question were “Agree”, “Partially Agree”, Partially 

disagree”, “Disagree”, “Other”, “Don’t know” and “No answer”. The indexes were 

constructed from the percentage of people responding “Agree”. Table 4.13 includes the 

information arising from the principal component analysis used for the creation of this 

index.

Table 4.13 Index of Trust

Index of trust 
How much do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements?

Factor 
Loading

Component  
score coefficient

Most of the people is reliable and can be trusted 0.912 0.350

If anybody has a problem, there will always be someone to 
help him/her

0.975 0.374

You feel accepted as a member of this community 0.909 0.349

Total Amount of Variance Explained
Estimated Sums of Squared Loadings

Component
Total % of 

Variance
Cumulative %

1 2.606 86.87 86.87
2 0.315 10.50 97.36
3 0.079 2.64 100.00

Summary of information provided by the indexes

Indexes calculated in this section are proxy measurements of social capital at the 

regional level in Mexico. They were calculated from a total of 25 questions included in 

the IFE-UNAM survey on political culture and there is some correlation among them. For 

example, there is an important level of association between the index of participation in 

community affairs and the indexes that are measuring citizen mobilization. As shown in 

table 4.14, the correlation among these indexes is above .90 and in the three cases it is 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level. In contrast, indexes of participation and trust are 

not correlated with any other index constructed in this section.
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Table 4.14 Correlation among indexes of social capital

Citizen mobilization 

INDEX

Participation 
in 

community 
affairs 

Through 
non-

governmental 
institutions 

and 
organizations 

Through 
organizing 
themselves 
or visiting 

other 
authorities 

Participation 
in civic 

organizations 
Trust 

Participation in community 
affairs 

1 0.96** 0.99** 0.57 -0.16 

Through non-
governmental 

institutions 
and 

organizations 

1 0.90** 0.57 0.00

Citizen 
mobilization Through 

organizing 
themselves or 
visiting other 

authorities 

1 0.52 0.20

Participation in civic 
organizations 

1 -0.52

Trust 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

It is difficult to categorically affirm that one region has more social capital than 

other based exclusively on the calculations developed in this section. Nevertheless, it is 

possible to identify certain systematic patterns that can offer an idea of what is happening 

at the regional level with respect to some civic attitudes, perceptions and social 

participation, and how regions differentiate from each other in this respect. As shown in 

table 4.15, region #3, made up of Hidalgo, Morelos, Puebla and Tlaxcala, is the area that 

has the highest levels of social capital as measured in this study, followed by region#4 

that includes Durango, San Luis Potosí and Zacatecas. On the other hand, region #2 

comprising Campeche, Quintana Roo, Tabasco, Veracruz and Yucatán, as well as region 

#1 that encompasses Chiapas, Oaxaca and Guerrero have the lower values for the 

indexes. 
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Table 4.15 Indices of Social Capital at the regional level in Mexico

Citizen mobilization Participation 
in 

community 
affairs 

Through non-
governmental 

institutions and 
organizations 

Through 
organizing 

themselves or 
visiting other 

authorities 

Participation 
in civic 

organizations 
Trust 

Standardized 
Mean of 
Indexes Region 

Rank Index Rank Index Index Rank Rank Index Rank Index Rank Index

1
CHIS 
OAX 
GRO 

7 33.3 7 24.1 7 35.5 1 39.4 8 78.1 7 -0.9

2
CAMP 
QROO 
TAB 
VER 
YUC 

8 26.7 8 18.2 8 29.0 9 22.8 7 82.4 9 -5.6

3
HGO 
MOR 
PUE 

TLAX 
1 42.2 2 30.2 4 45.3 3 38.8 5 83.4 1 3.5

4
DUR 
SLP 
ZAC 

4 41.1 1 31.6 5 43.8 5 32.7 2 89.3 2 3.4

5
AGS 
GTO 
QRO 

6 36.0 6 24.4 6 41.2 6 28.5 1 89.8 5 0.4

6
BC 

BCS 
CHIH 

SIN 
SON 

2 42.0 3 28.4 1 47.8 7 26.1 6 83.3 4 1.5

7
JAL 

MICH 
NAY 

9 23.5 9 16.3 9 26.3 8 24.8 3 88.5 8 -5.5

8
COAH 

NL 
TMPS 

3 41.4 4 28.2 2 46.7 4 34.7 4 85.5 3 2.9

9 DF 
EDMEX 5 40.2 5 25.7 3 46.6 2 38.8 9 69.0 6 0.3

Max. value 114.7 85.9 102.2 110.7 107.2 46.3
Min. value 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -32.6 
Mean 36.3 25.2 40.2 31.8 83.3 1.5 
Std. Dev. 7.0 5.2 8.1 6.5 6.5 3.5 
Note: Greater index values indicate a higher social capital 
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An important result that stand outs from the analysis is that region #1 comprising 

Chiapas, Guerrero and Oaxaca presents, comparatively speaking, low levels of 

participation in community affairs, citizen mobilization and trust among people, and yet 

the region has the best indicator of participation in civic organizations. This might be 

capturing the great increase of citizen, social, religious and non-governmental 

organizations that occurred in these states after the 1994 “Zapatista” movement and that 

remain present in the south of the country.

Another interesting result is that the level of trust in region #9, which includes 

Mexico City and the state of Mexico, is the lowest among regions in the country. 

Moreover, the trust index value calculated for this region is more than one standard 

deviation away from the trust index value of the region with the second worst result, 

namely region #1 (Chiapas, Guerrero and Oaxaca). This suggests that region #1 is really 

characterized by lower levels of trust than those existent in the rest of the country.

Finally, region #7 which encompasses Jalisco, Michoacán and Nayarit, stands out 

as the second with the lowest amount of social capital. In this region the indexes of 

participation in community affairs, city mobilization and participation in civic 

organizations have the lowest or the second lowest values of all regions in the country. 

Nevertheless, when trust is measured in the area, it turns out that among the nine regions, 

this one is characterized for having the third place with respect to levels of solidarity and 

confidence among its people. 

The effect of decentralization at the regional level

In previous sections of this study I calculated the effect of decentralization on 

coverage and efficiency of basic education at the state level. Nevertheless, given that we 

want to explore whether the amount of social capital helps explain the effect of 

decentralization on educational outcomes, and that measurements of social capital cannot 
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be generated for the same level of aggregation with the limited available information, in 

this section I am obliged to use a regional approach to develop the analysis.

To assess the effect of decentralization on basic education at the regional level the 

same methodology and analytical framework employed throughout this dissertation is 

used. That is, an educational outcome (dependent variable) is seen as a function of the 

presence or absence of decentralization and a vector of control variables that include 

inputs to education among which there are expenditures on compensatory programs. The 

already discussed fixed-effects model with different intercepts for each cross-section is 

specified, but instead of estimating a state-specific effect of the reform, the regressions 

are modified to estimate a regional-specific effect of decentralization. The error term 

follows the classical assumptions to be random, independent and identically distributed 

among cross sectional units and time periods uit ~ N ),0( 2σ . The model is formally 

expressed as follows:

itt
K

k
kitkjiit uzxDy ++++= ∑

=
λβγα

1
[4.3]

where: 

yit is a state measurement either of coverage or efficiency in primary education in a 
particular year;

iα is an intercep term that may be different for each state but stays constant over time;

D is a dummy variable for decentralization coded 1 for the years after the 1992 reform 
and zero for the preceding years;

xk is a control variable;

z is a variable that models a linear trend in time with a value of 1 for the year 1988, a
value of 2 for the year 1989, a value of 3 for the year of 1990 and so on until it the year 
2001;  and u is the error term.



158

Note that the proposed model allows the coefficient associated with 

decentralization “γ” to take eight different values according to the region to which the 

state belongs.40

Results

The estimation of the regional-specific effect of decentralization on educational 

outcomes allows us to confirm the differentiated effect of the reform across the country. 

As table 4.16 indicates, the region in which the impact of decentralization has been 

systematically beneficial to the improvement of most educational indicators is region #2 

which includes Campeche, Quintana Roo, Tabasco, Veracruz and Yucatán. This result is 

not surprising since the previous analysis developed in this study gave empirical evidence 

that it was precisely in four of these states where decentralization appears to have brought 

the most significant educational improvements in the country. In the opposite direction,

in region #6 made up of Baja California, Baja California Sur, Chihuahua, Sinaloa and 

Sonora, the effect of decentralization is less beneficial than in the rest of the regions.

If results are analyzed by level of instruction it is worth mention that along with 

region #2, in the region formed by Durango, San Luis and Zacatecas (region #4) the 

effect of decentralization on primary education was statistically significant and positive 

for three of the four selected educational indicators. However, at this level of instruction 

decentralization cannot account for any effect on educational outcomes in regions 5 and 

6. With respect to secondary education it is clear decentralization had a statistically 

significant negative effect on completion rates in all the regions of the country except in 

region number 2. In contrast, at this level of instruction, decentralization accounts for a 

40 It is important to mention that region #9 defined by the IFE-UNAM survey includes the Federal District, 
but decentralization did not occur in the capital of the country. Therefore, region nine has been excluded 
from the analysis since the dropping of observations from DF makes unrepresentative the data for that
region.
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decrease of 4.28 percent point in gross enrollment rates in region #3 made up of the states 

of Hidalgo, Morelos, Puebla and Tlaxcala. What is important about this latter result is 

that in no other region of the country does decentralization account for declines in gross 

enrollment rates in secondary education.  Finally, for secondary education the reform had 

no significant effect on terminal efficiency rates in any region of the country.

Table 4.16 Regional-specific effect of decentralization on educational coverage and 
efficiency by level of instruction
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Regional-specific effect of decentralization on educational outcomes (Values of jγ )

PRIMARY EDUCATION SECONDARY EDUCATION

REGION Gross 
enrollment

rates

Completion
rates

Passing
rates

Terminal
Efficiency

Rates

Gross 
enrollment

rates

Completion
rates

Passing
rates

Terminal
Efficiency

Rates

1 3.11*** 5.03** -0.89** 0.84 -2.77* -5.63*** 3.01*** -0.23 
2 4.24*** 6.61*** 0.75*** 6.71*** 4.39*** 0.40 2.59*** -0.32 
3 2.54*** 1.54 0.65** -0.13 -4.28*** -6.54*** 3.40*** 0.93 
4 0.81 3.74** 1.72*** 4.44*** -0.37 -5.50*** -0.43 1.15 
5 0.69 -0.31 0.25 -0.48 0.18 -3.70** 1.76** -0.21 
6 0.79 0.02 -0.10 1.21 -1.93 -5.94*** 1.41* -1.48 
7 2.44*** 1.39 0.19 1.89 -2.27 -6.16*** -0.79 0.23 
8 0.32 0.92 0.35 4.21*** -1.22 -3.45* 0.15 -0.16 

***Significant at the .1% level. **Significant at the 1% level.  *Significant at the 5% level.  
 
Note: Statistically significant coefficients have been highlighted. Darker tones contain the significant negative effects of 
decentralization while clearest tones emphasize the significant positive effects of the reform.                             

Decentralization results and social capital at the regional level

To evaluate if there is any association between the regional effect of 

decentralization and the level of social capital in each region it was useful to calculate the 

correlation between each index and the estimated coefficients that are measuring the 

effect of the reform on educational outcomes in each region of the country. 

As shown in table 4.17, there is no systematic pattern of association between 

social capital and the estimated impact of decentralization at the regional level. The 
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correlations between the indexes measuring social capital and the regional-specific 

impact of the reform on educational outcomes are very low or close to zero in most cases 

which make them not significant. In fact, there are only two significant correlations: 1) 

the index of citizen mobilization through “organizing themselves or visiting other 

authorities” is negatively correlated at the regional level with the effect of 

decentralization on gross enrollment rates in primary education; and 2) the index of trust 

among people is negatively correlated with passing rates in secondary education. Given 

the empirical evidence of no association among indexes of social capital and the regional 

effect of decentralization on educational outcomes, these correlations seem spurious. 

Table 4.17 Correlation between Social Capital and the effect of Decentralization

Citizen mobilization
Index 

 

State-specific 
Impact of decent.

Participation in 
community 

affairs
Through non-
governmental 

institutions 
and 

organizations

Through 
organizing 
themselves 
or visiting 

other 
authorities

Participation 
in civic 

organizations
Trust

Standardized 
Mean of 
Indexes

Gross 
enrollment 

rates 
-0.67 -0.61 -0.74* -0.11 -0.57 -0.69

Completion 
Rates -0.42 -0.30 -0.53 0.02 -0.50 -0.43

Passing 
Rates 0.20 0.31 0.15 -0.17 0.60 0.24

Pr
im

ar
yE

du
ca

tio
n

Terminal 
Efficiency 

Rates 
-0.25 -0.20 -0.27 -0.37 0.00 -0.30

Gross 
enrollment 

rates 
-0.40 -0.41 -0.38 -0.65 0.12 -0.48

Completion 
Rates -0.36 -0.42 -0.33 -0.47 -0.08 -0.45

Passing 
Rates 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.34 -0.71* 0.03

Se
co

nd
ar

yE
du

ca
tio

n

Terminal 
Efficiency 

Rates 
0.06 0.23 -0.05 0.43 0.36 0.24

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Our analysis does not provide sufficient empirical evidence as to affirm one way 

or the other that high levels of civic engagement, social participation and trust among 

people are correlated with positive effects of decentralization on basic education. These 

findings suggest that decentralization results at the regional level were not influenced by 

the civic and political attitudes in the different regions. This somewhat contradicts the 

expectations of most theorists of decentralization that argue the more decentralization, the 

more participation and engagement of people in the provision of public services and the 

more efficiency and coverage. It also challenges the proposition that the more social 

capital and participation, the better the institutional performance and the results of a 

decentralization reform.

Perhaps the limitations of the data base and the impossibility of developing the 

analysis at lower levels of disaggregation are influencing the results obtained in this 

study. But even in that case I did not expected to find no correlation at all between 

indexes and estimated coefficients. It might be the case that the linkage between the 

effects of decentralization on education and social capital can be found only when 

measuring variables more related to in-classroom and family dynamics. Dropout rates, 

failing grades and the motivations that push a person to enroll in formal education or to 

finish a level of instruction sooner or later might be influenced by the attitudes and the 

role parents, teachers and school authorities have and transmit to the student. In other 

words, the environment surrounding education is a key determinant of student 

achievement (Schmelkes, 1993) and as argued by Rockwell (1994), human interaction is 

what enriches the school life such that it seems possible that passing rates and terminal 

efficiency rates are more easily influenced by the role the community plays in education 

than by the actions of government or the participation of people in civic organizations or 

community gatherings. Efficiency in education, at least as measured in this study, appears 
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to be more easily influenced by the actions taken within the school community than 

outside of it. So, perhaps social capital measures that should be considered to reach a 

conclusion closer to what has been argued in theories are those capturing the daily life of 

a school community and classroom dynamics. 

The relevance of the cultural, civic and political environment under which the 

schools operate might be relevant to influence the effects of an educational 

decentralization reform as long as they do influence the attitudes of teachers, authorities, 

parents and students. I recognize I could not reach those levels of analysis in this study 

and that the availability of information represented an important limitation to develop in a 

more detailed analysis. These limitations might be influencing the findings reported here. 

But still, for the level of aggregation used in these study and the selected measures of 

social capital used, the evidence does suggest there is no association among social capital 

and the effect of decentralization at least at the regional level.

Does social capital matter?

The answer is no if we consider social capital at levels of aggregation that appear 

to have little to do with school dynamics. The regional-specific impact of decentralization 

on educational coverage in basic education seems not to be related with the levels of 

citizen engagement and trust in each region. Decentralization is affecting educational 

outcomes in the country in a way in which the amount of social capital is not a relevant 

variable associated with the results of the reform. Nevertheless, the analysis developed in 

this section might indicate that the relevant form of social capital that matters for getting 

better educational outcomes after a decentralization process has less to do with 

participation in civic or community associations, and more with the attitudes and the role 

of parents, teachers, school authorities and citizens that directly affect the life of students. 

In other words, social capital measured as levels of participation in community activities 
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or as degrees of civic involvement in formal organizations appears to be irrelevant for 

explaining the different effects decentralization brought on basic education in Mexico.  

The question that remains unresolved is if social capital measured as perceptions, 

attitudes and engagement of people with a stake in educational affairs have affected, after 

decentralization, the way education is being provided in the country and the way students 

are performing in schools. My suspicious is that most of the answers in this respect 

should be found at the school-level or at the in-classroom level of analysis. Perhaps if a 

decentralization reform does not assign a greater responsibility and authority to the 

school community, to those directly involved in the educational process (parents, 

teachers, administrative staff of schools, principals, etc.), then the level of civic 

engagement and the civic and political attitudes of the people in a region is much less 

relevant for obtaining better educational results than they would be otherwise.

CONCLUSIONS

The effect of decentralization on basic education in each state has been influenced 

by the presence or absence of a previous state system of education and by the role of 

compensatory programs implemented by the central government after the reform. 

Nevertheless, decentralization results are not associated with levels of social capital at the 

regional level.

Decentralization is more beneficial to states that were not previously involved in 

providing basic education and where only the central government offered education 

compared to those with two parallel systems of education in their territories. This is 

explained by the nature of the administrative tasks states faced after the reform. Some of 

them had to merge two educational systems, deal with two section of the teachers’ union, 

homogenize the working conditions of employees previously dependent on different 

levels of government, restructure evaluation systems, change curriculum emphasis, and 
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so on; while other states had to work on assimilating the transferred resources and create 

their own system of education. The reform brought better results for states in which only

the central government provided basic education. 

 Also, decentralization had a stronger positive impact in those states in which the 

central government has directly intervened in providing education to underprivileged 

areas. Compensatory programs have represented an important mechanism for the center 

to target vulnerable groups and to offer primary education in the most disadvantageous 

regions of the country. Although this programs have been important to some states, its 

impact is not that relevant for others that seem to be capable of assuming the challenges 

of providing education to all groups within their jurisdiction.

Decentralization without compensatory programs in the states of Chiapas, 

Oaxaca, Hidalgo and Guerrero would have had far less favorable effects on some 

educational variables. In states like Quintana Roo, Aguascalientes, Zacatecas, Campeche, 

Tabasco and Morelos the effect of the reform would have been more or less the same 

even without the support of the central government.

Finally, there is no systematic or significant correlation between the effect of 

decentralization of educational outcomes at the regional level and social capital. These 

findings suggest that either social capital is irrelevant for determining the results of 

educational decentralization, or that the relevant form of social capital for educational 

decentralization is not well-reflected at the higher levels of aggregation or through 

measures of levels of participation and engagement of people in formal and informal 

networks and associations that were available in the current analysis. What might be 

more relevant are school level and in-classroom variables such as attitudes, perceptions, 

degree of trust and collaboration of people directly providing education or with a high 

stake in educational affairs such as parents and educational authorities.
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Most of the results of this chapter signal that it is not possible to talk about 

decentralization of education in Mexico as a homogeneous process in all the states. 

Decentralization has brought a variety of educational results throughout the country 

because before the reform the prevailing institutional settings for offering basic 

instruction at the state level were heterogeneous. In addition, the central government has 

also intervened in the states after the reform through compensatory programs, but this 

intervention has been very different throughout the country. And finally, the level of 

citizen engagement, citizen mobilization and trust, solidarity politics is quite different 

among regions and it is expected school and in-classroom dynamics across the country 

are different as well. All these factors are behind the differentiated effects of the reform 

on coverage and efficiency of basic education at the state level; although we must be 

especially cautious about the effect of social capital.

In sum, decentralization results highly depend on the initial institutional and 

social endowments each state has before the reform, and on the actions the central 

government does after it has been implemented. This does not deny the relevance of the 

initiative of state governments to make the most of decentralization, but it does stress the 

relevance of considering differences between regions before designing and implementing 

an ambitious reform like this.



166

Chapter 5: What has changed after decentralization of education? The 
case of Quintana Roo

INTRODUCTION

Decentralization of basic education in Mexico has brought the opportunity for 

states to have a more relevant role in providing education to their people. The 1992 

reform, although widely recognized as limited and insufficient (Merino, 1999; Cabrero, 

1999; Pardo 1999; Gómez-Álvarez, 2000), reallocated resources, modified processes, 

shifted the balance of power and redefined the way the Mexican educational system 

works, by giving the states much of the main responsibilities that were previously under 

the jurisdiction of the national government. 

In theory, decentralization is supposed to bring increases in coverage and 

efficiency in service provision, but this has not been the case for basic education in 

Mexico. Analysis in previous chapters estimated the effect of decentralization on 

educational coverage and efficiency and they show that only a few states have really 

benefited from administering and operating the system of basic education in their 

territories and, in the worst case scenarios, some states have even witnessed a relevant 

decline in their educational indicators. Chapter 3 helped us to recognize that although it is 

not possible to say that decentralization has succeeded, not it is correct to assert that it has 

failed. There are indeed few states, like Quintana Roo, Aguascalientes, Campeche, 

Hidalgo, Yucatán and Zacatecas in which decentralization has had a systematic positive 

effect on indicators of coverage and efficiency of basic education. Chapter 4 unveiled 

some of the reasons that might be influencing the differentiated effect of decentralization 

across the country and it turned out that the institutional setting before the reform was a 

very relevant variable in explaining its results. 
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The experiences of the states with the best results after decentralization deserve to 

be examined with closer attention to understand what is happening at the micro level with 

educational reforms like the one implemented in Mexico. It is necessary to go down to a 

lower level of analysis to get insights about the elements that have led the some states to 

consistently improve their educational indicators as after decentralization. 

This chapter presents a case study of Quintana Roo which, as we have discussed 

in the previous two chapters, appears as the most successful state in taking advantage of 

the Mexican institutional change of 1992. The study focuses particularly on three aspects 

of decentralization that appear to be relevant for determining results at the subnational 

level: 1) the ease or difficulty of state governments capacity to innovate and improve 

organizational processes after reforms, along with the simplicity or complexity to merge 

the resources transferred from the center with the current state administrative apparatus; 

2) the increase or decrease of social participation in education after the reorganization of 

service provision; and 3) the role of the union of teachers at the state level in obstructing 

or enhancing the opportunities of decentralization to improve education.

The chapter is organized into five sections. First I describe the methodology I 

employed for developing the present case study; second, I present data on basic education 

in Quintana Roo and discuss the role of three variables (educational expenditure, the size 

of the educational system and the local socioeconomic conditions) in explaining the 

educational achievements of the state; third, I describe the administrative reorganization 

of basic education carried out in Quintana Roo and discuss how innovation and capacities 

at the state and local level are variables to consider for a decentralization process to be 

successful; fourth, I discuss the experiences of the state with respect to public 

participation and accountability in education after the reform; and finally, I describe the 

political environment surrounding education in Quintana Roo and explain what the role 
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of the teachers’ union and the state government was in making the reform advantageous 

for improving  basic education in the state.

METHODOLOGY

The research design of this case of study is pre-experimental in the sense that it is 

a descriptive analysis that provides data for monitoring and evaluating decentralization 

policies in Mexico. The study analyses a single state (subject) to explore how 

decentralization (treatment variable) has affected: a) the administrative processes to 

provide education and b) the level of citizen participation in educational affairs. It also 

assesses if c) the impact of decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency has 

been affected by the political environment surrounding basic education in the state. This 

type of research design can be characterized as a “one shot case study” since the analysis 

is not comparing the observed results of the treatment variable “decentralization” in more 

than a single case. The purpose of taking a single case is to get more insights on what 

decentralization modified in Mexico that led a state to notably improve its educational 

coverage and efficiency in primary and secondary schools. It also serves to explore to 

what extent politics can enhance or limit the opportunities decentralization opens to state 

governments.

The selection of Quintana Roo as a case study was based on the results of the 

statistical analysis developed in chapters 3 and 4 of the present work. According to linear 

regression estimations, among all Mexican states it is in Quintana Roo where the effect of 

decentralization on educational coverage and efficiency in basic education is the greatest 

and where it is highly positive. Regression results showed no other state in which the 

benefits of decentralization have reflected in a substantial improvement of most of the 

selected educational indicators as they do in Quintana Roo. 
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The field work in Quintana Roo was conducted in the municipalities of Othon P. 

Blanco and Benito Juárez, which are economically the most important regions among the 

eight municipalities of the state. It is precisely in Othon P. Blanco where Chetumal, the 

capital of Quintana Roo lies, and where the main teacher academy of the state is 

located.41 As for Benito Juárez, the municipality contains the well-known affluent resort 

city of Cancún and the poorer population living in the town of Puerto Morelos which is 

the main port of the state. 

The research process included an intensive process of 30 semi-structured 

interviews and unobtrusive research developed through visits to schools, governmental 

agencies, and other institutions during a three week period in 2004. Also, several 

documents and works on education in Quintana Roo served as secondary sources of 

information.

BASIC EDUCATION IN QUINTANA ROO

Although Quintana Roo is a very young state,42 during the last fifteen years it has 

become one of the most dynamic regions in the country regarding basic education 

provision. Coverage and efficiency in primary and secondary instruction have increased 

at very high rates compared to the rest of the country. For example, while the state gross 

enrollment rate in primary education averaged 86.2% from 1988 to 1992; in the next nine

years the average of gross enrollment rates reached 99.1%, which represented an increase 

of 12.9% in less than a decade. Contrastingly, the average of national gross enrollment 

rates decreased in 2.4% in the same years (Table 5.1). 

41 In the town of Bacalar.
42 For most part of the 20th century, Quintana Roo was not considered a state but a territory of Mexico. It 
became a state until 1974 when President Luis Echeverría sent a law initiative to Congress to change the 
status of Baja California Sur and Quintana Roo from federal territories to sovereign states.
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Table 5.1 Coverage and Efficiency of Basic Education in Quintana Roo and Mexico

QUINTANA ROO INDICATORS 
(Average for the shown period) 

Primary Secondary 
Educational Indicator 88-92 

(1) 
93-01  

(2) 
DIF    
(2-1) 

88-92  
(3) 

93-01    
(4) 

DIF    
(4-3) 

Gross enrollment rates 86.2% 99.1% 12.9% 53.6% 78.5% 24.8% 
Completion rates 70.3% 95.5% 25.2% 42.0% 59.1% 17.1% 
Passing rates 87.2% 91.8% 4.5% 73.3% 78.5% 5.2% 
Terminal Efficiency rates 77.7% 91.6% 13.9% 76.7% 75.2% -1.5% 

NATIONAL INDICATORS 
(Average for the shown period) 

Primary Secondary 
Educational Indicator 88-92 

(1) 
93-01  

(2) 
DIF    
(2-1) 

88-92   
(3) 

93-01    
(4) 

DIF    
(4-3) 

Gross enrollment rates 96.5% 94.1% -2.4% 69.1% 76.7% 7.6% 
Completion rates 89.6% 94.6% 5.0% 58.5% 61.5% 3.0% 
Passing rates 90.2% 92.9% 2.7% 73.1% 77.9% 4.8% 
Terminal Efficiency rates 70.7% 82.7% 12.0% 75.0% 75.7% 0.7% 
Source: Author’s calculations with data from SEP     

With respect to secondary education, gross enrollment rates in Quintana Roo 

averaged 53.6% from 1988 to 1992, but in the period 1993-2001 the rates reached an 

average value of 78.5%, which represented an increase of 24.9%. This growth totally 

differs from the situation at the national level. Considering the country as a whole, the 

average gross enrollment rates in secondary barely increased 7.6% from 1988-1992 to 

1993-2001. Similarly, from 1990 to 2002 Quintana Roo increased its schooling level 

from 6.3 to 8.3 years, while the national level of schooling moved form 6.5 to 7.8 years 

during the same period. 

Undoubtedly, during the last ten years Quintana Roo has been leading educational 

progress in the country. During the years following decentralization the state has 

surpassed many states that in previous decades were relatively better off with respect to 

coverage and efficiency in basic education. This fact has drawn the attention of scholars, 

parents and authorities such that in August 23rd of 2002, the President Vicente Fox 
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declared that Quintana Roo was the pride of public education in Mexico because of its 

recent achievements. For the president and the public officials at the Ministry of 

Education, the state has become a “model to follow for the rest of the country”. 

What has Quintana Roo done that explains these results and how has 

decentralization shaped these educational achievements? Common sense might suggest 

that the results are driven by high government expenditure in education or perhaps by the 

socioeconomic characteristics of the state that characterize it as a rich and a small region. 

Figure 5.1 Evolution of Coverage and Efficiency in Basic Education in Quintana Roo

QUINTANA ROO
Evolution of Coverage and Efficiency in Primary Education
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QUINTANA ROO
Evolution of Coverage and Efficiency in Secondary Education
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Prior beliefs on the success of Quintana Roo: possible explanations 

We have discussed in the previous chapters that once the amount of expenditure 

per student in basic education and the socioeconomic conditions at the state level are 

controlled for, the effect of decentralization on educational outcomes is different among 

Mexican states and Quintana Roo turns out to be the state in which the reform accounts 

for the best results. This means that the positive impact of decentralization in Quintana 

Roo cannot be attributable to the amount of financial resources spent in education after 

1992 nor to the socioeconomic conditions of the state as this effect has been estimated 

once these variables have been taken into account.
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On the other hand, we have also argued that the presence or absence of state-

based educational system before the reform is a relevant variable that explains the 

differentiated effect of decentralization across the country. In the states that had their own 

educational system operating in parallel with the federal system, the effect of 

decentralization has been less favorable than in states with no previous experience in 

education provision as was the case of Quintana Roo. States with two educational 

systems had to integrate them into a single apparatus as a consequence of the new 

institutional design and that implied a whole administrative reorganization. The larger the 

size of these two systems, the more complex, then the harder it was to redefine 

responsibilities. Nevertheless, for states with only one system, the size of the previous 

educational apparatus appears to be irrelevant for explaining the effects of the reform 

since they only absorbed the administrative apparatus the federal government transferred 

to them. 

If financial resources, socioeconomic characteristics, and the size of the previous 

educational system are not the parameters that explain a successful decentralization, it 

seems desirable to break down those variables and compare Quintana Roo with the rest of 

the states to appreciate in more detail why this is so.

Financial resources

Despite its positive results Quintana Roo is not one of the states that spend the 

highest amount of pesos per student in basic education. Using data from SEP, SHCP and 

INEGI to calculate educational expenditures at the state level from 1993 to 2001, it turns 

out that on average Baja California Sur, Nuevo León and Baja California were the states 

that in these years spent the highest amount of money per student in basic education. In 
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this respect, Quintana Roo ranked nineteenth among the 31 states (Table 5.2).43 As seen 

in chapter 3 of this study, the level of expenditure is not really what matters for 

educational progress after a decentralization effort, although it is an important element to 

consider. 

Table 5.2 Expenditure per student in Basic Education 1993-2001

Expenditure per student in basic 
education 1993-2001  

(yearly average) 
# State Pesos of 1994 
1 BCS 3,584.7 
2 NL 2,952.8 
3 BC 2,798.0 
4 DUR 2,792.0 
5 COL 2,769.6 
6 SON 2,720.4 
7 CAMP 2,569.5 
8 NAY 2,526.7 
9 COAH 2,521.7 

10 TMPS 2,497.0 
11 MOR 2,432.4 
12 ZAC 2,421.5 
13 CHIH 2,353.1 
14 YUC 2,229.2 
15 SIN 2,217.2 
16 TLAX 2,123.0 
17 GRO 2,085.0 
18 SLP 1,975.7 
19 QROO 1,917.2 
20 VER 1,904.3 
21 CHIS 1,819.3 
22 MICH 1,786.7 
23 AGS 1,773.1 
24 JAL 1,671.9 
25 QUE 1,671.0 
26 HGO 1,643.3 
27 OAX 1,630.8 
28 EDMEX 1,605.5 
29 GTO 1,559.1 
30 PUE 1,524.5 
31 TAB 1,472.8 

Source: Own calculations with data from 
SEP, SHCP and INEGI 

Many Mexican states have claimed that the 1992 reform did not transfer them 

sufficient faculties to generate enough resources to face their new educational 

responsibilities and have confronted the national government in the demand for more 

43As a matter of fact, just in 2001 twenty two states spent more money per student in basic education than 
Quintana Roo. See annex for details.
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funding.44 The argument is they cannot make any genuine innovation or implement new 

state programs because almost all of existing resources goes to teacher payroll (Pardo, 

1999; Gómez-Álvarez 2000). Paradoxically, although Quintana Roo is the state with the 

best results after decentralization, it too also complained about the current scheme of 

financial support for basic education. As with the rest of the states, most of the resources 

it spends on preschool, and on primary and secondary instruction, come from the national 

government, and the scope for using local or statewide fiscal mechanisms to improve this 

situation is very limited. So much of that, in March 2003 Quintana Roo and Tlaxcala

presented “constitutional controversy” claim to the Mexican Supreme Court against the 

president of the country for the “insufficient and incomplete assignation of national 

resources for providing basic and teacher education”.45 And although the controversy did 

not prosper, it did highlight the criticisms and objections to the decentralization of 

education from many states. 

Size of the educational system

Besides resources, it might be argued decentralization in Quintana Roo positively 

flourished because the relative small dimension of the prevailing system of education in 

the state before the reform. Indeed, the educational system of basic education in Quintana 

Roo is relatively small compared with the rest of the states in Mexico. Only the states of 

Baja California Sur, Colima, Aguascalientes, Tlaxcala and Campeche administer a 

smaller number of schools than Quintana Roo and have a lesser number of teachers and 

students. However, when the state is compared with the states that have the largest 

systems of education in the country, the difference among them seems immense. For 

example, in 2001 Veracruz and the state of Mexico each had more than 1,400,000 

44 See the newspaper “REFORMA” on December 7th, 12th, 16th 18th and 20th of 2001. 
45 REFORMA, March 21, 2003. “Two states demand the Executive Power”.
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students, 10,000 schools and 60,000 teachers at the primary and secondary levels of 

instruction, whereas in Quintana Roo there were only 225,051 students, 1,129 schools 

and 8,675 teachers at the same levels of education (table 5.3).

Table 5.3 The Basic Education system in Quintana Roo46

Teachers Schools Students Year
Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary

Expenditure 
per student 
(pesos of 

1994)* 

Illiteracy 
rate 

1988 2,499 2,583 467 268 82,379 52,788 1,097.27 12.2 
1989 2,648 2,405 481 265 85,935 53,450 1,138.69 12.3 
1990 2,771 2,467 503 263 89,988 53,238 1,094.43 11.8 
1991 3,104 2,679 571 272 94,678 54,123 1,306.07 11.4 
1992 3,180 2,702 594 279 97,647 55,629 1,508.85 11.0 
1993 3,422 2,855 602 290 102,651 58,800 1,977.06 10.5 
1994 3,631 3,013 634 309 107,088 62,310 2,275.91 10.1 
1995 3,769 3,178 646 323 112,111 65,495 1,767.99 9.7 
1996 3,930 3,381 666 332 116,360 68,505 1,522.15 9.1 
1997 4,096 3,250 684 342 120,624 71,369 1,595.83 8.6 
1998 4,251 3,496 696 356 125,243 76,176 1,780.68 8.1 
1999 4,417 3,558 692 369 129,676 79,695 2,015.65 7.5 
2000 4,557 3,728 719 395 135,334 82,757 2,137.75 7.1 
2001 4,760 3,915 725 404 140,062 84,989 2,181.81 6.7 
Source: SEP.  
*Expenditure per student were calculated with data from SEP and INEGI 

It is possible that the size of the system of education is playing a role in 

determining the results of decentralization (Santizo, 1997; Cabrero, 1999), but if this is 

the case, then we should expect states with the smallest systems of education in the 

country like Baja California Sur, Colima, Aguascalientes, Tlaxcala and Morelos also 

having a systematically better educational performance after the 1992 reform, and this 

has not occurred except for the case of Aguascalientes.

Evidence presented in chapter 3 and 4 of this work suggests the complexity of 

administering a greater system of education is relevant for determining decentralization 

results as long as two systems of education were operating in parallel within a same 

territory before the reform. Merging the previous state system with the system transferred 

46 Table does not contain information on preschool, which is also considered as basic education.
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from the national government might be hardest to complete if both educational systems 

are relatively large. In other words, the total number of state teachers, schools and 

students in a state appears to be irrelevant per se, but this number does become relevant if 

it is necessary to integrate into a single system two different educational apparatus

belonging to the same territory. Nevertheless, this was not the case of Quintana Roo.

Socioeconomic characteristics of the state

Another explanation that might be ventured to explain the recent success of 

Quintana Roo in education is that the state has certain geographic and socioeconomic 

characteristics that give it advantages over the rest of the states. Perhaps a relatively rich 

state where most the of population live in urban areas and where most regions are easy to

access would find it easier to provide education than poorer states in which most 

population live in rural areas difficult to reach. Quintana Roo certainly seems to be a state 

with the abovementioned advantages.

According to the census developed in 2000 by INEGI, almost 83% of the 

population in Quintana Roo lives in urban areas47 which makes of it one of the ten most 

urbanized states in the country. This urbanization is reflected in high levels of 

development and lower levels of poverty. The index of human development calculated by 

CONAPO in 2000 ranks the state as sixth in the country, while the index of marginality 

also created by CONAPO in 2000 shows that in none of the 8 municipalities of Quintana 

Roo is the degree of marginality in the high or very high categories.

Data from INEGI shows per capita GDP in Quintana Roo as one of the highest in 

the country. In 2000 it ranked third in this indicator only below Nuevo León and 

Campeche. From 1993 to 2001 the state economic growth averaged a yearly rate of 

5.25% only surpassed by the growth of Baja California, Aguascalientes and Querétaro.

47 These are areas with more than 2,500 inhabitants.
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The argument that the positive effect of decentralization in Quintana Roo is due to 

the fact that it is a relatively rich and highly urbanized state is not sustainable however, 

states like Nueve Leon or Querétaro present similar characteristics and in the first case 

decentralization had no significant effects and in the second case decentralization had a 

negative impact.

Food for thought

Although factors such as the resources spent in education, the size of the 

educational system and some socioeconomic conditions might be affecting the success or 

failure of a decentralization program at the state level, the statistical analysis presented in 

the previous chapters shows these factors do not appear to be relevant in shaping 

decentralization results. Indeed, in several other states similar to Quintana Roo (like 

Querétaro, Campeche, Baja California and Baja California Sur), the reform was not 

nearly as successful and positive for increasing efficiency and coverage of basic 

education.48 So, if the variables mentioned above are not the reason of the success of 

decentralization in Quintana Roo, then the question remains: what is happening in this 

state after decentralization that has placed it on the faster track to educational 

development well beyond the rest of the country? 

One hypothesis is that for a decentralization to be successful the reform must 

comprise: 1) improvements of capacities at the lower levels of government through 

training and reorganization of administrative apparatus; 2) a relevant process of 

innovation at the state and local level; and 3) the pushing of decentralization further to 

the lowest levels of government. Another hypothesis is that decentralization effects are

determined and influenced by the level of public participation in education, and by the 

48 A detailed analysis of these facts was offered in chapters 3 and 4.
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political environment in the educational arena. In the following sections I explore these 

propositions. 

THE ADMINISTRATIVE SIDE OF DECENTRALIZATION: LEARNING BY DOING

Before 1992 basic education in Quintana Roo was provided exclusively by the 

national government. The state did not develop its “own” system of education, and thus 

most resources for offering primary and secondary education, including teachers and 

schools, were previously administered by the central government. As in the rest of the 

country, decisions on curricula, salaries, evaluation, legislation, financing, etc. were a 

prerogative of the national government, but Quintana Roo was different in one important 

respect from most states, since there was only one section organization of the teachers’ 

union operating in its territory.49

By the beginning of the ‘80s, the National Ministry of Education, (Secretaría de 

Educación Pública, SEP) administered basic education in Quintana Roo through a 

deconcentrated office called delegación. This office managed the educational budget 

assigned by the national government and was in charge of planning, coordinating and 

operating the national system of education in the state, and of supervising the schools and 

the teachers. The delegación shared its functions in the state educational arena with the 

25th section of the teachers’ union, which was by that time the main organized group 

with an important stake in the state educational system.

When decentralization occurred in 1992, most of the tasks the delegation 

performed became a responsibility of the state government. In order to offer the primary 

and secondary instruction Quintana Roo received 873 schools, 5,882 teachers and 

153,276 students.  Besides this, it also received buildings, furniture and equipment to 

49 This was not the case of states that had in their jurisdiction two systems of education operating in 
parallel. In these states there was a section of the union conformed by teachers belonging to the central 
government and another one composed by the teachers under the state administration.
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administer the transferred educational system. Administratively speaking, the reassigning 

of these resources was not an easy task. As it was the case for many states in Mexico, 

Quintana Roo did not have any legal framework for developing an own system of basic 

education and the state government had no experience in the basic education arena. In 

addition, decentralization reform of basic education in Mexico did not establish any 

administrative modality the states should adopt to receive the resources that were being 

transferred. In fact, many states not previously engaged in providing basic education, like 

Quintana Roo, had to create from nothing and by their own initiative a structure to 

receive the educational services.

On May 19th1992 the government of Quintana Roo led by the Governor Miguel 

Borge, decreed the creation of the state system of education “Sistema Educativo 

Quintanarroense”. The system was conceived as a decentralized organism of the 

government which responsibilities were “to handle the different operations related to 

basic education at the different modalities, levels and types, and to give continuity to the 

work relations with teachers and public officials participating in the educational process 

of the state.”50 This organism was in charge of receiving and administering the teachers, 

schools, material and financial resources recently transferred and its creation was the 

starting point of a learning-by-doing process the state has been going through for offering 

basic education in its territory. 

The consolidation of the state system of education

Having only one system of basic education in the state before 1992 benefited the 

process of decentralization in Quintana Roo. Neither the state faced the problems of 

merging two systems of education (which became the main concern of most state 

50 See the document “Decreto por el que se crea el sistema educativo Quintanarroesnse como un organismo 
descentralizado del Poder Ejecutivo del Gobierno del estado de Quintana Roo”.  May, 2002. Government 
of Quintana Roo.
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governments), nor did it have to deal with very sensitive issues such as revising teacher 

salaries. The state system of education was created directly from the system transferred 

by the national government and as a consequence the state did not report to SEP any 

conflict related to compatibility in work schedules (Barba, 1999) nor with the integration 

of teachers’ salaries. Contrastingly, in some of the states with two systems of education 

the labor day of teachers belonging to the state system differed in the amount of hours 

from teachers employed by the national government. In these cases decentralization made 

necessary to revise the compatibility of the work timetable and the salaries of teachers to

merge the two systems into one, with the subsequent resistances of the union.51

Another favorable condition for the process of decentralization in Quintana Roo 

was that social security benefits of teachers in the state were provided by only one public 

institution as a consequence of the absence of a state system of education. The Instituto 

de Seguridad y Servicios Sociales de los trabajadores del Estado (Security and Social 

Services Institute for State Workers, ISSSTE) was in charge of providing social security 

to all workers of the national government, independently of their state locating. So, most 

teachers providing basic education in Quintana Roo were affiliated to ISSSTE and at the 

time of decentralization it was not difficult for the state to incorporate them in its state 

administrative apparatus.

However, in those states operating their own system of education before the 

reform, social security for state teachers was provided the Instituto Mexicano del Seguro 

Social (Mexican Institute of Social Security, IMSS) and social security for national

teachers was provided by ISSSTE. Given the benefits and services IMSS and ISSSTE 

offered to their associates were not similar, the complexity of integrating social security 

51 For example, in Puebla the preschool and primary education schedule of work for a teacher employed by 
the state added up to 25 hours per week, but to make it compatible with the schedule the national 
government had, it was necessary to eliminate 5 hours and reduce the salaries. Of course, many teachers 
have opposed to this change.
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among all teachers in these states was a huge barrier for completing the decentralization 

process and it was an impediment to successful decentralization and service provision.

Although Quintana Roo promulgated its Law of Education until 1994, the state 

was capable of incorporating the transferred educational system into its administrative 

apparatus in a relative short period of time, and it did so without too much conflict. The 

teachers, by that time the main stakeholders that could obstruct the organizational 

adjustments following decentralization, did not perceive in the new institutional regime 

any risk to their rights or to their “historical conquests”. An active member of the union 

of teachers that participated in the transferring process commented in an interview:

“Decentralization was not a painful reform in Quintana Roo. It was not a difficult 
process since the teachers assumed a peaceful position. Working issues and rights 
were left untouched and that was a key element for the reform to occur here 
without any trouble.”

Decentralization of basic education in Quintana Roo not only left untouched 

teachers earnings, but it actually improved things for them. According to most people 

interviewed, the administrative reforms following decentralization in the state reflected in 

an improvement of the bureaucratic procedures teachers went through in order to get 

paid. In addition, most services for teachers that previously required several days to be 

delivered became available in a much lesser amount of time because under the new 

regulations they are handled locally. Nowadays, it is a general conclusion of many actors 

in the state educational arena that administrative processes in Quintana Roo became 

faster and more efficient under the new institutional design (table 5.4).52

52 These perceptions heavily contrast with teachers’ perception in other states such as those shown in the 
study conducted by Espinoza (1999).
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Table 5.4 Changes in Administrative Practices in Quintana Roo after Decentralization

Efficiency of administrative services for teachers before and after decentralization 
(Number of days to complete the procedure) 

Administrative Procedure 1992 1999
Request of ID 5 3 
Authorization of compatibility 30 20 
Letter certifying services provided by the teacher 5 4 
Assessment of teacher rank in the scale 35 40 
Certification of loan received from ISSSTE 20 15 
Registration in payroll until reception of first salary 60 15 
Payment correction 45 15 
Check disbursement 60 15 
Source: Barba, Bonificacio. (2000).   

Capacities at the state and local level

Public officials at the Ministry of Education in Quintana Roo argue that after 

decentralization it has been a priority of the state government to train their people at the 

local level. Cecilia Loria Marín, the Minister of Education and Culture (Secretaría de 

Educación y Cultura, SEyC) for the 1999-2005 period mentioned in a series of interviews 

that this capacitating have consisted in promoting that all workers, teachers and 

authorities knew where they were going and what the goal of the Ministry was. 

According to her, since decentralization there has been a huge need in the Ministry to 

deal and eradicate resistant attitudes against change and to work focusing more on results 

than in processes. 

One of the apparent innovations in basic education in Quintana Roo is that the 

state has had an aggressive strategy of teacher and public officials training. Educational 

authorities and teachers in Quintana Roo seem to agree on the idea that a decentralization 

effort to be successful must include training principals, teachers and authorities not only 

at the sub-national level, but particularly at the local level.

An important lesson that arises from the case of Quintana Roo is that the main 

challenge of giving greater responsibilities and roles to lower levels of government (and a 
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key to make the most of decentralization) is to really let the people take their own 

decisions while establishing a deep process of training and development of local 

capacities. However, this cannot happen if there is not a strong commitment from the 

main stakeholders in education to assume their responsibilities and to be accountable for 

their actions. In an interview, the director of one of the best primaries in the country and 

probably the best primary school in Quintana Roo mentioned: 

“After decentralization what happened in Quintana Roo was an important increase 
of training programs for teachers, authorities and administrative staff of schools. 
The state has been providing several courses for us, but the problem is that there 
is a resistance to change and to modernize the processes that have been operating 
for quite a while. Not everybody is convinced of taking their responsibility and 
the planning is not as good as to make everybody know where we are going.” 

The case of Quintana Roo is illustrative. Despite the efforts the state government 

has been developing to train those involved in basic education, it appears that school 

authorities in Quintana Roo still lack enough information and preparation to work under 

the new conditions after the reform. Decentralization requires more autonomy at the local 

level and greater capacity to take the lead in promoting improvements in service delivery,

but in my interviews with them it turned out that many teachers and principals in the state 

said that they not know how to prepare a project or how to plan. Some of them even 

confessed they do not know how to apply their ideas and initiatives in the school, or in 

the worst case, they said they are still waiting for the government to tell them what to do.

Similarly, one of the main problems of decentralization is that modernizing the 

curriculum in concordance to regional needs requires being familiar with recent 

educational techniques and new knowledge. Nevertheless, this knowledge and techniques 

are too costly for older teachers to acquire, and in some cases teachers are not willing to 

dedicate time to learn them. The experience of Quintana Roo appears to show that for 
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decentralization to be successful teachers require several “refresher” courses. In the 

words of one school principal:

 “There is a need to give “refresher” courses to teachers. Teachers need to learn 
how to learn. They need to be more responsible of having the freshest knowledge 
to share with their students. They need to be more responsible in learning new 
pedagogical techniques; and overall, they need to be responsible of teaching their 
students civic values such solidarity, freedom and basic human rights.”

The development of capacities and expertise is not exclusively a need in the 

schools, but also in the Ministry of Education. Apparently, training public officials was 

not a common policy before decentralization and according to an important educational 

authority in the state, public officials are insufficiently prepared because the centrality 

and verticality of the decision-making process before the reform made most of the 

bureaucrats incapable of proposing, questioning, suggesting or modifying educational 

programs and initiatives. Authorities in the state Ministry of Education complain that a 

number of bureaucrats in the SEyC just follow procedures that have been operating for a 

long time without asking themselves the reason behind their actions.53

Despite these shortcomings Quintana Roo still has the virtue of being a state that 

has widely recognized the importance of training people under a decentralized scheme 

and it has been successful in incorporating the lower levels of decision-making in some 

of the courses that are provided to teachers and public officials. As long as the state keeps 

doing this, it will probably keep improving its educational performance in a sustainable 

way.

Innovation 

Advocates of decentralization of public education in Mexico affirm the level of 

centralization of the country made the educational system inefficient and the 1992 reform 

53 This might be the reason that explains why many old educational programs keep going without any 
direction or a tangible benefit to society.
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offered the possibility to lower levels of government of creating or recuperating spaces to 

generate new processes for providing basic instruction (Pardo, 1999; Zorrilla, 1999; 

Cabrero, 2000; Gómez Álvarez, 2000). For most of these authors, innovation is 

understood as a triggering process capable to improve the results of the educational 

system by creating or modifying administrative structures, tasks, infrastructure, 

institutions and patterns of relationship among actors in the system. From this 

perspective, it is possible to suggest that part of the educational success of Quintana Roo 

after decentralization is due to the process of innovation that has been occurring in the 

state. 

Quintana Roo has incorporated in its educational system new processes and 

mechanisms that represent a breakthrough in the administration of basic instruction in the 

state and in the country. For example, Quintana Roo understood the relevance of having 

good information available for policy making in the educational arena, and took 

advantage of the technologies of information and communication to develop a modern 

system of data reporting to assist public officials. During the recent years, the Ministry of 

Education has developed a computing system that allows the authorities in the capital of 

the state to have full information on the main characteristic and necessities each school in 

the state has. The software allows identifying where each school is located, who the 

principal and teachers are, what the necessities and problems are, and it has several 

digitalized pictures that allow seeing the current status of infrastructure in each school.54

Another interesting and novel feature the educational organization in Quintana 

Roo introduced after decentralization is the way in which schools receive maintenance 

and how new low cost infrastructure is built. Principals of schools take care of all minor 

54 The system is alimented by a census that lets the government to know what the main educational 
problems of the region are.
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constructions and repairs, while larger constructions and projects are responsibility of the 

Ministry of Education and the municipalities. Schools have own resources for 

construction because most of them administer a small candy store for the students which 

is a concession of the Ministry of Education. The store profits, along with voluntary 

donations of parents and some resources transferred from the Ministry of Education to 

the schools, form part of a fund school principals can use with full autonomy to make 

minor constructions and repairs to their buildings and facilities. This is the furthest that 

decentralization has gone in Quintana Roo with respect to the management of resources.

The relatively small size of the system of basic education in Quintana Roo has 

supported innovation because it allows most educational actors to be familiar with 

procedures, and to be able to identify what needs to be modified. For example, according 

to the Ministry of Education, the union of teachers has proposed several changes to the 

administration of the state system of education and in general these proposals have been 

really useful. In addition, administrative control happens easily and in a short period of 

time. For example, the national government has been implementing in the states many 

educational programs that operate independently from each other. Administratively 

speaking this represents an important challenge to sub-national governments since many 

of these programs are implemented through their educational offices. Nevertheless, in 

Quintana Roo the Ministry of education has recognized the need to integrate all of them 

into a single unit to make them more easily administered. Although the state cannot 

formally change anything in the programs controlled by the national government, it has 

been capable of creating a bureaucratic structure to deal with these issues and to make 

more effective these national programs whose main beneficiaries are children in 

marginalized areas. 
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Evaluation, information and E-government

Some of the educational actors interviewed in the state recognized there is too 

much to do at the state level with respect to evaluation and the detection of educational 

needs, far beyond of the actions the National Institute for the Evaluation of Education 

does. Congruent to with those beliefs, Quintana Roo has developed a state system of 

evaluation for education. The system evaluates every three months the administrative 

processes by monitoring and following up the educational projects and programs it has. 

From those evaluations the Ministry of Education generates educational indicators of the 

degree of advance to reach the established goals. The system also evaluates the 

educational performance of children and teachers at the schools.

It falls beyond the objective of this chapter to asses the impact of the state system 

of evaluation on the results of decentralization, however during my fieldwork in Quintana 

Roo it became apparent that the state really values the relevance of evaluating processes 

and results. In contrast to many or most of the states in the country, Quintana Roo has 

now more than fifteen linked processes of evaluation capable of generating historical 

time series on students, schools and teachers performance, as well on the performance of 

the municipalities and localities in the state with respect to national and state educational 

programs. This information is available to anyone through the web page of the Ministry 

and serves as a valuable input for decision-making for the educational authorities. 

Indeed, most information on Quintana Roo educational system is available to 

anyone through the Internet and the state Ministry of Education has one of the most 

developed and friendly web pages of all state ministries of education in the country.  The 

web page gives information on the administrative structure of the system of education in 

the state and through these pages it is possible to find libraries, civil protection services 

and convocations for different events y administrative processes. 
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The state government has been increasing many of the educational administrative 

services and processes available through Internet but it is also increasing the use of 

networks, servers and more technology to administer the state system of education. In 

particular, the Ministry of Education created some years ago the Sistema Estatal de 

Información Educativa (State System of Educational Information). Through it, the 

Ministry has linked several databases and created software that gives access to rich 

information on students, schools, teachers and the educational budget in Quintana Roo. 

These databases are also linked with other subsystems of information on inventories, 

grants, warehouse, official books, educational technology, registration and infrastructure. 

The system allows the public officials to have most information available on time for 

decision-making. 

In sum, Quintana Roo has being going through a huge process of innovation and 

modernization of its educational administrative apparatus and it appears as one of the 

most progressive states with respect to the use of technology, knowledge and information 

management.

The limits of decentralization: moving decentralization to municipalities and schools

Most people involved in the system of basic education in Quintana Roo strongly 

agree on the need to decentralize more authority and responsibility to municipalities and 

especially to schools and teachers. They believe that it is at the local level where 

solutions to many of the problems of education in Mexico can be found. One teacher 

interviewed commented on this in the following way:

“Teachers and school authorities require autonomy and freedom to make things 
better. However, there are instructions dictated from the center and from the state 
government that limit the initiative of the principals. If there is someone who 
really knows the need of a school, that is the principal but his leadership in the 
school must be shared with teachers. The more teachers involved in activities to 
improve education in the school, the better the school will be.”
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Apparently, the good performance of Quintana Roo in basic education after 1992 

may be determined by a change in attitudes toward basic instruction in the minds of the 

people working directly in the schools. Almost all of the principals and some of the 

teachers interviewed in Quintana Roo argue the key to successful decentralization in the 

state has been the exercise of making the teachers much more sensitive with respect to 

their role in improving education. Nevertheless, they coincided that the downside of the 

reform is it has not given them enough tools to make a better job and to take the lead in 

education. Apparently, there is a lack of mechanisms for the schools to make their voice 

heard because decentralization has not reached them. In Quintana Roo, as in the rest of 

the country, the school, which is lowest level of educational decision-making, still 

heavily depends on choices dictated far away from its jurisdiction. The main and 

substantive decision-making in basic education lies at the federal and state levels. Neither 

municipalities nor schools can decide anything on the financing, the evaluation system, 

the curriculum, the academic calendar, the official textbooks and the hiring or the 

appointment of teachers at schools. Nevertheless, principals do have an active role in the 

school planning, administering and the management of material and financial resources.

The main authority at the school level is the principal who is responsible of the 

functioning and management of the school. Besides the principal’s authority, schools 

have a Consejo Técnico Escolar (School Council) integrated by sub-principals, teacher 

representatives, and in some cases parents’ representatives. These councils are led by the 

school principal and have the responsibility of analyzing and making recommendations 

on curricula, study plans, teaching methods, school-based programs, and on the acquiring 

of teaching material and other related tasks (Barba, 2000). However, the administrative 

control of schools as well as its supervising relies on the state and federal government 

and schools are subject to any decision or educational policy dictated by them. 
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Teachers and principals in the study argued it is possible to take more advantages 

of decentralization, but they said it would require an important commitment from most of 

the actors in the educational arena in performing their activities and in recognizing that 

the leadership of the principal and school authorities is fundamental for the success of the 

reform. However, from the fieldwork it turned out that authorities and teachers also 

believe that moving decentralization down one or two levels further, if not accompanied 

by more resources, will place more pressure on municipalities and schools creating 

several conflicts. There is a strong resistance from the teachers to receive more 

responsibilities without the corresponding financial resources and support. From the 

teachers’ and principals’ perspective, decentralization reform in Mexico did not fully 

foresee and solve the financial needs states would have for administering education, as 

some studies have already pointed it out (see Merino, 1999). 

The experience in Quintana Roo shows that an important limitation for the state 

and local governments to take a more relevant role under the new educational scheme is 

precisely that they have been operating under tough economic and administrative 

restrictions. Although decentralization in the state has meant more openness and the 

moving of educational problems and solutions closer to schools, many teachers remain 

skeptical arguing that decentralization has meant nothing but a change of boss. They 

complain decentralization has not solved the financial problems at the school level. 

According to some of them, financial resources do not get down to schools and when 

they do, the amount is insignificant to maintain or repair school facilities. A principal of a 

secondary school commented:

“Decentralization made no big difference. Instead of being paid by the national 
government, now it is the state government who pays us. Money is still in the 
center. The reform has not solved the huge need of investments in infrastructure, 
technology and, incredible, in the restrooms of the school”.
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It is still not clear if financial resources are a factor determining whether or not 

decentralization in Quintana Roo will move forward to municipalities and if that, in turn, 

would increase coverage and efficiency of basic education.55 However, people from the 

Ministry of Education do consider that many opportunities for improving the quality of 

education are being lost because of the lack of autonomy, resources and capacities at the 

municipal and school level. According to them letting the municipalities and schools to 

have higher levels of autonomy in decision-making will not reflect on educational 

coverage or efficiency, but in the quality of education. One may expect that the argument 

to further decentralize basic education in the state will be related to the improvement of 

student achievement and academic performance.

Despite its limitations, some municipalities in Quintana Roo have been taking a 

greater role in basic education. Several principals commented when they face a great lack 

of resources for improving facilities or even for making small investment in equipment 

and supplies, the municipality always represent a good place for receiving additional 

support beyond the official resources coming from the Administrative Committee of the 

National Program of School Construction (CAPFCE) that also operates at the municipal 

level. According to some school principals, they go themselves to the “Ayuntamiento” to 

ask the local authorities to help them in solving the immediate needs of the school and 

they always receive a good response from the municipality.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

An important argument of decentralization is that it fosters the creation of 

partnerships between society, governments and teachers to improve educational 

coverage, efficiency and quality.  More involvement of parents, communities, NGO's, 

55 Authorities in the Ministry of Education commented that coverage in basic education after 
decentralization increased to a great extent because the state was able to generate and gather enough 
resources to build new schools.
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and teachers in the implementation of educational programs is the most desired outcome 

of any educational reform aiming to give more faculties and responsibilities to lower 

levels of government. However, moving of decision-making to states and municipalities 

does not mean that participation will simply happen by itself. And in fact, there are 

different levels of participation and involvement of society in educational affairs. 

According to Shaeffer (1994), in order to understand public participation in 

education it is necessary to undertake a systematic analysis of what kinds of participatory 

mechanisms and of what facilitating conditions and constraints to participation already 

exist in a given society. For the case of Quintana Roo, it seems that there are favorable 

conditions for the state to achieve a higher involvement of society in educational affairs, 

but there is a lack of participatory mechanisms facilitating it. Although most actors within 

the state educational system agree on the necessity of having parents, community 

organizations, NGOs and even private enterprises much more involved in educational 

affairs, the state has not really find a way to make them partners in educational 

development. The state has not been able to develop of a set of institutional norms and 

policies to promote more participatory approaches to basic education provision and yet, 

there have been some very relevant events suggesting Quintana Roo will eventually 

achieve a high level of community involvement in education.

In August 2002, under the national program “Compromiso Social por la Calidad 

de la Educación” (Social Commitment for the Quality in Education), Quintana Roo 

carried out a very significant event that showed it was possible to make most members 

and sectors of society to be involved in educational affairs. The event consisted in the 

signing of a public pledge in which the state government, the local governments, the 

union of teachers, the association of parents, the congress, the judiciary, the state 

universities, the private sector, the media, the church and several NGOs set of a series of 
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compromises each of them had to carry out for the improvement of basic education in the 

state.

The government agreed to develop a system of strategic planning; to create an 

institute for educational financing; to further enhance the system for training teachers and 

school authorities; to create a council for the linking of education with the private sector 

needs; and to establish, among other things, a program for attending the needs of 

indigenous population. Likewise, the union of teachers agreed to foster a new working 

culture among its members; to foster innovation and promote the appointment of school 

authorities and teachers through open examinations and convocations; and to move the 

union to more democratic mechanisms for decision-making. In turn, the private sector 

declared a commitment to contribute and get more funding for educational infrastructure 

and programs, and to foster the use of technology in the provision of education; while the 

media consent in spreading educational results and programs.56

As a direct consequence of the signing of the Compromiso Social, two social 

organizations were created in the state with the aim of improving education. One of them 

has an academic orientation and consists of a group of specialists, members of the 

community, whose main activity is to serve as advisors to the Ministry of Education 

without being part of the government, while the other consists of people that have a 

leadership in the community and that are recognized by their high moral standing and 

their work. The mission of this last group of people is to promote accountability at the 

local level by asking authorities to make public the decisions they take and the results 

they get.

In Quintana Roo not has only the state government proposed programs and 

initiatives in the educational arena, but other groups of society have been involved in the 

56 See “Compromiso Social por la calidad de la Educación. August, 2002. Cozumel, Quintana Roo. SEYC.
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improvement of the administrative processes for offering primary and secondary 

instruction. According to educational actors interviewed, the union of teachers has 

presented several proposals to make better the system of education and even when there 

have been initiatives affecting teachers, some of them have been very receptive. 

Despite the positive environment that seems to exist in Quintana Roo for social 

participation in the system of instruction, the state does not have well developed 

mechanisms for making parents and society to participate more directly in education or to 

make this contribution to occur at the lowest level of decision-making which is the school 

level. There is indeed some degree of parent involvement in the schools, but this 

participation is not widespread and does not occur in all of the schools. One director of a 

secondary school commented:

“The interest of parents highly depends on the socioeconomic level of the student. 
Parents belonging to the middle, upper middle and high class of Quintana Roo are 
the ones with a higher level of participation and interest on the education of their 
sons. But most parents do not regard education as a shared enterprise. They think 
instruction is only a responsibility of schools.”

It is a common statement of teachers and school principals in Quintana Roo that 

the participation of parents in what the school does is a key for success and yet, during 

the visits to educational facilities it emerged that the better ranked schools in the state are 

those in which parents are engaged in most activities and where there is a well structured 

organization of parent-teachers associations. In contrast, in the rest of the schools the 

degree of participation seems virtually nil. For example, while in one of the best primary 

schools of the state each level of instruction has a set of parent representatives who keep 

organizing activities and events for the school community and offers support for 

principals when there are needs that fall beyond their authority; in the schools with less 

educational attainment there are no parent organizations and the link between the school 

and the parents is quite weak.
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The argument some principals put forward to explain the previous finding is 

positive and interesting: if teachers work and make the school a real place of learning,

then parents will respond in the same way and will participate and cooperate with the 

school; whereas if they perceive teachers are not concerned about the school and the 

learning of their children, then they will not support any effort from school authorities.

The experience of the State Council of Social Participation in Education

Following the aspirations of the decentralization reform, the Mexican Law of 

Education of 1993 established in its chapter seven the role of social participation in 

education. Among other issues, the law discussed the integration of mechanisms at the 

national, state, local and school level, for increasing social participation in education. 

With the new regulation the national government was trying to promote the linkage 

between the educational system in the states and the rest of society by making 

representatives of parents, non governmental organizations, scholars, teachers and 

authorities to concur in the analysis of educational achievement and in the proposing of 

alternatives of solution to educational needs.

Under that dynamic, the Consejo Nacional para la Participación Social en la 

Educación (National Council of Social Participation in Education, CONAPASE) was 

created in 1999 with the aim of developing the formal structure of social participation in 

education at all levels of government and decision making in the country. The state and 

local councils of CONAPASE in Quintana Roo were created in 2000 with the expectation 

that in the absence of formal mechanisms at the state level to foster participation of 

society in education, they would became the building block to consolidate a strong 

association between schools, teachers and the rest of the community. Unfortunately 

CONAPASE did not operate as expected, not at the national level and even less at the 

state and local level. According to the only president the state council has had, this 
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national initiative is merely a declaration of intent than a real course of actions or a well 

developed and structured organization:

“CONAPASE is not working. There is no information on what is happening at the 
central level and there are not regular meetings of the national council. Nothing 
has changed because of the local and state councils and it is not clear what the 
faculties of them are and what they are supposed to do with respect to educational 
affairs. The failure of the program does not mean society does not want to 
participate in education. Parent associations are willing to participate in school 
decisions. There is a genuine and strong interest of community in education but 
there are two huge barriers. One is the need of making information available so 
people can get involved in education; and the other is that poorer communities are 
easily manipulated and deceived by school authorities when they take the 
initiative to collaborate with schools and educational authorities.”57

It might be possible that economically and socially weakest groups of society lack 

a sense of self-confidence and political efficacy as to feel they can have political power 

and affect government and schools policies. If this is the case, collaborative approaches 

in education provision like CONAPASE are dependent on, and affected by, social, 

cultural, and political contexts. Independently of that, what is clear from the experience 

of the councils in the state of Quintana Roo is that information on educational issues and 

results must flow easily and broadly for participation to occur. 

In order to set partnerships in the educational arena the community needs to have

enough knowledge about the state of instruction in the state, about the results schools are 

producing and about the main problems in education. But in addition, people must have 

enough information on who is who in the educational system and on what society must 

expect to receive from the main educational actors. This is an issue of accountability, 

which has become a necessary condition for the improvement of basic education at the 

state level in Mexico.

57 Interview with Lili Conde, President of the State Council for Social Participation in Education, held in 
Chetumal, Quintana Roo on January 12th, 2004.
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Accountability and the public perception of educational affairs in the state

In Quintana Roo decentralization of education made information on the 

educational system available to most people and as a consequence accountability may 

have increased in a relevant way. According to some parents, when local educational 

affairs started to be discussed more frequently in the media people in the state became 

aware that there were teachers holding more than one job position in schools. 

Interestingly, parents justify this situation for those cases in which low salaries force 

teachers to find additional sources of income, but not for those cases in which the lack of 

transparency generates corruption in the employing of teachers.

In general terms, the idea to decentralize more authority and responsibility to 

local authorities, schools and teachers, followed by a measurement of their performance 

appears to be very attractive to the Ministry of Education. Nevertheless, the culture of 

corruption that took strong roots in the educational system before decentralization has 

been an obstacle to move faster in the direction of accountability. According to the 

Minister of Education nobody knew what teachers did, and how they did it, and most of 

their actions remained invisible because the supervising of schools was co-opted by the 

teachers’ union. For the Minister, educational authorities did not establish any legal 

mechanism to make educational actors accountable for their actions, and most of the time 

the union of teachers has deterred any initiative that represented a challenge to the 

privileges a centralized and non-transparent system of education gave their members.

An important element that may be playing a significant role in the search for more 

accountability and transparency in the educational system of Quintana Roo are the   

attitudes and perceptions of people with respect to educational affairs and their own role 

in education and in making their voice heard. According to the index of citizen 

mobilization calculated in chapter 4 from data of the 2003 IFE-UNAM survey on 
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political culture in Mexico, it appears the region to which Quintana Roo belongs is the 

second with the lowest level of citizen mobilization in the country. Recall in this region 

we can find as well the states of Campeche, Tabasco, Veracruz and Yucatán. 

Nevertheless, if we use information from the 2003 Second Survey on Political Culture 

and Civic Commitment in Mexico (Segunda Encuesta sobre Cultura Política y 

Compromiso Ciudadano, ENCUP 2003) developed by the Ministry of Interior, it appears 

Quintana Roo is the fourth state with the highest level of citizen mobilization in the 

country. 58  That is, compared to the rest of Mexico, people in the state tends more to 

publicly express their needs and demands via demonstrations, letters, protest signals, 

manifestos, etc. Not surprisingly, the participation in meetings of associations of parents 

in Quintana Roo is higher than the participation of people in these types of organizations 

at the national level and yet, almost 60% of people interviewed in the state declared they

did not attended to any parents meeting during the previous year (table 5.5). 

Table 5.5 Citizen Attitudes with respect to education in Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo National mean Question 
YES NO YES NO 

During the last year did you attended a meeting of any school 
association of parents? 42.9% 57.1% 36.6% 63.2% 
In you opinion, does the government should intervene in the 
designing of what is taught to children in schools? 70.6% 17.60% 78.70% 14.40%
Do you or people in your family go to public or private 
schools? 91.2% 2.9% 68.8% 6.9% 
In your home do you spend or not money in complementary 
resources for your or your family education? 32.4% 67.6% 23.2% 75.4% 

Source: Author’s calculations with data from the ENCUP 2003, Secretaría de Gobernación 

In Quintana Roo public schools have a very good reputation according to ENCUP 

2003 surveys. When people were asked on the level of confidence they have on several 

58 Data from ENCUP 2003 must be used and interpreted cautiously since it is not a survey designed to be 
representative at the state level. However, some date from the survey can give us a picture on what might 
be happening in Quintana Roo with respect to people’s perception on the educational system and tell us 
something about people’s political attitudes.
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foundations of society, it resulted that public schools are the ones in which citizens have a 

higher degree of trust (table 5.6). Not even private hospitals are as trusted in Quintana 

Roo as much as schools, a fact that is especially significant since 91% of people in the 

survey affirm they or they family go (or went) to public school. In other words, not only 

is Quintana Roo the second region in the country in which public schools offer services 

to the highest proportion of population (only in the state of Colima a higher percentage of 

people interviewed declared they or their family attend or attended to public schools), but 

people have a remarkable level of good expectations in public schools’ contribution to 

the community.

Table 5.6 Degree of Trust in different foundations of society in Quintana Roo

To what extent would you say you can trust in: 

Answer Most 
people

Governmental 
programs for 

poverty 
combat 

Private 
firms 

Public 
Health 

Services
Public 

Schools
Private 
Schools

Private 
Hospitals

Governmental 
programs for 

combating 
corruption 

Many 2.9% 8.8% 5.9% 48.5% 70.6% 37.1% 50.0% 20.6% 
Little 79.5% 82.4% 70.6% 45.4% 26.5% 42.9% 35.3% 52.9% 

Nothing 17.6% 8.8% 20.6% 6.1% 2.9% 14.3% 14.7% 23.6% 
DK/NA 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 2.9% 

Source: Author’s calculations with data from ENCUP 2003, SEGOB. 

The high degree of confidence in public schools is also reflected in trust towards 

teachers in the state. According to ENCUP 2003, teachers are the group in which people 

in Quintana Roo trust most only below doctors and the media. In addition, 64.7% of 

people consider teachers should participate in politics while at the national level it is 

slightly lower (61.5%). 

These numbers suggest that there is a potentially positive environment in the state 

towards teachers. However, it is not clear whether this positive perception on schools and 

teachers may be influencing the lack of pressure for more formal mechanisms of 

accountability or whether it might be the result of a higher level of transparency and 



200

closeness of decision-making after decentralization. Independently of that, what is a 

apparent is that in Quintana Roo there are most of elements to develop mechanisms for 

social participation in education. There is a good system of information, there is a good 

climate of confidence in schools and teachers, and there is a strong will from authorities 

to make of accountability a central piece in the renewed educational system. From this it 

would only be required an agreement of the main stakeholders to take advantage of these 

conditions and consolidate a very good system of participation and accountability at the 

state level. 

THE POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT SURROUNDING EDUCATION IN QUINTANA ROO

For the years previous to decentralization, Quintana Roo was one of the states in 

the country with a relative stable political environment. The state had always been 

governed by the Partido Revolucionario Institucional, PRI and the traditional practices 

the hegemonic party had for co-opting adversary groups (threatening rivals and granting 

privileges to its supporters) maintained the political arena in a relative calm. 

Nevertheless, during the years in which Mario Villanueva governed the state (1993-

1999), the state drew fire from the country because of the constant political scandals 

emerging from its government. Several critiques of authoritarism, corruption, and 

political violence were directed to Villanueva and people in his government but they 

managed the situation relatively easily and things remained the same until the municipal 

elections of 1996 in which the political climate in the state started to change. First, 

opposition parties started to signal with more national visibility presumed irregularities in 

the state electoral processes, and then, in 1997 the governor Mario Villanueva was 

accused of having relevant linkages and business with the main drug-dealing organization 

in the country and was force to resign.
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From 1997 to 1999 the state of Quintana Roo filled the first pages of the national 

newspapers with constant articles on the illegality predominating in its territory. 

Kidnappings, political assassinations, robbery and even a presumed aggression to one of 

the IFE councilors, José Woldemberg, were the constant public discussion on and in the 

state. The situation reached a critical point when the Wall Street Journal denounced in 

June 1998 that David Van Valkenburg, the US Consul in Mérida, Yucatán had received a 

death threat from Mario Villanueva.59 The Consul abandoned Mexico escorted by two 

bodyguards and the Mexican diplomatic corps had to work hard to avoid a diplomatic 

conflict.

This negative political atmosphere in Quintana Roo ended when the national 

government presented charges against the governor and the latter fled justice in April 

1999 until he was captured and jailed in 2001. The elections of 1999 and 2005 although 

highly contested and difficult, have guaranteed the political stability that the state did not 

have before, specifically with respect to the establishing of legality and the decline of

levels of political violence.

Under this chaotic political scenario the state adapted to decentralization of basic 

education, but education was not a relevant topic in Quintana Roo. As mentioned, the 

media was so involved in following the scandals that schools and teachers were not the 

center of attention. Discussions on the new state responsibilities in the educational 

process were left aside and most governmental efforts were put in solving and 

ameliorating the political crisis. So, how was it possible for Quintana Roo to create and 

strengthen an own system of education if politically the environment was so unstable and 

rarefied? The answer might be found when looking at the role the union of teachers in the 

state played during the years following decentralization process.

59 See the article “Confirma embajada amenazas a Cónsul”, in REFORMA. June 18th, 1998.
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The Union of Teachers

The political relevance of the union of teacher in Quintana Roo is huge. Most 

people involved in the provision of basic education sees the organization as the main 

group that can block or impel a particular governmental policy or program to prosper. 

The union has been able to co-opt many teachers and public officials, which has help it to 

maintain some of the traditional privileges and power quotas it had before 

decentralization. These power quotas and “special privileges” usually work against 

efficiency, coverage and quality of education. In this respect, a school principal 

commented in an interview:

“When a teacher is performing negatively, when his or her work is deficient and 
the parents start complaining, state authorities prefer to remove the principal of 
the school instead of touching the teachers. There has always been an absence of 
equilibrium between the power of the union of teachers and the influence of the 
rest of actors in education.”

From the fieldwork it was perceived that there is a feeling among most 

educational actors that educational affairs could improve even more if the union of 

teachers allowed to generate a higher commitment of its members and authorities with 

respect their duties and their role in education. For example, many interviewees consider 

there was no reason to have in the state a national supervisor of schools because his 

duties were not justified under a decentralized scheme and because the position was 

frequently used by the union as a political instrument to foster corruption. The union had 

been reticent to modify the way things work in this respect but it was decentralization 

that allowed the state government to take this position away from the union and to make 

it operate in a different way.

For most educational actors it is clear some teachers in the union feel they are not 

accountable to anyone. They appear at the subnational level as “untouchables” and it is 

presumed they have enough power to influence any kind of decisions at the state Ministry 
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of Education. Independently if this is true or not, what it is clear is that most 

conversations on basic education in the state always lead to the role of the union of 

teachers in the performance of the system.

The union of teachers in Quintana Roo (section 25th of the SNTE) derives its 

apparent cohesion to the insufficient teaching positions in the state schools and to the way 

it has managed to control, distribute and sell the few that are available. The problem 

emerges because most teachers receive a low salary and a very inadequate social security 

support such that, if an old teacher decides to stop working at his retirement age, the 

pension he would receive represents less than half of his last teaching salary. This 

encourages the oldest teachers to remain working even though they are tired and cannot 

provide their services appropriately. The counterpart of it this is that young teachers do 

not find spaces and have to go to the union looking for a position in exchange of money, 

loyalty and political manipulation.

In addition, the union of teachers in Quintana Roo has been able to put itself in a 

position in which its leaders most of the time reach relevant political spaces. Once a 

teacher has made it to the top of the organization, he uses his representation as a 

springboard to become a deputy or a public official. There is nothing peculiar about this 

dynamic since for a long time the SNTE has used its power to achieve political positions 

for their members, however what is relevant for the educational system is that teachers on 

this path never go back to the school classrooms, but they keep receiving their teaching 

salaries, they keep their teaching positions despite of the lack of spaces, and besides, they 

get paid by the new position they got. How this has functioned in the country is through a 

figure called comisionado (commissioned). Teachers under the status of “comisionado” 

are members of the SNTE that, by an agreement between SEP and the union, are allowed 

to develop tasks different from those related to teaching while keeping their salaries and 
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their positions as professors untouched. The rationale behind this is that there are some 

tasks in the political arena teachers must developed to maintain the teachers’ union in 

operation. Since several decades ago, the Ministry of Education has conceded the SNTE 

this benefit as part of political agreements and compromises. 

Of course, the figure of “comisionado” has been the main mechanism through 

which SNTE distributes political benefits and positions, but it is not surprising that the 

teachers’ union has abused of this prerogative. When comisionados have been accused of 

being corrupt, or when their position is questioned or in danger because state authorities 

want to modify the situation, the union always defends their members with political 

pressure and with the argument that those are “historical” rights teachers. The following 

quote from a bulletin the 18th SNTE Section published on February 2000 is revealing:

“Los diagnósticos de la educación estatal son proyecciones de los diagnósticos 
nacionales, con los cuales se pretende justificar en la entidad las medidas de la 
política educativa nacional en cada período de gobierno, por lo que contienen los 
mismos aspectos, las mismas razones y las mismas conclusiones unos y otros. En 
el actual periodo, por ejemplo, el diagnóstico de la educación nacional plantea que 
la administración está sumamente centralizada en manos del gobierno federal, por 
lo que es ‘necesaria’ la descentralización. Hay algunos diagnósticos parciales de 
la educación estatal, como el realizado en meses anteriores (Programa de 
Saneamiento Administrativo), realizado para  simular que se lucha contra los 
“aviadores”, por una parte y, por otra, para tratar de descalificar a los miembros y 
comisionados del Comité Ejecutivo Seccional.” 60

“The state educational diagnoses are projections of national diagnoses through 
which there is an intention to justify in the state, in each governmental period, the
national educational policies. As a consequence these diagnoses contain the same 
elements, the same reasons and the same conclusions. In the actual governmental
period, for example, the diagnosis about the status of national education asserts 
that its administration is highly centralized at the federal government, so 
decentralization is “necessary”. There are some partial diagnoses about the status 
of state education, as that developed in previous months (Administrative 
Sanitation Program) that have been developed to simulate a fight against people 
not attending their jobs (called “aviadores”) on the one hand, and on the other, 

60 The bulletin was consulted on January 2006 at the following web address: 
www.geocities.com/Athens/Troy/2263/2foroconclub.html
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trying to disqualify the members and “comisionados” of the Sectional Executive 
Committee”.61

The success of Quintana Roo

After decentralization many states that had their own system of education were 

having trouble in accomodating the salaries of the teachers the national government 

transferred to them with those of their own teachers. For them it was necessary to make 

two different and often rivals groups the sections of the union of teachers already present 

in the state  to cooperate among them and give up some autonomy to each other in order 

to reach general agreements. That did not occur in Quintana Roo. The relatively small 

size of the system of basic education transferred to the Quintana Roo played out in favor 

of decentralization. The presence of only one section of the SNTE made negotiations 

between the state Ministry of Education and the union less conflictive because the 

discussion was not centered in modifying what the teachers had been receiving for a long 

time, but in how to administer the educational system and how to improve it. 

The politics of decentralization did not represent a complication for the reform to 

take place in Quintana Roo because everything was relatively easy and went smoothly. 

The reform did not imply in the state the merging of two systems of education or the 

appearance of a radically different way to provide basic education in the state. To a 

certain extent, during the first years decentralization was merely a change in form but not 

in substance at least for political actors. Before and during the first years after the reform, 

there was not any difference between the leaders of the SNTE and the officials in the 

state Ministry of Education. They were all the same people and they just rotated with 

respect to political scenarios, so nothing really changed for them after 1992. In fact, 

according to people interviewed in the state, before decentralization there was a constant 

61 Author’s translation.
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clash between the national delegados appointed by the SEP and the state union of 

teachers. The Quintana Roo section of the SNTE had not been able to co-opt delegados 

and that position had remained unreachable for their members until it disappeared with 

the reform, eliminating a point of conflict in the educational system.

 Leadership, cooperation and recuperation of political spaces

The influence of politics in limiting or enhancing what decentralization has done 

in Quintana Roo is reflected in the high role the main actors have in negotiating and 

conducting the processes for providing basic education. The profile of the Minister of 

Education his or her his or her abilities, knowledge, personality, capacity to reach agreements, 

personal relations, prestige and etc.  is crucial for the establishment of cooperation 

between the state government and the union of teachers. For innovation and change to 

occur the personality of the educational leaders is crucial, beyond considerations on the 

resources transferred from the center. The Minister of Education in Quintana Roo 

comments:

“Leadership is required to negotiate with the union of teachers. You must be 
really clever to take advantage of the internal divisions. When we arrived to the 
Ministry there was a huge group of teachers that did not agree with the union 
leaders, with the current state of educational affairs and with the role of the SNTE 
in the state. We were able to negotiate with these groups of teachers to have them 
supporting from inside of the union the projects and changes we wanted to 
introduce.”62

The success of the state government in negotiating and reaching consensus with 

the teachers was possible in part because the section XXV of the SNTE, the teachers of 

Quintana Roo, have not distinguished for being a belligerent and radical group of people. 

In fact, from the field work it seems section XXV has mostly cooperated with the state 

government rather than confront it.

62 Interview with Cecilia Loria Minister of Education of Quintana Roo. Chetumal, Quintana Roo. January 
15th, 2004
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 Decentralization is a political phenomenon. Any innovation and modernization 

effort must find consensus and agreement to be successful. Any governmental program, 

no matter how well designed and structured requires political support from most 

governmental positions and from the main stake holders. Quintana Roo deserves part of 

its recent success to a well management of the political process in the educational arena. 

The state has been successful in making every sector of society have a stake in education. 

It has got them all together to discuss alternatives and solutions to educational problems 

perceived in the state, and the authorities have transmitted with clarity what they are 

trying to achieve in the educational arena.63

In addition, the government not only has stayed away from conflicts with the 

stakeholders, but it has been capable of recuperating important political positions that 

were in hands of the union of teachers and that now are helping it to implement its 

policies. One of these spaces of power belonged to the figure of the “school supervisor”. 

As mentioned, the supervisor was a public official appointed by the national Ministry of 

Education whose responsibilities consisted in visiting the schools, evaluating what was 

happening in them and making a report to SEP. For a long time, the appointing of school 

supervisors was a prerogative the national Ministry of Education surrendered to the union 

of teachers. Traditionally, in Quintana Roo and in the whole country, these positions had 

been used as a political resource of the union of teachers to tolerate and hide inadequate 

practices of some of its members, as well as a tool for exerting pressure over the teachers 

not controlled by the union. After decentralization the government of Quintana Roo 

recuperated some of these positions under the new figure of the state supervisor. There is 

the expectation that recently appointed supervisors are performing much better than the 

63 For example, in 2002 Joaquín Hendricks, the current governor of the state affirmed Quintana Roo 
decided to reach the first place in educational attainment in primary and secondary instruction in Mexico.
See La Revista Peninsular # 670. August 23rd, 2002
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previous officials and that their work is being reflected in better performance of teachers 

and schools.

CONCLUSIONS

The success of decentralization in Quintana Roo can be explained as a result of 

the conjunction of favorable institutional and political conditions that were present in the 

state before the reform with the apparently right performance of state authorities after the 

reform. 

The first factor accounting for the positive effect of the reform on Quintana Roo is 

that the transition from a centralized to a decentralized regime happened relatively easily 

and was less complicated than in other states. The absence of a state educational system 

before the institutional change was beneficial for completing the decentralization process 

smoothly. Given that only the national government was providing basic instruction in the 

state, decentralization did not entail in the state the merging of two different educational 

systems operating in parallel in the same jurisdiction. Because of this, the state 

government had to face less administrative conflicts and had more flexibility to 

implement reforms than most state governments in the country. 

A second factor explaining the educational improvement decentralization brought 

to Quintana Roo is the reasonably and controllable level of political conflict among the 

teachers’ union and the state. Politics surrounding education were favorable for the 

establishment and consolidation of the emergent state system of education. In the state 

there was only one section of the union of teachers with the particular characteristic of 

not being as belligerent as other sections in the country. The government benefited of not 

having to negotiate with more than one gremial organization in the educational arena and 

smartly, during the first years of decentralization it was cautious in not introducing 

reforms that could be perceived by the union as a menace to its privileges. Once the 
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educational apparatus of state government was more developed and the Ministry of 

Education acquired more experience, more fundamental reforms in system of education 

were introduced, this time with the support of opposition groups within the union of 

teachers and of most of society.

The third element influencing the good performance of the state after the reform 

is the presence of reasonably committed and professional teachers. From my interviews 

with school principals and teachers I perceived a commitment of most of them towards 

improving education in the state. In all my interviews teachers spontaneously commented 

on the importance and need of training and refreshing courses, social participation, school 

autonomy and responsibility. According to what I heard from most of them, it was clear 

to me that these principals and teachers view education as a shared enterprise and that 

they recognize that parents need to be much more involved at the school level.

Finally, another important factor explaining the good impact of decentralization in 

Quintana Roo has to do with the actions the state Ministry of Education has been 

developing, especially those related to the processes of educational innovation, to the 

developing of local capacities and to the fostering of accountability. 

The core elements in the administrative processes that appeared in Quintana Roo 

after decentralization were anchored in the management and use of information, in the 

introduction of evaluation practices in at all levels and spaces of the educational system, 

and in the increase of the number of services available to citizens through Internet.. In 

addition, Quintana Roo really took advantage of the new possibilities it had for providing 

basic education and focused on creating institutional and human capacities at the lowest 

levels of government. Training of teachers and public officials became a priority for the 

state Ministry of Education and at the same time the state started the implementation of a 
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strategy of innovation to improve the educational administrative apparatus via the 

introduction of technology. 

A very important aspect in Quintana Roo is decentralization helped to improve 

accountability at the state, local and school level. The state has been making public 

results in international, national and state evaluations and keeps informing society on 

what is happening in the Ministry of education, with the teachers and with the schools. 

This new culture of transparency has been reinforced by the perception and confidence of 

people in the state schools and teachers. Most people in the state regard public schools 

with trust and there is a broad perception that things are moving forward in education.

Despite the good results decentralization generated in the state’s education, there 

are downsides of the reform as well. The teachers’ union is strong but it has an 

anachronistic structure and an old-fashioned way to operate that do not always benefit the 

educational process. The SNTE has been co-opting the supervising of schools making 

difficult to modify negative practices or to eradicate the corruption, although the state 

government has been “recovering” some of these educational positions. In addition, 

teaching positions at schools are traditionally assigned under a clientelistic approach. The 

teachers’ union influences totally the assignment and distribution of teaching positions 

and it has managed to remain as a key political actor in the state educational arena 

playing sometimes against accountability and transparency. In addition, public 

participation in education is still not strong. The presence of parent-teachers associations 

is not strong in the state and the government has not been capable of creating formal 

mechanisms of social participation in education. Although there are several activities in 

which parents can get involved, participation is not constant, not widespread and still is 

far away from decision-making at the school level. It is true that society pays lot of 

attention to educational issues in the state and is willing to share responsibilities to 
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improve education as has been shown by the response to several government 

convocations, however social participation is not well-structured and not tied to the most 

relevant decisions.

Finally, it seems difficult that decentralization will move further to lower levels of 

decision-making in Quintana Roo. The Ministry of Education argues despite its efforts 

there is still a lack of capacities at the local level as to keep decentralizing responsibilities 

to municipalities. Similarly, the Ministry and the school principals argue that without 

money and more resources they cannot receive more faculties and tasks to perform 

because they would be inefficient and ineffective, but the assigning of more financial 

resources for education to municipalities and schools will not occur as long as a fiscal 

reform is not developed in the country and as long as the legislation maintains basic 

education concentrated at the state level.

In sum, the case study shows that the role of the union of teachers and the state 

government is crucial in determining the results of decentralization. The interrelation of 

people and institutions, as well as the beliefs and roles of political actors and groups in 

shaping administrative processes, enhancing the degree of social participation and 

making a favorable political environment for education are realities that definitely affect 

the results of a decentralization reform. In other words, it might be possible that the same 

institutional design (decentralization) can generate different results in the states because 

of different initial institutional endowments and paths of interactions and processes 

emerging after a reform of this nature.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions

INTRODUCTION

The decentralization of basic education that occurred in Mexico in 1992 is one of 

the most ambitious reforms that have been developed in the educational arena in Latin 

America. As such, it is a wonderful case to analyze for evaluating whether these policies 

increase or not coverage of public services and improve the efficiency of government in 

delivery. The question on whether a decentralized educational regime is a better setting 

for offering education has been widely discussed. Nevertheless, most of the studies that 

have been developed for the Mexican case take a qualitative approach when addressing 

this question and none of them estimates the direction and magnitude of the reform 

effects at the state level. 

The research presented in this dissertation combined qualitative and quantitative 

methods to elucidate: 1) what the effect of decentralization has been on educational 

coverage and efficiency in Mexico both at the national and the state level, 2) what 

explains the estimated impact of decentralization in the states and 3) what are the main 

factors accounting for the success of the state presenting the best results. 

Supported by theories favoring decentralization, I hypothesized that the impact of 

transferring basic education responsibilities from the national to the subnational level of 

government has had a positive result both at the national and the state level. In other 

words, my belief was that the educational reform would have brought a general 

improvement of basic education across the country.

In addition, another of my hypotheses supported the idea that the effect of 

decentralization in each state was shaped by three main elements: 1) the institutional 

setting existent in the states before the reform; 2) the federal government actions in the 
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states during the process of decentralization; and 3) the amount of social capital present 

in each region of the country. Particularly, I tested whether the presence or absence of a 

state-based educational system operating in parallel with the federal educational system is 

a significant variable for explaining the effects of decentralization; whether compensatory 

programs are a variable that accounts for differentiated effects of the reform; and if 

different levels of social capital at the regional level in Mexico are associated with the 

regional effects of decentralization.

The whole dissertation was built upon the idea that decentralization is at the same 

time an administrative and a political process, and that as such we should pay attention to 

both dimensions when developing research on this topic. For those reasons, once I 

completed the quantitative analyses, I proceeded to develop a case of study visiting the 

state presenting the best results. During my field work in Quintana Roo I interviewed 

public officials, school principals, teachers and parents aiming to get insights on the 

administrative and political elements that could have influenced the success of the reform 

in this state. The case study allowed me to confirm some of the findings that came out 

from the quantitative analysis, but it as well opened me some new perspectives about the 

process of decentralization as a policy to enhance educational coverage and efficiency.

The results of the research give important insights about the Mexican experience 

in decentralizing education and the results it had, but in addition each finding has 

important policy implications associated. 

MAIN FINDINGS

Results of decentralization are not black or white

 The impact of decentralization is not homogeneous across the country. Findings 

suggest that with some relevant exceptions, decentralization effects in each state are not 
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all positive or negative on the selected educational outcomes. It is not possible to affirm 

that decentralization is consistently a succesful policy to improve educational coverage 

and efficiency. Instead, decentralization appears to be a great mechanism for opening up 

possibilities of change: results will highly depend on the particular characteristics of the 

state and on the public policies local and state authorities implement after the reform.

In addition, decentralization effects vary according to the educational level that is 

being looked at. In general terms the reform has been mostly for increasing both coverage

and efficiency in primary education but for secondary education decentralization has 

worsened coverage and improved efficiency, but to a lesser extent than in primary 

education.

The effects of the reform appear to be related to the stage of development of the 

educational system. For primary education, in which coverage was already high before 

the reform and where the system had been operating for many years (recall most 

contemporary primary schools were created before decentralization), results are positive 

compared to secondary education that is under a process of expansion and consolidation. 

Apparently, decentralization has a stronger impact in those areas of the administration 

that had been operating for years under the direction of a national government Inertia, 

large and old bureaucracies, rooted leaderships and long-established bad practices and 

processes might experience more strongly the effects of decentralization and thus, the 

results of the reform are more significant and visible when they are modified or when 

they disappear.

In sum, the place under consideration matters as does the level of instruction and 

the state of development of the previous centralized educational system, to determine the 

possible results of decentralization.
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Policy implication

It seems desirable to apply a differentiated decentralization policy by the level of 

consolidation of the educational system being decentralized and by state for having better 

decentralization results. If the educational system under decentralization has been 

operating for quite a while and is already consolidated, decentralization will bring 

improvements regardless the subsequent actions from the central government, but it 

seems desirable to target most vulnerable populations from the center to enhance the 

positive effects of the reform. In contrast, if the system being decentralized is new and 

under expansion, decentralization will have less positive effects, and the central 

government will need to offer stronger support to states. When the educational system is 

consolidated, the key is the targeting of populations; when it is not, the key is supporting 

states to a greater extent.

In addition, given that compensatory programs do make a difference, they must be 

targeted to less favored states since its positive effects are by far larger than in wealthier 

states. From the findings of this study it follows that it is very relevant to strengthen 

capacities at the local level and give more support to those states that have the poorest 

and hardest-to-reach communities of the country. 

Decentralization is not an end but a means, and its results are influenced by the 
state of affairs under the previous institutional setting and by the emerging practices 
after the reform

The question of whether decentralization is a correct policy or not to improve 

educational results is not really the right question. Decentralization opens possibilities but 

it is not a policy that per se has predetermined associated results. What comes after the 

transferring of resources and responsibilities, and where you are coming from, are the 

relevant variables to understand the effect of this type of reforms which can be positive or 
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negative. In that sense, decentralization is not an end, but a means. It brings with it 

diversity and richness in the heterogeneous policy solutions to specific state and local 

problems. It allows for experimenting and evaluating different approaches and for 

innovating mechanisms for providing public services. As such, the overall results of 

decentralization can be either highly beneficial or highly deleterious. 

In that sense, in determining the decentralization impact on education both history 

and previous public policies count for a lot. Policies arising after a decentralization 

process might not really be the result of a rational intent to improve educational 

conditions, but the consequence of previous educational programs and policies and prior 

political arrangements. The argument that decentralization is not and end per se has an 

incrementalist perspective in the sense that what might matter after a decentralization 

reform are the processes of policy making that focus on making necessary adaptations 

and changes in the existing practices. In other words, once decentralization is in place, 

the acid test that an educational policy is good might be that it is accepted by the local 

educational environment and by the infinite array of actors dealing with it. In other 

words, I conclude that decentralization is best understood as a process that requires a 

continuation of work over time for creating new institutions and modifying the already 

existing ones in the light of experience and by making small adaptations step-by-step. 

Finally, I argue that in order to assess the impact of decentralization we must 

consider it as a process that does not finish once resources have been transferred to lower 

levels of government but one that continues in the subsequent actions that the subnational 

and local governments develop in order to adapt themselves to the new circumstances. In 

other words, decentralization opens an evolutionary process in which the development of 

educational strategies changes in response to their success, and in which the environment 

(understood as history and the previous educational policies) count for a lot. The 
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environment and the previous administrative setting probably favor some positive 

behaviors over others less beneficial, and foster some administrative practices and 

processes of innovation over other actions. Diversity therefore, emerges naturally in the 

face of a plurality of prior state institutional settings and policies before the reform and 

different responses coming from the different governments are expected. More successful 

policies would tend to replace less successful and efficient ones. Thus, decentralization is 

a means not an end.

The centralizing vs. decentralizing dilemma can be solved by looking at an specific 
set of responsibilities, not by framing the discussion at a high level of abstraction

One important conclusion from my research is that decentralization is not the 

universal remedy for all educational problems but neither centralizing is.  The dilemma 

centralizing vs. decentralizing must be framed by looking at the specific set of 

responsibilities that must be done and by evaluating which level of government is more 

efficient and suitable for it. For example, from the Mexican experience one of the lessons 

learned is that in a decentralizing effort it is highly recommended that the central 

government keep offering support to states in which socioeconomic and political 

conditions make it difficult to state governments to assume their new assignments —as it 

is the case of Mexico’s southern region. Given the high number of marginalized 

communities in states like Guerrero, Chiapas and Oaxaca and the fiscal and institutional 

capacities restrictions these states face, it seems highly unlikely that state governments by 

their own can suddenly and successfully take care of basic education provision, 

especially in lower-income and rural areas. Compensatory programs are most successful 

in these places.

The findings of this study suggest that in those places where decentralization has 

generated mechanisms for supporting schools where poorest families are concentrated 
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(compensatory programs) decentralization has brought the better results. In other words, 

the (re) centralizing of federal government compensatory support after decentralization 

has favored the reassignment of resources to schools operating in places with the less 

favorable socioeconomic conditions. 

So perhaps the question of whether decentralization works must reframed in terms 

of a particular goal and a period of time: Is a decentralized system a better setting for 

reducing inequality in access to education? Well, yes, if it is combined with an immediate 

and temporary centralization or recentralization of specific policies such as guaranteeing

most low-income population have access to a minimum of set of educational services 

previously established by the national government. Is a decentralized system better for 

achieving educational quality? Yes, so long as the central government establishes 

standard national evaluations for assessing both quantitative and qualitative conditions of 

basic education in the country and supports, temporarily, the states that are lagging 

behind.

Another area that is useful to understand how the debate centralizing-

decentralizing can be solved by looking at the specific assignments that must be done in 

the educational arena is the discussion on curricula. According to Latapí (1996) public 

schools in Mexico play a relevant role as unifying factors that shape Mexican’s national 

consciousness. Public schools are seen as the building blocks of students’ perceptions 

about Mexico as their nation and as their state. If that is considered under a centralizing-

decentralizing debate on educational reforms, there are enough arguments to affirm that 

the core civic curricula must remain centralized at the federal government, so that 

decentralization cannot act against the foundations of the nation or the state.
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Policy implication

By targeting vulnerable groups at the state-level with national educational 

programs, the central government can support the process of decentralization by relieving 

the states from costly efforts to reach the poorest, ensure a certain level of equity, and be 

much more effective in increasing coverage of basic education. The argument is that the 

educational system must be decentralized to state or municipalities, but in the absence of 

fiscal and administrative capacities in these levels of government, (re)centralization of 

educational policies in hard-to-reach population groups is highly desirable. In addition, it 

seems desirable that core curricula on civic matters remain centralized at the national 

level.

The existence of a previous state-based apparatus for offering the service being 
decentralized might represent an obstacle for decentralization to be successful 

Decentralizing the provision of public services from the national level to regions 

or states that have had the experience of offering those services independently and on

their own might not be an easy process. The preexisting state administrative structures for 

providing the services at the state level must be transformed to absorb the new 

responsibilities and to incorporate the transferred resources from the center.  Merging 

different bureaucratic apparatus for providing public services requires time and resources 

that otherwise could be channeled to other tasks such as innovation or moving 

decentralization further to the municipal level.

For the Mexican case, in states that did not administer their own educational 

system before the reform, the positive effect of decentralization in primary education is 

higher than in those that operated a state-based educational system prior to 

decentralization. For the case of secondary education, the negative effect of 

decentralization on educational coverage is greater in states with a previous state system 
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than in the rest, and the positive effect on educational efficiency is greater in those states 

that after the reform created from scratch a state educational system.

States administering a system before the reform had to: 1) Merge two different 

systems and 2) homogenize and negotiate salary conditions with two union factions. 

Where it was only the federal government providing the service, the challenge was 

relatively easier. It was a matter of creating something new from resources being 

transferred, in effect starting from nothing.

Policy implication

After the educational reform there will be an important stage of negotiations and 

agreements among the main stake-holders in the educational arena, especially between 

sub-national governments and the teachers’ union. The federal government should make 

state governments aware of the relevance of enhancing their negotiating capacities and 

where possible, offer them support. In decentralizing to states with previous own 

educational structures in place, it would be very relevant to offer them some extra 

resources and support for making easier the transition.

The regional amount of social capital is irrelevant for determining decentralization 
result unless decentralization reaches the lowest levels of decision making

In this study, social capital has not been relevant for explaining the successes or 

failures of decentralization in Mexico. In other words, the regional level of participation 

in community affairs and civic organizations, as well as the level of citizens’ activism 

and trust has not appeared as relevant for enhancing or limiting the regional effects of the 

educational reform. This can be explained when we consider that decentralization in 

Mexico did not go down to the school level, which is the lowest for educational decision-

making, and that it did not strengthen the role of individuals, families and communities in 

education service provision. In other words, decentralization did not strengthen the role 
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of the school community and public participation in education, and as a consequence the 

relevance of social capital in affecting the results of decentralization was not significant. 

The argument that citizen participation is important to improve service provision and 

efficiency once decentralization is in place appears to be unsustainable when greater 

responsibilities and decision-making power are not assigned to parents, teachers and 

schools.

In fact, the educational reform did create some new organizations to foster public 

participation in education, but these mechanisms barely increased the society’s 

prerogatives in educational decision-making and they were originated from a top-down

approach rather emerging from a social demand. In other words, people did not ask to be 

more involved in educational matters and as a consequence, formal mechanisms of 

participation in education did not emerged as a response to people’s demand. They did 

not emerge from below, so they were condemned to fail. Participation in public affairs 

artificially built is unlikely to enhance decentralization opportunities.

Policy implication

Participation in education must occur at the classroom and at the school level. If a 

decentralization effort pretends to increase social participation in decision-making, it 

must strengthen the channels for people to do so at the very lowest levels. The people 

must have real decision power and perceive their actions are making a difference. The 

states and the municipalities should continue moving decentralization down to the people.

A favorable institutional and political setting coupled with the strengthening of local 
capacities and a process of educational innovation makes decentralization successful 

There is a state in which decentralization has really made a remarkable positive 

difference. This state is Quintana Roo. What are the reasons behind the success of the 

state after the reform? First, the state did not have a state-based educational system 
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operating before the reform, (a necessary but not sufficient condition for success). 

Transition from the centralized to the more decentralized regime was relatively easy and 

less conflicted because of the good political environment, and because it was not 

necessary to homogenize teachers’ working conditions or to merge two educational 

systems into a single one. The teachers’ union faction in Quintana Roo assumed a

peaceful position because working issues and rights were not touched after 

decentralization, teachers perceived an improvement in their working conditions, at least 

with respect to the number of days they had to wait for being paid before the reform.

Second, the state government built capacities at the state level. The state Ministry 

of Education made everyone conscious of the goals to achieve; after a huge process of 

training, it gave more autonomy to teachers and administrative staff of schools, as well as 

to public officials; it made several calls to society for signing agreements to improve 

education in the state; and it was able to generate a favorable environment and committed

civil society for establishing a new educational setting in the state.

Third, there was a relevant innovation process. The state government created or 

modified administrative structures, tasks, infrastructure, institutions and patterns of 

relationship among actors in the system in building the new educational system. The role 

of information was crucial: using Internet and Communication Technologies, educational 

authorities put information available to people so people could decide and participate. 

The state government took advantage of most national programs and it developed new 

evaluating mechanisms.

Fourth, there was a good leadership at the Ministry of Education that in 

conjunction with a set of committed and skilled teachers reached agreements and moved 

forward administrative reforms for enhancing accountability in the educational arena.
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Policy implications

Sub-national and local governments have a crucial role to play after a 

decentralization reform. As already discussed, they must be able to complete the 

decentralization process by negotiating and reaching agreements with the main state 

educational stake-holders. But despite this political endeavor, the administrative reforms 

following decentralization must be aimed to built and enhance state and local capacities 

for administering and providing education, as well as to generate new administrative 

processes taking advantage of modern technologies. In most disadvantaged states, this 

might be a potential area for compensatory support from the national government.

Decentralization cannot move down to lower levels without fiscal resources, political 
will and genuine mechanisms for public participation in basic education

There are limits to fully materialize decentralization effects. Decentralization to 

municipalities and to schools is desirable in Mexico, but educational actors do not want it 

without the relevant fiscal resources and entitlements. Teachers do not want more 

responsibilities without the corresponding support and it seems difficult the federal 

government can complete a fiscal reform to transfer more resources or taxing faculties to 

state and local governments. In addition, local governments are constrained both fiscally 

and legally to have a more prominent role in providing basic education although they are 

increasingly getting more involved in educational affairs through the building of schools 

and the managing of some federal and state educational programs.

Another aspect limiting the fully decentralization of education in Mexico is that 

the teachers’ union is still very strong and monopolizes teachers’ available jobs and

positions. As long as the SNTE keeps opposing to any educational reform, and as long as 

the hiring and appointing of teachers remain far away from the school and separated from 

teachers’ achievements or professional formation, it will be really difficult to see 
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educational policies strengthening the lowest level of decision-making such as the 

schools and the parents associations. 

Finally, the absence of real mechanisms for direct social participation in 

educational affairs is a very strong limitation for decentralization to fulfill its promises. 

There are problems on the both sides. On one hand, the instruments the federal 

government established for generating a stronger participation of people in education are 

not working, so it seems that the states will have to create their own mechanisms, more 

suitable to their particular political, economic and cultural context. On the other hand, it 

seems parents’ involvement in education affairs after decentralization has not 

dramatically changed. In other words, it seems that decentralization per se does not 

necessarily, automatically, and immediately increase the level of participation of people 

in education, despite the existence of new formal mechanisms for it. 

Policy implication

To move decentralization further to lower levels of governments it will be very 

important to start discussing new mechanisms for financing education. There are some 

studies that have already discussed a potential rearrangement of federal transfers for 

education (Latapí & Herrero, 2000) but the topic of how Mexican sub-national and local 

governments could finance public education without relying on the federal transfers has 

not been explored. A fiscal reform seems desirable, but not exclusively with respect to 

the educational grants, but with respect to taxing and debt as alternatives to financing 

education at the state and local levels. 

On the other hand, it seems desirable for the development of additional state 

educational reforms the establishment of state round tables for cooperation that could 

serve as linking mechanisms for the government, the parents and the teachers. In that 

sense political resistance might be diminished and parents might find useful to have a 
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stronger participation in educational affairs at that level. But still, the redefinition of 

parents’ involvement in education should be taken at the school-level, where they 

participation can have an immediate and direct effect on the improvement of basic 

education.

Preschool development and expansion represents a good opportunity for states to 
enhance citizen participation at the lowest levels of educational decision-making and 
for increasing the positive effects of decentralization on educational outcomes in 
primary education

If there is a level of instruction where there might be a higher level of 

involvement of parents in education it is preschool education. Parents could be more 

attentive and responsive to school activities at the early levels of instruction given the 

very young age of their children. In that sense, the expanding nature of preschool 

education in México can serve as the basis for the establishing of a more participative 

society in basic education as long as state governments take advantage of decentralization 

for creating new mechanisms for parents’ involvement at this educational level. Given 

that the enrolling of children aged four to five in formal education has a positive effect on 

coverage and efficiency of primary education, and that preschool education is now 

mandatory in the country, the movement of decentralization down to schools at this 

academic level might generate a reinforcing process of educational improvement both in 

preschool and in primary education, as parents and society become more involved in 

educational affairs at the very lowest level of decision-making.

Policy implication

States should use preschool education as a laboratory for introducing and 

innovating new educational practices and structures that could give more decision-

making power to schools and parents. The aim of any preschool educational policy 

should be to increase citizen participation in school activities to foster accountability and 
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to promote a new culture of shared educational responsibility between parents, public 

officials, school principals and teachers.

THE RESEARCH PROGRAM: WHAT COULD HAVE BEEN DONE DIFFERENT?

 An important limitation of this study is that it did not consider that there might be 

a transition period for fully and correctly assessing the effects of decentralization. In 

other words, that the first one or two years after the reform might present different 

dynamics with respect to the effect of decentralization on educational outcomes than in 

the subsequent years. The reception of federal resources for offering education was a hard 

task that states had to face and solve before having a relatively stable decentralized own 

educational system. This transition period might be influencing the overall result of 

decentralization for each state. Without this perspective, it is possible that my conclusions 

are missing points not addressed by the way the research was designed as developed.

Another potential limitation of the study was the time period considered before 

and after the reform for evaluating its results. My quantitative analysis included a period 

of 15 years, five years before decentralization and ten after it, but it would have been 

desirable to have a longer time period for developing the analysis. It might be possible 

that states with a previous own state-based educational system, which are the ones 

presenting the worst results in this study, in the middle or long run will be those

presenting the better results because of their accumulated experienced. Once more, 

decentralization must be understood as an ongoing process and in that sense this study is 

only a “snapshot” of current dynamics, but those dynamics might change in the following 

years.

We must considerate as well as a limitation of this research that I was obliged to 

use some proxy variables because of the lack of data for the selected time period and 

level of analysis. That is specially the case of proxies for socioeconomic conditions and 
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measurements of social capital at the state level. In the first case, it would have been 

better to count on per capita gross income per state than to approach state socioeconomic 

conditions using illiteracy rates or revenues from state direct taxes. In the second it would 

have been better to develop the analysis of the effect of social capital on decentralization 

impact at the local and state level instead of the regional perspective I had to use. As 

likely as not, a more disaggregated analysis could have given us clearer and more precise 

results.

At this point it must be clear to the reader that there is a broad spectrum of 

activities and administrative tasks that lie behind the word “decentralization”, such that to 

fully understand this type of reforms it seems desirable to disaggregate their elements and 

to compare with a higher level of detail the experiences of several states following the 

reform. So, I would have liked to develop another couple of case studies on the 

determinants of decentralization effects on coverage and efficiency of basic education, 

nevertheless, time and financial constraints did not allow me to do this. But under that 

scenario, I would have paid more attention to the processes happening within the states 

after the reform than on a comprehensive quantitative analysis. In fact, for the case of the 

present research perhaps it would have been better to first develop the case studies, and 

then proceed with the quantitative analysis with more elements and insights on what the 

reform meant for state governments.

THE STRENGTHS OF THE RESEARCH

Despite the mentioned limitations this study has the strength of combining a 

quantitative and qualitative analysis to asses the effect of decentralization on state 

educational outcomes. The use of panel data estimations was a wonderful mechanism for 

controlling at the state level for non foresighted variables that could have been 

influencing the effect of the reform. In addition, the models I used were flexible enough 
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to allow me the testing of different hypotheses and the inclusion and exclusion of several 

variables at will.

One important contribution of this research is that for the Mexican case there are 

no similar studies assessing the quantitative impact of decentralization of basic education, 

so this research helps to fill a gap in the literature that discusses whether the reform was 

beneficial or unsuccessful for improving education in Mexico. The study also serves to 

provide a better understanding of decentralization both at high and low levels of 

aggregation and is useful to get insights on what can be done to make the reform 

successful at the state level. In addition, the research conclusions automatically generated 

policy implications to be considered both for national and states governments when 

engaging in a reform of this type. These policy implications are based on empirical 

evidence and can serve for Mexico as the basis for future policy making at the 

educational arena. 

The quantitative analysis incorporated several databases on education and took 

advantage of sophisticated techniques of estimation to explore all the information I got 

before estimating the final models that served as basis of this research. I can hardly think 

of another study on Mexican decentralization that has put together so many data for a 

relative long time-period, and for each state, in order to address the effect of a 

decentralization reform both at the national and the state level. All this has given the 

present research a solid quantitative ground for deriving the described inferences and 

conclusions.

Finally, the present study has the strength of including fieldwork that allowed me 

to see many elements that were not visible in the quantitative analysis. My three-week 

intensive visit to Quintana Roo made me confront the teachers’ necessities and ideology; 

allowed me to see primary and secondary schools of both poor and rich regions; it took 
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me to the town of Bacalar where I participated to some sessions at the teachers’ 

university (La Normal); it introduced me to some educational authorities and to the 

Ministry of Education of the most successful state after decentralization; and it gave the 

opportunity to listen the complaints of parents and school principals. What I perceived in 

Quintana Roo really ties up with what I found working on my desk and reading literature,

with the reality some educational authorities, teachers, parents and students daily face. 

This qualitative perspective greatly enriched the findings of this study.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study opens several questions for future research than can give us 

more insights on the effect of decentralization on basic education, as well as on the 

determinants of a good educational performance at the state level. 

First, it should direct particular attention to the findings on the role of preschool 

education on basic education coverage and efficiency. If enrollment at the preschool level 

is a factor influencing the state performance in the following educational level it seems 

desirable to explore in greater detail how far this is true, under what conditions, and why 

this is happening, not least since preschool education has now been made mandatory in 

the country.

Another area I have not been able to crack but that is important for assessing the 

effect of the reform is the financing of education. Most states complain about 

decentralization because it did not transfer to them more fiscal resources but my research 

found that additional financial resources per student spent in education at the state level 

accounts for decreases in some educational indicators. This is somewhat counterfactual 

and intriguing. It is clear that states need more resources for offering education, but it

appears difficult that these will come from the national government. Nevertheless, 

according to Merino (1999) decentralization has not brought an increase in the own 



230

resources states spent in education. What other financing mechanisms can states develop 

for education and how should those resources be spent? These questions are very relevant 

and surely will play an important role in the success of failure of decentralization in 

improving educational outcomes.

According to my findings social capital is not relevant in influencing 

decentralization effects as long as it does not reaches the lowest levels of decision 

making. Nevertheless, the real participation and involvement of parents and society in 

education can happen most easily at the school level. A key area of future research is to 

understand if decentralization has affected variables within the classroom, how it has 

affected them, and how the participation of society has changed after decentralization. If 

we get insights on the effect of moving decision-making down to schools, teachers and 

parents, then it would be possible to design much better settings for a better education. 

Fortunately, in recent years Mexico has developed some experience of making schools 

more involved in the decision-making process through the federal program “Escuelas de 

calidad” (Quality Schools). It is desirable to relate the experience of this national program 

with similar state programs that have emerged in the newly decentralized educational 

scheme.

Finally, it would be very relevant and important to have systematic analysis about

the state experiences after the reform, such that we can develop a taxonomy with respect 

to: 1) the level of political conflict; 2) the type and scope of administrative reforms 

following decentralization; 3) the degree and type of innovation in state governments; 4) 

the extent to which decentralization has been moved further to municipalities and 

schools; 5) the level of social participation and; 6) the attitude of teachers. Such a study 

will undoubtedly contribute to our deeper understanding on what happened after the 

reform at the state level that made decentralization successful or unsuccessful.
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FINAL REMARKS

The present study is useful to understand there is no black or white when 

evaluating the effects of decentralization on education. Not everything improves nor does 

everything get worse. For the Mexican case, decentralization does account for general 

improvements in coverage and efficiency in primary education but not in secondary 

instruction. In addition, when we disaggregate the results at the state level it turns out the 

reform allowed some states to really improve their educational indicators while in others 

it brought a worsening of educational outcomes.

The 1992 agreement to modernize basic education in Mexico must be understood 

not as a one-shot reform that ended up once the states received the previous federal 

educational resources. However, to fully address its potential and failures it is necessary 

to look at the processes that followed the transfer of resources as well as at the actions the 

federal and state governments, the teachers’ union and the civil society undertook to 

adjust to the new institutional setting. It is there where it is possible to find the reasons 

that explain the success or failure of the reform in some states, and it is there where future 

educational policies can enhance or limit the opportunities decentralization has brought to 

Mexico to improve its educational system of basic education. Clearly, decentralization 

effects are influenced by a set of factors that shape the overall outcome as reflected in 

educational indicators. Among these factors are: the political and institutional 

endowments at the state level; the performance of state governments in negotiating with 

the main stake-holders and in creating capacities at the local level; the development of 

educational innovation processes; and the degree to which educational decision-making 

reaches the lowest levels which are the schools, the parents and the teachers.

In conclusion, the Mexican case gives important lessons to understand the effect 

of decentralization on basic education. Is decentralization a better setting for providing 
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education? I argue that it is, so long as the (re)centralization of certain educational tasks 

is included in the reform, and so long as decentralization really transfers to the lowest 

levels of decision-making both the financial and legal resources necessary to complete 

the process, taking full account of the regional differences and initial endowments.
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Appendix

PANEL DATA OF EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES AND INPUTS TO BASIC EDUCATION

STATE YEAR 
Pupil/Teacher 
Ratio Primary 

Education 

Pupil/School 
Ratio 

Primary 
Education 

Population 
4 & 5 years 
old enrolled 

in 
preschool 
education 

(%) 

Illiteracy 
rate 

Per capita 
revenue from 
direct taxes 

(pesos 
1994=100) 

AGS 1988 32.62 215.16 63.50 7.40 6.41 
AGS 1989 32.24 220.28 61.10 7.10 7.63 
AGS 1990 31.83 217.69 61.20 6.80 8.44 
AGS 1991 31.68 211.32 60.60 6.50 9.86 
AGS 1992 31.50 213.69 60.10 6.20 12.22 
AGS 1993 31.16 212.31 65.50 6.00 15.69 
AGS 1994 30.66 195.19 66.90 5.80 10.48 
AGS 1995 30.25 187.54 65.40 5.60 6.61 
AGS 1996 27.52 200.08 69.60 5.40 7.64 
AGS 1997 31.05 204.67 70.20 5.20 8.88 
AGS 1998 30.89 202.63 67.50 5.00 8.66 
AGS 1999 31.23 208.56 68.40 4.80 8.70 
AGS 2000 31.18 206.70 68.50 4.70 12.06 
AGS 2001 31.48 217.24 66.80 4.50 10.00 
BC 1988 31.38 256.80 58.50 4.90 18.87 
BC 1989 31.14 260.83 57.80 4.70 24.39 
BC 1990 30.75 256.70 57.10 4.60 32.53 
BC 1991 30.44 252.43 59.50 4.40 41.02 
BC 1992 30.23 249.26 61.00 4.30 53.91 
BC 1993 29.89 244.89 62.80 4.20 49.13 
BC 1994 28.86 242.49 63.60 4.10 50.38 
BC 1995 29.61 243.09 65.90 4.00 42.84 
BC 1996 29.09 243.90 66.30 3.80 40.92 
BC 1997 29.50 250.54 67.50 3.70 47.14 
BC 1998 29.44 253.82 67.50 3.60 52.03 
BC 1999 29.36 256.87 70.10 3.50 54.93 
BC 2000 29.19 253.66 72.40 3.40 77.70 
BC 2001 28.83 255.06 73.30 3.20 75.17 
BCS 1988 28.80 172.97 71.00 5.60 3.58 
BCS 1989 28.64 172.70 71.30 5.40 4.86 
BCS 1990 27.71 167.03 72.10 5.30 16.77 
BCS 1991 27.06 161.80 74.10 5.20 21.67 
BCS 1992 26.62 158.97 76.30 5.20 19.19 
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BCS 1993 26.76 164.51 78.90 5.00 15.13 
BCS 1994 26.59 157.47 82.90 5.00 24.76 
BCS 1995 26.44 154.99 84.30 4.90 16.51 
BCS 1996 26.73 153.43 86.60 4.60 15.60 
BCS 1997 26.65 153.34 88.50 4.50 26.15 
BCS 1998 26.79 153.81 92.80 4.30 38.47 
BCS 1999 26.95 156.25 97.50 4.20 37.46 
BCS 2000 27.15 156.29 98.70 4.00 52.71 
BCS 2001 26.59 158.85 97.90 3.90 64.80 
CAMP 1988 31.70 151.04 61.10 15.40 0.35 
CAMP 1989 31.16 148.91 61.80 15.40 0.33 
CAMP 1990 30.38 142.58 62.20 15.10 0.38 
CAMP 1991 29.71 139.66 63.40 14.80 0.43 
CAMP 1992 29.54 149.80 66.50 14.50 0.71 
CAMP 1993 29.58 141.84 59.60 14.20 16.35 
CAMP 1994 29.08 137.30 71.30 14.00 20.90 
CAMP 1995 28.49 134.38 69.90 13.80 24.45 
CAMP 1996 28.14 132.99 71.50 13.20 24.87 
CAMP 1997 26.92 125.07 74.80 12.70 31.31 
CAMP 1998 26.48 124.46 78.00 12.20 46.14 
CAMP 1999 26.22 126.11 84.80 11.80 48.67 
CAMP 2000 25.84 123.36 84.30 11.20 52.25 
CAMP 2001 25.39 122.58 84.80 10.70 60.05 
CHIH 1988 30.02 152.51 56.20 6.47 21.58 
CHIH 1989 30.61 155.52 55.50 6.10 25.67 
CHIH 1990 28.81 150.72 56.60 6.00 40.21 
CHIH 1991 28.35 143.20 57.60 5.80 45.68 
CHIH 1992 27.73 142.51 58.60 5.70 51.29 
CHIH 1993 27.17 139.74 59.80 5.60 49.89 
CHIH 1994 27.11 137.14 63.60 5.50 57.97 
CHIH 1995 27.06 137.23 64.50 5.40 49.55 
CHIH 1996 27.24 138.25 65.20 5.20 48.00 
CHIH 1997 27.37 141.82 65.50 5.00 57.01 
CHIH 1998 27.16 141.21 66.40 4.90 61.79 
CHIH 1999 27.08 145.14 65.00 4.80 81.35 
CHIH 2000 26.90 143.22 63.40 4.70 102.76 
CHIH 2001 26.36 146.10 64.30 4.60 96.44 
CHIS 1988 31.43 125.26 40.00 27.90 1.11 
CHIS 1989 31.25 124.79 40.10 30.00 1.32 
CHIS 1990 31.16 121.31 40.80 29.20 5.79 
CHIS 1991 28.80 116.46 41.10 28.50 7.33 
CHIS 1992 28.67 112.36 37.40 27.80 8.40 
CHIS 1993 28.24 111.56 48.60 27.20 7.27 
CHIS 1994 28.07 105.75 48.60 26.60 6.30 
CHIS 1995 27.44 95.56 56.80 26.00 11.55 
CHIS 1996 27.24 95.66 60.30 25.20 11.34 
CHIS 1997 26.56 88.57 60.60 24.50 9.73 
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CHIS 1998 25.71 86.26 58.90 23.80 5.75 
CHIS 1999 25.75 86.24 64.10 22.90 7.25 
CHIS 2000 25.87 86.10 68.40 22.20 8.70 
CHIS 2001 25.53 86.39 73.50 21.80 8.55 
COAH 1988 29.21 182.19 62.50 5.80 1.78 
COAH 1989 28.74 181.22 61.70 5.50 1.91 
COAH 1990 28.19 177.52 62.40 5.40 0.74 
COAH 1991 27.72 173.72 62.90 5.20 15.25 
COAH 1992 27.61 178.63 64.40 5.10 18.21 
COAH 1993 27.26 176.01 66.50 5.00 20.16 
COAH 1994 27.17 168.09 65.40 4.90 22.67 
COAH 1995 27.01 166.52 64.50 4.80 21.10 
COAH 1996 27.01 167.75 67.50 4.20 22.80 
COAH 1997 26.71 165.45 59.10 4.00 23.00 
COAH 1998 26.95 170.56 68.40 4.00 26.69 
COAH 1999 27.02 176.27 69.00 3.90 28.69 
COAH 2000 27.32 177.11 72.50 3.70 34.34 
COAH 2001 27.54 182.40 72.80 3.60 36.41 
COL 1988 30.29 178.43 75.70 9.70 7.26 
COL 1989 29.13 171.58 67.10 9.30 16.77 
COL 1990 27.78 159.90 68.40 9.10 12.32 
COL 1991 27.29 157.67 69.60 9.00 13.44 
COL 1992 26.84 159.31 71.50 8.90 17.29 
COL 1993 27.52 164.46 75.10 8.80 11.73 
COL 1994 27.28 153.27 76.20 8.70 6.22 
COL 1995 27.00 150.63 76.20 8.60 5.11 
COL 1996 27.06 148.85 70.10 8.10 5.11 
COL 1997 26.39 148.12 75.20 7.60 6.45 
COL 1998 25.99 145.78 81.70 7.40 7.58 
COL 1999 25.70 147.91 88.40 7.10 8.03 
COL 2000 26.72 152.74 81.70 6.90 11.41 
COL 2001 26.30 148.59 84.90 6.60 11.30 
DUR 1988 27.02 113.86 47.20 7.40 2.16 
DUR 1989 26.31 119.81 51.90 7.00 2.21 
DUR 1990 25.35 108.55 53.90 6.80 3.23 
DUR 1991 24.35 101.01 57.40 6.70 3.07 
DUR 1992 24.16 103.34 60.00 6.50 6.14 
DUR 1993 23.85 98.32 59.40 6.30 5.55 
DUR 1994 23.10 87.91 62.60 6.20 6.60 
DUR 1995 22.90 88.10 63.10 6.00 13.30 
DUR 1996 22.81 86.52 62.70 5.60 14.36 
DUR 1997 22.24 85.13 65.00 5.30 14.26 
DUR 1998 22.20 86.91 65.00 5.10 15.58 
DUR 1999 22.11 89.41 64.50 4.90 16.33 
DUR 2000 22.07 88.70 67.20 5.30 27.62 
DUR 2001 22.12 92.38 66.00 5.20 26.39 
EDMEX 1988 34.29 311.77 44.70 9.60 17.30 
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EDMEX 1989 34.25 308.23 41.80 9.00 20.07 
EDMEX 1990 33.61 298.77 42.60 8.60 22.69 
EDMEX 1991 33.27 296.36 44.30 8.30 27.73 
EDMEX 1992 32.81 291.12 46.10 8.00 29.01 
EDMEX 1993 32.29 286.68 48.60 7.70 32.52 
EDMEX 1994 31.98 281.40 51.80 7.40 33.10 
EDMEX 1995 31.61 278.90 53.10 7.10 25.06 
EDMEX 1996 30.87 277.39 54.30 6.90 24.35 
EDMEX 1997 31.03 275.61 55.20 6.70 25.41 
EDMEX 1998 30.95 274.98 54.50 6.50 30.54 
EDMEX 1999 30.54 270.95 55.10 6.40 29.06 
EDMEX 2000 30.49 268.73 55.00 6.20 34.74 
EDMEX 2001 29.99 266.95 54.80 6.10 39.08 
GRO 1988 28.61 150.78 63.30 28.10 8.07 
GRO 1989 27.85 152.84 64.20 26.80 9.94 
GRO 1990 27.65 148.83 61.80 26.20 13.33 
GRO 1991 27.39 141.21 61.70 25.60 20.85 
GRO 1992 27.07 140.08 52.70 25.20 26.85 
GRO 1993 25.96 129.74 54.40 24.70 25.62 
GRO 1994 25.81 129.99 66.10 24.40 24.67 
GRO 1995 25.41 118.12 69.60 23.90 20.19 
GRO 1996 24.69 119.13 72.30 23.40 21.52 
GRO 1997 24.40 115.72 70.40 22.80 21.10 
GRO 1998 23.56 105.04 71.70 22.20 24.83 
GRO 1999 23.79 111.47 72.60 21.50 25.38 
GRO 2000 23.93 111.38 74.70 20.90 26.87 
GRO 2001 23.42 112.21 74.20 20.30 26.03 
GTO 1988 34.14 186.12 47.60 17.50 2.57 
GTO 1989 33.67 186.49 47.80 16.50 3.44 
GTO 1990 32.78 180.44 51.20 16.00 3.23 
GTO 1991 32.24 177.19 51.10 15.60 3.10 
GTO 1992 32.08 173.21 52.90 15.20 5.02 
GTO 1993 31.84 174.12 53.80 14.80 2.95 
GTO 1994 31.45 170.45 60.40 14.50 2.89 
GTO 1995 31.23 168.41 61.60 14.10 2.72 
GTO 1996 30.68 166.89 66.30 13.40 2.86 
GTO 1997 30.13 163.25 69.60 12.80 3.19 
GTO 1998 29.52 160.36 74.60 12.40 5.58 
GTO 1999 29.52 161.87 76.50 12.00 4.13 
GTO 2000 29.06 158.37 77.00 11.60 6.05 
GTO 2001 28.93 160.38 77.30 11.30 6.71 
HGO 1988 30.21 141.02 56.00 22.00 1.22 
HGO 1989 30.50 142.99 55.50 20.60 4.73 
HGO 1990 30.39 141.58 51.90 19.90 6.08 
HGO 1991 29.25 133.19 53.30 19.20 8.48 
HGO 1992 28.42 130.19 45.50 18.60 9.61 
HGO 1993 28.19 131.24 60.30 18.00 9.72 



237

HGO 1994 27.72 126.95 59.10 17.50 11.95 
HGO 1995 27.03 123.06 62.00 16.90 9.62 
HGO 1996 26.18 119.72 65.60 16.40 11.11 
HGO 1997 25.66 119.08 66.30 15.80 10.71 
HGO 1998 25.28 119.69 67.30 15.40 13.82 
HGO 1999 24.99 117.31 68.50 14.90 11.94 
HGO 2000 24.90 116.12 66.90 14.50 14.73 
HGO 2001 24.25 114.69 64.80 14.00 15.10 
JAL 1988 34.20 192.86 57.30 9.50 20.70 
JAL 1989 33.81 192.26 56.50 8.90 28.80 
JAL 1990 33.05 187.64 56.10 8.60 35.32 
JAL 1991 32.78 186.57 55.70 8.30 44.99 
JAL 1992 32.25 182.05 56.30 8.10 49.46 
JAL 1993 31.51 178.79 58.90 7.80 49.66 
JAL 1994 31.10 170.52 61.10 7.60 48.88 
JAL 1995 30.39 166.92 62.50 7.40 37.72 
JAL 1996 29.81 164.73 66.10 7.10 31.74 
JAL 1997 29.38 162.33 66.20 6.80 34.67 
JAL 1998 28.94 160.42 66.20 6.60 38.84 
JAL 1999 28.66 161.10 65.50 6.40 43.12 
JAL 2000 28.67 160.09 64.80 6.30 50.64 
JAL 2001 28.26 158.36 66.50 6.10 49.23 
MICH 1988 28.03 159.24 22.70 18.40 3.19 
MICH 1989 30.03 161.15 46.60 17.30 4.39 
MICH 1990 29.38 157.38 45.80 16.90 4.95 
MICH 1991 29.57 150.60 48.50 16.60 5.35 
MICH 1992 29.36 154.98 46.30 16.30 6.58 
MICH 1993 28.85 146.98 51.20 16.00 5.62 
MICH 1994 28.03 134.46 53.50 15.70 5.27 
MICH 1995 27.69 129.41 55.60 15.40 4.34 
MICH 1996 27.20 127.38 58.30 15.00 4.40 
MICH 1997 26.12 121.74 62.70 14.60 4.67 
MICH 1998 25.22 116.52 60.90 14.30 4.51 
MICH 1999 25.16 118.40 59.40 13.90 6.32 
MICH 2000 24.80 115.96 61.40 13.50 6.00 
MICH 2001 23.95 115.63 61.50 13.20 6.84 
MOR 1988 32.48 265.69 61.50 12.60 9.47 
MOR 1989 32.65 263.68 61.30 11.90 17.55 
MOR 1990 32.65 258.32 59.10 11.60 32.39 
MOR 1991 32.30 253.62 59.00 11.40 39.37 
MOR 1992 32.61 255.30 60.00 11.10 48.29 
MOR 1993 32.04 253.24 62.30 11.00 47.28 
MOR 1994 31.69 236.26 62.40 10.80 42.41 
MOR 1995 31.33 232.53 63.00 10.60 49.64 
MOR 1996 31.25 230.29 64.20 10.20 48.82 
MOR 1997 30.38 223.28 69.60 9.90 44.32 
MOR 1998 29.89 219.81 70.20 9.50 19.58 
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MOR 1999 30.00 220.51 72.60 9.20 7.71 
MOR 2000 30.03 219.18 74.30 9.00 8.93 
MOR 2001 30.04 221.11 73.20 8.70 10.05 
NAY 1988 30.82 155.51 62.60 12.10 6.40 
NAY 1989 30.04 150.15 64.00 11.30 7.22 
NAY 1990 29.46 147.71 63.20 11.10 8.05 
NAY 1991 28.89 146.03 64.40 10.80 18.19 
NAY 1992 28.43 146.63 64.20 10.60 31.20 
NAY 1993 27.79 145.78 66.50 10.40 27.87 
NAY 1994 27.21 131.81 70.00 10.30 29.96 
NAY 1995 26.93 131.16 69.40 10.10 20.94 
NAY 1996 26.43 126.75 69.60 9.80 19.30 
NAY 1997 25.60 120.98 69.90 9.60 24.84 
NAY 1998 24.66 113.71 73.00 9.30 30.36 
NAY 1999 24.09 114.45 78.40 9.00 26.83 
NAY 2000 24.02 113.34 79.80 8.80 26.22 
NAY 2001 23.72 111.30 77.90 8.60 27.85 
NL 1988 28.97 203.20 58.40 5.00 41.00 
NL 1989 28.31 198.90 58.10 4.60 48.48 
NL 1990 28.23 194.99 57.90 4.40 54.03 
NL 1991 28.04 193.48 58.60 4.30 59.88 
NL 1992 27.45 195.88 58.30 4.10 69.00 
NL 1993 26.11 188.62 61.90 4.00 76.73 
NL 1994 25.91 183.81 63.40 3.90 75.72 
NL 1995 25.84 184.52 64.80 3.80 65.55 
NL 1996 25.82 183.20 64.90 3.70 64.22 
NL 1997 25.14 178.98 64.90 3.50 75.33 
NL 1998 25.58 181.64 65.70 3.40 80.18 
NL 1999 26.13 187.62 70.00 3.30 86.90 
NL 2000 25.70 183.33 75.00 3.20 99.48 
NL 2001 26.71 192.52 75.50 3.20 97.85 
OAX 1988 31.36 142.78 55.20 28.60 1.31 
OAX 1989 31.23 140.93 55.50 27.50 1.72 
OAX 1990 30.72 138.71 57.00 26.70 1.98 
OAX 1991 30.12 138.76 46.80 25.90 1.23 
OAX 1992 30.25 138.66 59.40 25.20 1.57 
OAX 1993 29.32 136.71 61.40 24.50 1.97 
OAX 1994 28.17 127.11 61.70 23.80 1.94 
OAX 1995 27.38 122.14 60.30 23.10 1.62 
OAX 1996 26.23 119.06 64.60 22.90 1.48 
OAX 1997 25.75 119.44 65.30 22.50 2.29 
OAX 1998 25.58 123.00 66.20 22.00 2.49 
OAX 1999 25.53 125.09 68.00 21.50 2.46 
OAX 2000 25.56 124.44 70.50 20.90 2.19 
OAX 2001 24.53 113.66 70.70 20.50 2.66 
PUE 1988 35.24 211.79 55.60 20.30 0.51 
PUE 1989 34.96 211.60 53.90 19.20 0.44 
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PUE 1990 34.72 208.94 56.60 18.70 5.67 
PUE 1991 33.96 204.22 53.50 18.10 7.19 
PUE 1992 33.31 201.29 43.60 17.70 7.15 
PUE 1993 33.04 199.37 44.60 17.20 7.72 
PUE 1994 32.80 193.40 59.00 16.80 11.43 
PUE 1995 32.18 191.53 60.20 16.30 8.44 
PUE 1996 31.81 188.17 62.20 15.90 7.64 
PUE 1997 31.53 185.67 63.70 15.40 9.51 
PUE 1998 31.39 183.92 61.90 15.00 11.02 
PUE 1999 31.30 185.77 59.00 14.60 13.54 
PUE 2000 31.15 183.70 60.30 14.20 16.67 
PUE 2001 30.80 184.68 61.50 13.80 17.06 
QROO 1988 32.96 176.40 55.00 12.20 3.47 
QROO 1989 32.45 178.66 55.80 12.30 12.22 
QROO 1990 32.47 178.90 57.30 11.80 13.06 
QROO 1991 30.50 165.81 60.20 11.40 27.86 
QROO 1992 30.71 164.39 62.90 11.00 46.55 
QROO 1993 30.00 170.52 67.40 10.50 48.78 
QROO 1994 29.49 168.91 74.80 10.10 50.41 
QROO 1995 29.75 173.55 75.60 9.70 42.30 
QROO 1996 29.61 174.71 77.90 9.10 89.59 
QROO 1997 29.45 176.35 79.10 8.60 84.13 
QROO 1998 29.46 179.95 82.00 8.10 88.47 
QROO 1999 29.36 187.39 87.60 7.50 86.12 
QROO 2000 29.70 188.23 88.30 7.10 89.78 
QROO 2001 29.42 193.19 87.00 6.70 85.95 
QUE 1988 33.92 173.46 57.30 16.60 2.56 
QUE 1989 33.87 175.71 55.20 15.30 3.82 
QUE 1990 33.61 175.40 59.50 14.70 4.89 
QUE 1991 33.31 174.19 61.90 14.10 8.93 
QUE 1992 33.47 173.44 63.10 13.50 11.76 
QUE 1993 33.29 175.49 66.10 12.90 14.63 
QUE 1994 35.42 169.62 64.40 12.30 15.66 
QUE 1995 32.58 168.41 70.80 11.90 12.08 
QUE 1996 32.29 164.82 70.40 11.30 9.13 
QUE 1997 31.60 160.60 74.60 10.70 10.51 
QUE 1998 31.31 158.97 78.00 10.20 10.37 
QUE 1999 31.51 161.14 81.70 9.80 12.55 
QUE 2000 31.80 161.55 83.60 9.40 14.22 
QUE 2001 31.74 165.27 82.60 9.00 15.15 
SIN 1988 32.24 150.79 58.20 10.40 2.74 
SIN 1989 31.45 154.47 59.80 9.80 4.90 
SIN 1990 30.55 145.47 63.40 9.50 5.21 
SIN 1991 29.78 143.98 64.60 9.30 17.24 
SIN 1992 29.33 143.62 65.70 9.10 21.39 
SIN 1993 28.60 136.60 68.80 8.80 23.38 
SIN 1994 27.98 126.24 70.40 8.50 22.88 
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SIN 1995 27.65 122.63 70.10 8.30 15.62 
SIN 1996 27.29 123.13 77.40 8.20 15.95 
SIN 1997 26.26 115.97 84.20 8.20 18.26 
SIN 1998 25.95 113.68 85.00 8.10 19.10 
SIN 1999 25.89 116.61 88.80 8.00 20.04 
SIN 2000 26.12 116.92 92.10 7.80 22.83 
SIN 2001 26.50 122.73 90.50 7.80 22.91 
SLP 1988 29.19 123.20 69.30 15.90 2.63 
SLP 1989 28.10 121.39 63.80 14.90 3.77 
SLP 1990 27.52 119.12 68.20 14.50 3.00 
SLP 1991 27.06 116.26 69.70 14.20 3.13 
SLP 1992 26.82 117.45 60.90 13.90 1.49 
SLP 1993 27.03 118.28 61.80 13.70 2.42 
SLP 1994 26.42 109.26 64.30 13.50 2.94 
SLP 1995 26.80 109.67 71.50 13.20 1.86 
SLP 1996 26.59 108.63 70.40 12.50 1.63 
SLP 1997 26.31 106.27 70.60 12.10 2.03 
SLP 1998 25.90 105.31 71.60 11.70 2.07 
SLP 1999 26.04 106.98 70.60 11.30 8.10 
SLP 2000 26.09 106.53 69.80 10.90 11.53 
SLP 2001 25.86 106.65 69.10 10.60 12.53 
SON 1988 31.26 195.74 62.40 6.00 23.14 
SON 1989 30.75 190.05 62.00 5.60 25.96 
SON 1990 29.86 184.80 57.40 5.50 43.17 
SON 1991 29.61 180.08 59.20 5.30 49.66 
SON 1992 28.49 180.88 58.60 5.20 63.28 
SON 1993 28.32 176.03 62.20 5.10 49.78 
SON 1994 27.61 168.34 61.50 5.00 50.23 
SON 1995 26.91 164.68 66.00 4.90 60.06 
SON 1996 26.75 163.72 70.50 4.80 53.62 
SON 1997 26.95 164.28 72.60 4.60 55.47 
SON 1998 26.89 165.01 74.00 4.50 48.35 
SON 1999 26.92 167.60 77.40 4.40 62.93 
SON 2000 27.06 167.39 79.20 4.30 64.90 
SON 2001 27.18 173.29 80.70 4.20 67.59 
TAB 1988 35.57 166.60 61.80 13.30 3.45 
TAB 1989 35.12 166.36 61.80 12.60 3.81 
TAB 1990 34.90 161.23 61.70 12.30 4.38 
TAB 1991 33.57 153.56 66.80 12.00 5.59 
TAB 1992 32.94 153.22 63.60 11.60 6.22 
TAB 1993 32.99 151.13 62.80 11.40 6.94 
TAB 1994 32.65 150.36 66.40 11.20 6.98 
TAB 1995 32.54 149.17 67.70 11.00 5.51 
TAB 1996 31.92 147.89 70.10 10.60 12.55 
TAB 1997 31.19 144.08 72.20 10.30 12.03 
TAB 1998 30.82 143.26 72.90 10.00 13.97 
TAB 1999 30.64 142.37 75.40 9.70 12.12 
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TAB 2000 30.57 141.11 77.40 9.40 13.31 
TAB 2001 30.26 140.27 78.90 9.20 17.79 
TLAX 1988 30.76 229.43 63.60 11.80 0.15 
TLAX 1989 30.41 225.66 64.30 11.10 2.80 
TLAX 1990 30.39 228.16 65.30 10.60 6.94 
TLAX 1991 30.20 228.12 66.60 10.20 8.37 
TLAX 1992 30.20 229.58 62.70 9.80 9.26 
TLAX 1993 30.08 228.03 63.00 9.50 8.71 
TLAX 1994 29.38 217.51 64.80 9.10 8.66 
TLAX 1995 28.55 211.83 65.00 8.80 7.65 
TLAX 1996 28.19 208.77 65.40 8.50 8.94 
TLAX 1997 27.81 206.80 66.50 8.30 10.99 
TLAX 1998 27.35 204.40 69.10 8.00 11.54 
TLAX 1999 27.19 203.07 74.60 7.80 12.00 
TLAX 2000 27.43 203.41 77.80 7.60 19.87 
TLAX 2001 27.87 205.85 78.00 7.40 23.45 
TMPS 1988 28.60 156.15 58.10 7.30 23.24 
TMPS 1989 28.72 155.20 56.00 6.90 29.11 
TMPS 1990 28.39 151.93 58.10 6.70 30.80 
TMPS 1991 27.97 148.11 58.40 6.60 32.90 
TMPS 1992 27.20 149.61 58.90 6.40 34.67 
TMPS 1993 27.03 150.57 60.60 6.30 38.63 
TMPS 1994 26.64 147.84 63.60 6.10 41.82 
TMPS 1995 26.81 145.38 65.70 6.00 35.58 
TMPS 1996 26.85 142.67 67.60 5.70 38.66 
TMPS 1997 26.98 145.84 64.10 5.50 43.32 
TMPS 1998 26.25 145.08 71.20 5.30 40.97 
TMPS 1999 26.84 151.07 72.60 5.10 50.36 
TMPS 2000 27.43 153.42 74.10 5.00 61.79 
TMPS 2001 27.50 157.74 72.40 4.90 60.82 
VER 1988 29.97 138.30 52.90 19.00 2.91 
VER 1989 29.31 136.09 50.80 18.20 3.38 
VER 1990 28.43 134.73 52.50 17.90 4.22 
VER 1991 27.84 126.10 57.90 17.50 5.98 
VER 1992 27.47 125.66 47.90 17.20 6.29 
VER 1993 26.40 119.08 60.20 16.90 3.77 
VER 1994 25.83 113.69 63.80 16.70 3.60 
VER 1995 25.24 110.46 66.20 16.40 2.66 
VER 1996 25.06 109.83 65.20 16.00 2.33 
VER 1997 24.65 108.74 67.30 15.60 2.04 
VER 1998 24.32 108.15 65.70 15.20 1.85 
VER 1999 24.42 108.97 65.80 14.90 1.98 
VER 2000 24.09 106.85 66.90 14.50 3.17 
VER 2001 23.79 108.22 68.30 14.30 21.03 
YUC 1988 31.95 194.21 58.10 16.20 1.94 
YUC 1989 31.39 195.49 60.10 15.80 3.70 
YUC 1990 31.22 192.12 61.40 15.70 5.04 
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YUC 1991 31.13 189.38 63.90 15.70 4.95 
YUC 1992 30.76 190.80 58.10 15.60 18.67 
YUC 1993 30.11 193.69 68.60 15.30 27.77 
YUC 1994 29.67 187.49 72.90 15.20 27.20 
YUC 1995 29.83 187.21 75.70 15.00 20.17 
YUC 1996 29.52 186.60 77.50 14.00 17.86 
YUC 1997 28.70 181.10 82.80 13.60 19.67 
YUC 1998 28.45 180.40 84.70 13.10 25.24 
YUC 1999 28.34 181.03 86.80 12.30 26.70 
YUC 2000 28.20 178.92 87.50 11.70 29.96 
YUC 2001 28.00 177.70 84.70 11.30 30.61 
ZAC 1988 29.62 116.33 58.20 10.60 3.29 
ZAC 1989 28.67 113.53 58.10 9.90 3.65 
ZAC 1990 28.03 101.63 55.80 9.70 3.98 
ZAC 1991 27.41 101.28 55.20 9.70 3.07 
ZAC 1992 26.94 101.40 62.60 9.50 4.91 
ZAC 1993 27.03 102.00 64.30 9.30 3.48 
ZAC 1994 26.57 99.11 63.70 9.20 4.10 
ZAC 1995 26.75 100.62 64.10 9.00 3.99 
ZAC 1996 26.30 99.31 67.00 8.70 4.82 
ZAC 1997 25.69 97.84 64.10 8.50 4.33 
ZAC 1998 25.08 97.61 66.20 8.20 3.97 
ZAC 1999 24.78 99.10 70.20 8.00 5.24 
ZAC 2000 24.57 97.62 70.80 7.70 7.22 
ZAC 2001 24.02 96.23 67.50 7.50 17.69 
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STATE YEAR Expenditure 
per student in 

basic education 
(thousands of 

pesos 
1994=100) 

Gross 
enrollment 

rates 
Primary 

Education 

Completion 
rates 

Primary 
Education 

Passing 
rates 

Primary 
Education 

Terminal 
Efficiency 

rates 
Primary 

Education
AGS 1988 0.87 93.57 92.80 91.80 81.30 
AGS 1989 0.97 92.50 92.40 91.80 80.70 
AGS 1990 0.98 90.78 89.30 92.30 82.50 
AGS 1991 1.09 92.17 88.90 93.00 83.80 
AGS 1992 1.34 91.97 94.10 93.90 84.70 
AGS 1993 1.63 92.22 94.20 94.00 85.40 
AGS 1994 1.81 92.14 97.50 94.50 91.60 
AGS 1995 1.53 90.88 97.20 94.70 93.10 
AGS 1996 1.57 91.44 96.90 94.70 90.90 
AGS 1997 1.65 90.80 96.80 94.90 94.10 
AGS 1998 1.84 91.41 92.60 95.40 93.00 
AGS 1999 1.80 92.47 95.20 95.80 91.70 
AGS 2000 2.06 93.15 96.50 96.00 94.00 
AGS 2001 2.08 93.34 105.40 96.10 89.90 
BC 1988 1.55 89.14 89.30 91.60 89.90 
BC 1989 1.74 89.14 87.50 91.80 93.00 
BC 1990 1.83 88.35 87.00 92.60 90.40 
BC 1991 2.09 88.97 88.50 93.20 90.80 
BC 1992 2.38 89.44 87.40 94.00 92.20 
BC 1993 3.09 89.24 89.10 93.90 91.30 
BC 1994 3.09 90.09 91.40 94.40 92.20 
BC 1995 2.70 91.25 90.70 94.20 93.70 
BC 1996 2.35 90.47 91.30 94.40 95.20 
BC 1997 2.34 89.98 92.90 94.60 94.20 
BC 1998 2.46 90.95 94.70 94.80 96.30 
BC 1999 2.59 91.32 96.20 95.20 94.90 
BC 2000 3.19 90.76 97.80 95.50 95.70 
BC 2001 3.36 90.46 98.50 95.70 93.50 
BCS 1988 1.57 96.14 93.90 91.60 86.10 
BCS 1989 1.58 94.92 93.80 91.80 88.00 
BCS 1990 1.61 93.60 90.60 92.20 86.90 
BCS 1991 1.86 93.01 94.70 92.80 86.00 
BCS 1992 2.15 91.77 96.80 93.70 88.40 
BCS 1993 3.25 91.98 95.20 93.70 93.60 
BCS 1994 3.89 93.01 94.10 93.80 92.80 
BCS 1995 3.16 92.73 94.00 94.30 95.40 
BCS 1996 3.28 94.07 94.80 94.20 94.70 
BCS 1997 3.43 94.80 99.20 94.70 96.40 
BCS 1998 3.74 94.33 101.60 94.50 96.60 
BCS 1999 3.60 94.81 101.90 95.50 95.30 
BCS 2000 3.88 94.94 103.50 96.00 98.90 
BCS 2001 4.04 94.80 99.20 96.00 93.90 
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CAMP 1988 0.97 95.69 79.30 86.50 57.30 
CAMP 1989 1.09 93.03 75.00 86.20 56.40 
CAMP 1990 1.07 91.83 74.30 86.30 56.40 
CAMP 1991 1.21 92.79 77.20 86.60 58.50 
CAMP 1992 1.56 93.87 77.60 88.30 61.60 
CAMP 1993 2.19 96.31 81.00 89.00 67.40 
CAMP 1994 2.73 97.71 87.60 89.00 75.70 
CAMP 1995 2.34 97.07 88.40 89.00 77.40 
CAMP 1996 2.09 97.69 95.30 89.10 80.20 
CAMP 1997 2.10 95.69 95.80 89.70 83.20 
CAMP 1998 2.37 94.51 94.60 89.90 80.90 
CAMP 1999 2.64 93.26 95.60 90.40 80.50 
CAMP 2000 3.27 91.29 94.30 90.90 82.80 
CAMP 2001 3.40 90.30 94.00 91.50 84.70 
CHIH 1988 0.97 101.48 95.00 91.10 76.20 
CHIH 1989 1.15 100.05 91.40 91.40 74.60 
CHIH 1990 1.24 98.86 91.20 92.20 74.90 
CHIH 1991 1.45 98.52 90.90 92.40 76.30 
CHIH 1992 1.76 97.25 89.70 92.80 73.80 
CHIH 1993 2.38 95.40 91.70 92.90 74.90 
CHIH 1994 2.49 95.29 92.30 92.80 75.30 
CHIH 1995 2.08 95.45 93.20 92.90 77.30 
CHIH 1996 1.99 93.64 93.30 92.40 77.00 
CHIH 1997 1.96 92.84 93.00 92.90 79.30 
CHIH 1998 2.31 93.69 94.50 93.20 83.10 
CHIH 1999 2.35 94.55 96.00 94.00 82.90 
CHIH 2000 2.76 94.16 97.40 94.10 84.50 
CHIH 2001 2.84 91.68 97.10 94.10 86.10 
CHIS 1988 0.81 94.84 59.60 85.30 35.80 
CHIS 1989 1.01 93.31 58.80 85.20 36.40 
CHIS 1990 1.00 93.69 59.50 84.90 38.00 
CHIS 1991 1.17 89.88 61.30 84.80 40.30 
CHIS 1992 1.40 91.40 63.70 86.70 41.10 
CHIS 1993 1.73 93.18 65.90 85.80 43.40 
CHIS 1994 2.09 91.99 68.90 85.00 45.70 
CHIS 1995 1.70 96.10 73.10 85.30 48.20 
CHIS 1996 1.37 97.49 75.60 87.50 60.50 
CHIS 1997 1.48 98.65 82.00 88.50 63.10 
CHIS 1998 1.63 98.39 83.80 88.30 65.90 
CHIS 1999 1.85 97.86 90.40 88.70 67.20 
CHIS 2000 2.21 96.78 92.80 88.90 70.20 
CHIS 2001 2.32 98.38 97.00 89.20 74.70 
COAH 1988 0.97 95.89 102.60 93.20 79.70 
COAH 1989 1.13 94.46 97.30 93.30 82.90 
COAH 1990 1.17 92.84 94.90 93.50 84.70 
COAH 1991 1.30 91.90 95.70 94.10 85.90 
COAH 1992 1.63 91.02 96.00 95.20 86.10 
COAH 1993 2.13 90.56 97.30 95.70 87.40 
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COAH 1994 2.26 90.98 100.20 96.30 89.30 
COAH 1995 2.21 90.23 98.70 96.50 90.90 
COAH 1996 2.12 89.34 97.70 96.70 91.20 
COAH 1997 2.41 88.14 100.00 96.70 92.10 
COAH 1998 2.65 88.89 100.30 97.20 93.20 
COAH 1999 2.77 89.93 103.10 97.50 93.10 
COAH 2000 3.10 90.63 99.90 97.60 92.10 
COAH 2001 3.04 90.96 101.40 97.30 95.20 
COL 1988 0.93 93.85 91.40 91.80 69.60 
COL 1989 1.07 91.06 87.30 91.20 70.90 
COL 1990 1.13 87.71 84.90 92.00 70.70 
COL 1991 1.33 85.65 83.40 91.80 70.90 
COL 1992 1.63 84.81 84.90 93.00 77.70 
COL 1993 2.36 87.79 84.90 92.90 78.70 
COL 1994 3.12 89.88 87.30 93.80 81.00 
COL 1995 2.32 90.48 85.80 94.00 86.30 
COL 1996 2.23 91.22 85.30 94.00 85.60 
COL 1997 2.32 90.88 89.90 93.80 90.90 
COL 1998 2.61 89.47 97.90 94.60 81.90 
COL 1999 2.93 87.45 93.80 94.70 83.80 
COL 2000 3.45 90.03 92.80 95.00 84.70 
COL 2001 3.59 89.84 91.40 95.30 86.00 
DUR 1988 0.94 104.72 97.10 89.50 71.80 
DUR 1989 1.17 100.74 94.40 90.20 72.00 
DUR 1990 1.12 98.59 90.70 90.00 70.90 
DUR 1991 1.33 94.54 89.90 90.30 71.10 
DUR 1992 1.73 93.21 88.70 91.70 69.00 
DUR 1993 2.58 92.60 90.40 92.20 70.80 
DUR 1994 2.87 93.23 95.30 92.70 77.80 
DUR 1995 2.44 92.13 94.50 92.60 76.90 
DUR 1996 2.17 95.48 93.10 92.70 82.60 
DUR 1997 2.42 92.08 95.80 93.30 85.10 
DUR 1998 2.78 91.60 94.50 93.90 85.10 
DUR 1999 3.02 91.35 94.10 94.50 79.90 
DUR 2000 3.37 91.22 96.10 94.90 83.70 
DUR 2001 3.48 91.20 97.00 95.00 77.80 
EDMEX 1988 0.68 91.40 90.40 91.10 85.10 
EDMEX 1989 0.80 90.15 87.40 91.00 89.10 
EDMEX 1990 0.90 89.72 85.20 91.20 83.80 
EDMEX 1991 0.99 89.69 88.20 91.80 83.20 
EDMEX 1992 1.16 90.19 90.00 93.50 88.20 
EDMEX 1993 1.37 90.52 92.70 93.70 87.90 
EDMEX 1994 1.60 90.96 94.50 94.10 90.60 
EDMEX 1995 1.31 90.45 94.60 94.60 92.60 
EDMEX 1996 1.32 90.19 93.30 94.50 93.40 
EDMEX 1997 1.48 90.27 94.60 94.80 93.00 
EDMEX 1998 1.61 90.56 93.90 95.10 91.40 
EDMEX 1999 1.74 90.51 94.60 95.60 90.70 
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EDMEX 2000 1.93 90.97 94.10 95.90 92.20 
EDMEX 2001 2.09 91.53 97.40 96.20 91.60 
GRO 1988 0.83 104.17 84.50 87.20 53.40 
GRO 1989 0.96 101.05 78.70 87.10 53.20 
GRO 1990 1.04 99.19 76.90 87.20 52.90 
GRO 1991 1.17 99.64 75.80 87.20 52.00 
GRO 1992 1.43 99.59 75.60 86.90 53.50 
GRO 1993 2.13 95.08 77.50 86.80 54.10 
GRO 1994 2.44 94.91 80.90 86.30 58.30 
GRO 1995 2.04 96.82 84.20 86.70 61.10 
GRO 1996 1.84 96.16 88.80 86.80 63.80 
GRO 1997 1.81 95.15 91.60 87.30 66.90 
GRO 1998 1.99 96.07 89.30 87.70 77.30 
GRO 1999 1.95 96.08 92.10 88.50 75.10 
GRO 2000 2.25 96.72 94.30 89.40 74.20 
GRO 2001 2.32 96.64 94.50 90.00 81.00 
GTO 1988 0.60 96.91 90.20 90.00 69.50 
GTO 1989 0.66 95.67 86.30 89.90 70.20 
GTO 1990 0.71 94.22 85.60 90.00 70.50 
GTO 1991 0.86 94.08 86.30 90.10 71.80 
GTO 1992 1.01 94.31 85.50 91.40 72.40 
GTO 1993 1.42 94.84 86.50 91.50 72.60 
GTO 1994 1.60 94.57 89.20 91.50 75.90 
GTO 1995 1.36 94.07 91.90 91.80 79.30 
GTO 1996 1.32 93.82 94.40 92.00 80.60 
GTO 1997 1.37 93.35 99.30 92.20 83.30 
GTO 1998 1.52 92.04 97.50 93.20 84.70 
GTO 1999 1.66 92.33 96.70 93.50 85.90 
GTO 2000 1.88 91.44 95.30 93.90 88.50 
GTO 2001 1.90 91.64 96.30 94.00 88.70 
HGO 1988 0.74 98.55 94.60 86.80 70.30 
HGO 1989 0.83 96.71 87.10 87.00 78.10 
HGO 1990 0.88 96.71 86.70 87.60 79.40 
HGO 1991 1.03 96.56 89.50 88.70 79.40 
HGO 1992 1.26 95.98 92.70 90.60 82.40 
HGO 1993 1.46 97.60 97.10 91.20 85.60 
HGO 1994 1.65 98.54 100.30 91.20 89.50 
HGO 1995 1.47 98.14 102.70 91.70 90.30 
HGO 1996 1.33 97.26 101.60 91.80 94.80 
HGO 1997 1.48 96.56 98.00 92.30 97.60 
HGO 1998 1.67 97.28 105.50 92.60 91.30 
HGO 1999 1.70 96.93 104.10 92.80 91.10 
HGO 2000 1.93 96.74 102.30 93.30 92.50 
HGO 2001 2.10 96.81 104.80 94.30 95.50 
JAL 1988 0.62 101.40 96.70 93.40 69.30 
JAL 1989 0.70 98.73 92.20 93.20 70.20 
JAL 1990 0.78 96.84 89.80 93.60 70.90 
JAL 1991 0.91 96.26 91.60 93.60 69.90 
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JAL 1992 1.08 95.93 91.60 93.90 70.50 
JAL 1993 1.51 94.85 91.70 93.30 71.60 
JAL 1994 1.70 94.96 94.40 93.80 75.00 
JAL 1995 1.38 94.31 95.70 94.10 78.10 
JAL 1996 1.46 94.45 97.30 94.30 80.60 
JAL 1997 1.40 94.81 100.70 94.30 83.50 
JAL 1998 1.54 93.89 97.50 94.60 86.50 
JAL 1999 1.80 92.87 99.00 94.90 85.50 
JAL 2000 2.07 92.43 98.80 95.40 86.90 
JAL 2001 2.19 91.91 99.20 95.70 88.10 
MICH 1988 0.73 98.85 86.30 86.60 55.00 
MICH 1989 0.86 94.74 84.80 85.90 57.80 
MICH 1990 0.91 92.33 82.00 86.70 61.10 
MICH 1991 1.03 94.52 82.10 87.70 66.10 
MICH 1992 1.20 95.50 82.00 89.90 66.40 
MICH 1993 1.63 96.32 82.20 89.80 68.90 
MICH 1994 1.82 97.65 87.30 90.30 73.50 
MICH 1995 1.54 97.14 91.50 90.30 77.80 
MICH 1996 1.36 97.84 92.90 90.40 76.40 
MICH 1997 1.45 96.85 94.10 91.10 80.30 
MICH 1998 1.61 96.69 95.20 91.70 79.00 
MICH 1999 1.84 97.26 98.80 92.50 77.60 
MICH 2000 2.44 95.95 95.90 92.70 80.80 
MICH 2001 2.39 94.73 98.40 93.00 83.60 
MOR 1988 0.98 85.33 86.10 92.60 85.30 
MOR 1989 1.14 85.25 86.80 92.70 86.60 
MOR 1990 1.19 85.15 83.30 93.10 87.90 
MOR 1991 1.35 85.54 85.50 93.30 86.80 
MOR 1992 1.64 86.53 87.60 95.10 88.40 
MOR 1993 2.42 87.42 88.60 95.30 87.50 
MOR 1994 2.81 88.40 92.10 95.40 90.20 
MOR 1995 2.49 88.55 91.60 95.20 93.00 
MOR 1996 2.21 88.67 92.40 95.60 94.00 
MOR 1997 2.24 87.45 97.90 95.60 95.80 
MOR 1998 2.33 86.49 95.30 96.00 94.00 
MOR 1999 2.27 86.62 95.10 96.30 90.50 
MOR 2000 2.52 87.16 94.40 96.60 89.60 
MOR 2001 2.61 87.63 97.50 96.60 92.00 
NAY 1988 0.88 97.34 95.80 92.60 72.70 
NAY 1989 1.07 95.54 94.20 92.60 72.70 
NAY 1990 1.11 93.83 91.10 92.80 74.70 
NAY 1991 1.25 92.64 89.80 93.10 75.00 
NAY 1992 1.48 92.02 88.30 93.60 75.60 
NAY 1993 2.26 91.52 87.90 93.50 75.80 
NAY 1994 2.57 92.54 90.10 94.40 78.50 
NAY 1995 2.10 91.64 94.80 94.80 80.20 
NAY 1996 2.02 91.71 94.50 94.90 82.00 
NAY 1997 2.09 90.84 98.10 95.00 85.10 
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NAY 1998 2.62 89.44 95.40 94.80 86.10 
NAY 1999 2.74 86.98 95.90 95.30 82.70 
NAY 2000 3.11 86.57 96.80 96.10 87.90 
NAY 2001 3.24 86.32 93.90 96.40 88.00 
NL 1988 1.24 94.88 95.70 94.10 83.00 
NL 1989 1.28 94.00 94.50 94.60 82.00 
NL 1990 1.26 94.01 93.90 94.60 83.50 
NL 1991 1.45 92.84 95.50 94.90 85.10 
NL 1992 1.88 90.76 94.30 95.50 83.80 
NL 1993 2.58 89.79 95.60 95.50 84.70 
NL 1994 3.12 89.50 98.90 95.90 88.60 
NL 1995 3.13 88.80 96.90 96.20 89.60 
NL 1996 2.56 88.06 97.00 96.30 91.70 
NL 1997 2.82 86.46 97.50 96.50 93.50 
NL 1998 2.99 87.37 93.10 96.80 94.50 
NL 1999 3.00 88.95 94.70 97.10 93.90 
NL 2000 3.37 88.59 96.40 97.30 93.50 
NL 2001 3.02 88.73 98.60 97.40 94.20 
OAX 1988 0.76 102.73 78.30 83.00 52.20 
OAX 1989 0.84 100.47 77.60 82.80 54.70 
OAX 1990 0.88 98.02 77.20 82.40 56.20 
OAX 1991 1.01 97.99 78.40 82.90 58.40 
OAX 1992 1.20 98.21 80.00 85.80 60.20 
OAX 1993 1.55 99.56 82.00 85.80 64.90 
OAX 1994 1.82 99.79 84.60 85.80 67.80 
OAX 1995 1.43 100.78 86.80 86.50 70.40 
OAX 1996 1.35 97.58 90.20 86.70 74.30 
OAX 1997 1.42 97.44 92.40 87.20 76.20 
OAX 1998 1.50 96.91 92.20 87.60 75.30 
OAX 1999 1.68 97.45 92.60 88.10 76.60 
OAX 2000 1.90 98.61 91.50 88.70 77.30 
OAX 2001 2.04 99.95 91.80 89.10 82.00 
PUE 1988 0.57 96.71 87.40 87.50 63.70 
PUE 1989 0.67 94.20 85.50 87.70 63.40 
PUE 1990 0.69 93.26 84.50 87.90 63.60 
PUE 1991 0.79 92.53 84.90 88.40 69.20 
PUE 1992 0.95 92.14 85.10 90.60 70.70 
PUE 1993 1.40 92.03 86.10 91.00 72.10 
PUE 1994 1.48 92.08 88.70 91.60 77.50 
PUE 1995 1.20 91.50 90.80 91.70 78.20 
PUE 1996 1.24 91.14 91.20 91.80 81.00 
PUE 1997 1.36 91.37 91.80 92.20 83.10 
PUE 1998 1.54 91.68 92.70 92.70 85.10 
PUE 1999 1.76 91.85 92.00 92.90 85.00 
PUE 2000 1.90 91.78 93.20 93.20 86.10 
PUE 2001 1.84 91.45 95.80 93.50 88.00 
QROO 1988 1.10 81.05 62.90 85.90 73.40 
QROO 1989 1.14 82.75 66.20 85.90 80.90 
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QROO 1990 1.09 84.61 67.90 86.50 76.90 
QROO 1991 1.31 86.68 71.40 87.40 78.30 
QROO 1992 1.51 87.07 74.50 90.50 79.20 
QROO 1993 1.98 89.13 78.90 89.60 81.10 
QROO 1994 2.28 90.53 85.40 90.50 85.60 
QROO 1995 1.77 92.10 89.40 90.80 89.00 
QROO 1996 1.52 92.03 89.70 91.20 96.20 
QROO 1997 1.60 91.80 92.60 91.70 97.40 
QROO 1998 1.78 92.27 91.90 92.30 94.20 
QROO 1999 2.02 92.50 93.80 92.80 91.90 
QROO 2000 2.14 93.24 95.00 93.20 93.20 
QROO 2001 2.18 93.11 97.20 93.30 95.90 
QUE 1988 0.87 92.87 89.30 88.20 83.00 
QUE 1989 0.98 91.46 87.20 88.10 79.30 
QUE 1990 0.99 90.41 87.30 88.50 85.90 
QUE 1991 1.10 90.62 87.40 88.70 84.00 
QUE 1992 1.34 91.93 88.40 90.40 85.00 
QUE 1993 1.56 93.19 91.60 91.10 88.50 
QUE 1994 1.89 93.82 91.60 92.00 90.10 
QUE 1995 1.48 93.65 93.50 92.40 91.70 
QUE 1996 1.44 94.47 97.20 92.50 94.70 
QUE 1997 1.59 92.83 100.50 92.80 94.30 
QUE 1998 1.66 92.27 100.40 93.10 94.40 
QUE 1999 1.66 91.99 99.80 93.20 93.80 
QUE 2000 1.85 91.86 97.90 93.70 95.40 
QUE 2001 1.91 92.54 101.50 94.40 92.70 
SIN 1988 0.87 94.41 89.30 91.20 70.60 
SIN 1989 1.04 91.25 86.90 91.60 72.20 
SIN 1990 1.07 90.44 85.60 91.80 72.50 
SIN 1991 1.24 89.46 84.30 92.00 71.60 
SIN 1992 1.56 89.88 85.60 92.30 73.70 
SIN 1993 2.05 89.70 84.40 92.30 75.80 
SIN 1994 2.29 91.10 86.30 92.80 80.40 
SIN 1995 1.85 91.11 88.30 93.20 80.20 
SIN 1996 1.88 90.78 93.00 93.10 83.40 
SIN 1997 2.02 88.24 96.80 92.70 85.40 
SIN 1998 2.28 88.33 95.70 93.00 85.60 
SIN 1999 2.30 87.25 94.70 93.20 81.40 
SIN 2000 2.61 87.13 92.30 94.00 83.30 
SIN 2001 2.67 88.51 91.00 93.20 82.20 
SLP 1988 0.71 102.81 96.10 86.60 73.40 
SLP 1989 0.84 98.04 91.10 86.70 72.80 
SLP 1990 0.89 94.40 88.60 86.90 72.80 
SLP 1991 1.02 93.10 89.00 87.10 73.70 
SLP 1992 1.24 92.75 87.90 91.50 75.60 
SLP 1993 1.80 93.44 91.20 90.60 76.40 
SLP 1994 2.01 94.07 92.30 90.30 84.50 
SLP 1995 1.77 94.18 89.60 90.80 87.20 
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SLP 1996 1.66 94.43 92.30 90.60 86.00 
SLP 1997 1.81 94.02 99.90 91.30 90.80 
SLP 1998 1.95 93.07 97.60 92.70 87.00 
SLP 1999 2.07 93.39 96.80 92.90 85.40 
SLP 2000 2.33 93.42 99.90 93.60 88.70 
SLP 2001 2.38 92.99 101.70 93.90 91.00 
SON 1988 1.00 101.02 96.90 92.00 76.50 
SON 1989 1.13 99.90 94.20 91.80 78.30 
SON 1990 1.19 97.80 92.10 91.90 76.10 
SON 1991 1.42 96.72 94.50 92.20 77.90 
SON 1992 1.72 94.91 92.30 92.70 78.50 
SON 1993 2.65 93.38 91.70 92.90 77.60 
SON 1994 2.89 92.45 92.20 93.70 79.10 
SON 1995 2.55 89.74 93.20 94.20 84.40 
SON 1996 2.19 89.56 93.70 94.00 84.90 
SON 1997 2.39 89.95 98.90 94.20 87.50 
SON 1998 2.88 90.30 93.30 94.70 90.90 
SON 1999 2.79 91.15 94.00 95.10 88.80 
SON 2000 3.03 91.91 88.50 95.70 93.10 
SON 2001 3.13 92.40 97.00 96.60 89.10 
TAB 1988 0.85 100.01 86.80 87.30 66.10 
TAB 1989 0.93 98.03 86.30 87.70 67.00 
TAB 1990 0.93 95.36 84.20 88.00 69.00 
TAB 1991 1.15 91.98 86.90 88.10 70.80 
TAB 1992 1.35 91.99 87.20 89.90 72.60 
TAB 1993 0.70 93.38 85.90 90.30 74.40 
TAB 1994 1.51 94.53 91.50 90.90 77.50 
TAB 1995 1.23 94.92 90.70 91.50 83.20 
TAB 1996 1.20 96.46 99.20 92.10 98.00 
TAB 1997 1.34 96.34 98.80 92.00 87.50 
TAB 1998 1.55 95.94 99.40 92.80 85.80 
TAB 1999 1.76 94.80 97.30 93.60 83.60 
TAB 2000 1.93 94.12 100.00 93.40 88.40 
TAB 2001 2.03 93.86 102.50 93.70 88.00 
TLAX 1988 0.79 95.31 102.20 92.90 82.70 
TLAX 1989 0.87 93.11 101.10 92.80 84.10 
TLAX 1990 0.88 92.62 98.60 93.10 84.20 
TLAX 1991 0.98 92.32 99.70 93.20 86.20 
TLAX 1992 1.23 91.95 92.60 94.30 92.30 
TLAX 1993 1.79 92.18 97.10 95.00 88.60 
TLAX 1994 2.17 90.71 101.70 95.10 96.10 
TLAX 1995 1.89 88.59 102.50 95.30 96.50 
TLAX 1996 1.89 88.70 100.20 95.50 96.20 
TLAX 1997 2.06 88.73 103.20 95.90 96.70 
TLAX 1998 2.19 88.16 97.80 96.20 96.20 
TLAX 1999 2.13 88.72 93.00 96.50 97.10 
TLAX 2000 2.47 90.46 92.60 96.80 97.50 
TLAX 2001 2.53 92.59 102.80 97.20 96.00 
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TMPS 1988 1.19 91.15 93.00 91.50 66.90 
TMPS 1989 1.32 91.18 87.60 91.10 80.90 
TMPS 1990 1.25 89.80 88.90 91.80 78.10 
TMPS 1991 1.41 89.10 90.80 91.90 81.10 
TMPS 1992 1.77 87.88 88.40 94.00 82.00 
TMPS 1993 2.39 88.48 86.10 93.20 85.60 
TMPS 1994 2.64 89.30 93.70 93.70 81.50 
TMPS 1995 2.37 89.36 90.70 93.90 87.00 
TMPS 1996 2.14 89.44 92.80 94.60 86.80 
TMPS 1997 2.19 90.68 96.60 95.10 90.50 
TMPS 1998 2.20 88.66 96.40 95.30 89.90 
TMPS 1999 2.64 90.82 97.90 95.90 90.00 
TMPS 2000 2.92 92.50 98.60 96.20 90.50 
TMPS 2001 3.00 91.84 100.10 96.30 93.60 
VER 1988 0.73 99.48 82.60 88.10 55.70 
VER 1989 0.89 97.49 81.50 88.10 56.00 
VER 1990 0.93 95.43 79.50 87.40 55.40 
VER 1991 1.08 95.21 79.40 87.80 58.00 
VER 1992 1.34 94.28 80.60 89.70 58.90 
VER 1993 1.81 91.59 81.40 89.30 60.20 
VER 1994 1.97 92.03 86.00 89.70 64.60 
VER 1995 1.65 91.47 87.30 89.80 68.00 
VER 1996 1.66 91.99 89.10 89.90 71.20 
VER 1997 1.76 92.08 90.90 90.10 75.30 
VER 1998 1.83 92.88 84.90 90.30 80.60 
VER 1999 1.87 93.99 89.30 90.50 76.70 
VER 2000 2.21 93.52 91.70 91.50 79.30 
VER 2001 2.39 94.15 96.10 92.00 80.70 
YUC 1988 0.90 94.11 76.80 85.40 58.10 
YUC 1989 1.03 92.52 74.70 85.60 58.50 
YUC 1990 1.06 91.82 73.00 85.60 58.70 
YUC 1991 1.15 93.03 74.10 87.00 60.30 
YUC 1992 1.33 95.05 76.40 87.80 64.20 
YUC 1993 1.94 96.27 78.30 87.80 65.10 
YUC 1994 2.32 97.90 84.10 88.80 69.80 
YUC 1995 1.91 99.37 87.20 89.20 73.50 
YUC 1996 1.92 98.62 91.40 89.20 75.80 
YUC 1997 2.00 97.35 93.00 89.50 76.80 
YUC 1998 2.21 96.91 93.30 89.90 79.30 
YUC 1999 2.43 96.73 93.40 90.40 79.80 
YUC 2000 2.64 96.36 96.50 90.80 81.10 
YUC 2001 2.71 96.30 96.20 91.10 85.40 
ZAC 1988 0.86 98.34 93.60 88.40 68.50 
ZAC 1989 0.94 95.75 89.20 88.30 68.60 
ZAC 1990 0.95 95.08 85.30 88.60 72.20 
ZAC 1991 1.14 94.24 83.00 89.10 73.80 
ZAC 1992 1.38 92.35 84.80 91.60 74.20 
ZAC 1993 2.14 93.25 86.70 92.40 74.10 



252

ZAC 1994 2.47 93.66 92.80 93.20 79.50 
ZAC 1995 2.02 95.37 95.70 93.20 81.30 
ZAC 1996 1.90 96.29 99.40 93.50 86.10 
ZAC 1997 2.13 96.53 93.50 94.10 91.90 
ZAC 1998 2.42 95.42 101.20 94.80 83.70 
ZAC 1999 2.63 93.33 100.70 95.10 83.90 
ZAC 2000 2.95 91.51 109.10 95.80 84.80 
ZAC 2001 3.13 91.07 100.90 95.90 89.60 
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STATE YEAR Pupil/Teacher 
Ratio 

Secondary 
Education 

Pupil/School 
Ratio 

Secondary 
Education 

Gross 
enrollment 

rates 
Secondary 
Education 

Completion 
rates 

Secondary 
Education 

Terminal 
Efficiency 

rates 
Secondary 
Education 

AGS 1988 15.87 250.25 72.05 61.50 77.00 
AGS 1989 15.65 240.98 67.90 59.60 74.00 
AGS 1990 15.52 237.24 64.70 56.00 72.70 
AGS 1991 15.46 237.36 63.60 53.10 74.90 
AGS 1992 15.59 238.40 64.52 54.00 76.90 
AGS 1993 15.94 246.03 70.18 54.60 78.80 
AGS 1994 15.78 233.28 74.18 56.60 78.90 
AGS 1995 16.02 188.51 79.96 62.90 75.60 
AGS 1996 15.90 189.13 81.21 64.40 75.40 
AGS 1997 15.40 184.73 82.48 69.40 77.60 
AGS 1998 15.09 185.54 83.18 66.40 75.20 
AGS 1999 14.66 180.62 82.56 68.90 75.80 
AGS 2000 14.51 174.90 83.02 69.60 75.50 
AGS 2001 15.31 186.25 83.77 67.30 77.30 
BC 1988 15.15 326.42 79.64 65.20 71.10 
BC 1989 14.84 313.08 74.90 61.90 69.80 
BC 1990 14.87 304.72 71.88 59.00 70.30 
BC 1991 14.99 296.82 70.42 57.50 72.80 
BC 1992 15.06 294.93 71.23 56.70 74.10 
BC 1993 15.87 300.73 72.71 55.50 72.80 
BC 1994 16.15 297.85 74.24 59.50 75.70 
BC 1995 16.27 294.73 76.43 57.50 73.10 
BC 1996 15.33 299.00 75.70 62.90 79.20 
BC 1997 15.53 287.68 77.29 59.50 73.20 
BC 1998 15.46 283.94 77.93 71.30 88.40 
BC 1999 15.57 287.63 80.05 67.40 80.50 
BC 2000 15.52 280.23 81.44 60.00 70.30 
BC 2001 15.49 298.51 83.03 66.50 76.40 
BCS 1988 17.79 335.67 82.80 70.90 78.60 
BCS 1989 18.15 334.95 80.92 67.40 77.70 
BCS 1990 17.70 294.75 81.30 69.60 77.50 
BCS 1991 16.19 282.76 80.23 67.40 78.30 
BCS 1992 16.42 291.81 81.53 69.50 79.40 
BCS 1993 16.39 290.17 83.45 69.40 81.30 
BCS 1994 15.92 221.51 85.17 69.40 78.50 
BCS 1995 15.54 210.86 85.59 71.00 78.90 
BCS 1996 15.04 208.13 86.80 73.30 78.30 
BCS 1997 15.35 210.49 87.66 72.50 77.70 
BCS 1998 15.34 206.64 87.85 70.10 75.70 
BCS 1999 15.37 210.48 89.63 71.70 78.80 
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BCS 2000 15.38 204.76 90.93 72.90 78.00 
BCS 2001 15.29 208.55 92.75 84.90 88.90 
CAMP 1988 17.59 323.93 60.74 50.70 72.80 
CAMP 1989 16.86 327.23 59.14 48.90 73.10 
CAMP 1990 16.87 306.14 57.84 49.60 74.30 
CAMP 1991 15.71 283.28 57.19 49.10 75.60 
CAMP 1992 15.69 271.17 58.83 47.40 75.50 
CAMP 1993 16.20 196.73 62.95 46.40 73.50 
CAMP 1994 16.33 178.74 66.62 50.80 75.70 
CAMP 1995 17.23 188.22 70.25 55.60 76.20 
CAMP 1996 16.98 183.02 72.21 55.00 71.90 
CAMP 1997 16.84 171.36 75.12 57.80 72.60 
CAMP 1998 17.27 176.97 79.09 57.20 71.40 
CAMP 1999 17.32 181.29 81.48 62.30 72.70 
CAMP 2000 17.23 176.51 82.63 62.00 67.70 
CAMP 2001 16.92 180.03 83.26 64.30 72.30 
CHIH 1988 18.32 278.14 66.98 55.50 74.30 
CHIH 1989 17.73 261.48 63.52 52.90 70.80 
CHIH 1990 17.44 245.94 61.30 50.60 70.00 
CHIH 1991 17.24 236.74 61.77 50.60 71.90 
CHIH 1992 17.28 244.31 63.64 51.70 76.30 
CHIH 1993 17.62 236.86 65.52 52.10 74.30 
CHIH 1994 17.87 236.89 67.77 52.60 72.00 
CHIH 1995 17.86 230.77 70.00 53.50 71.80 
CHIH 1996 18.28 232.74 71.26 51.60 67.20 
CHIH 1997 18.54 223.72 72.04 51.80 66.20 
CHIH 1998 18.18 221.23 72.97 55.80 70.50 
CHIH 1999 18.60 223.30 74.01 56.50 69.60 
CHIH 2000 18.80 220.42 75.87 57.50 69.60 
CHIH 2001 18.94 226.69 77.48 59.90 72.10 
CHIS 1988 17.41 138.68 41.88 34.90 71.60 
CHIS 1989 17.93 139.39 41.60 34.70 73.80 
CHIS 1990 17.82 144.31 41.04 35.00 74.60 
CHIS 1991 17.93 148.04 41.49 35.20 75.50 
CHIS 1992 18.50 152.53 42.76 35.20 77.70 
CHIS 1993 19.06 158.43 44.77 34.40 73.70 
CHIS 1994 18.98 163.19 46.63 38.20 78.60 
CHIS 1995 19.53 158.15 49.92 39.70 78.20 
CHIS 1996 20.04 156.75 51.90 43.90 83.10 
CHIS 1997 19.55 152.05 53.52 42.00 74.90 
CHIS 1998 19.69 147.39 55.78 44.40 76.70 
CHIS 1999 20.11 148.65 59.80 44.60 74.70 
CHIS 2000 19.99 144.57 65.17 49.20 76.50 
CHIS 2001 22.50 160.48 72.22 57.50 81.10 
COAH 1988 18.57 403.75 85.23 72.60 75.70 
COAH 1989 17.29 393.18 82.44 70.50 75.10 
COAH 1990 16.44 368.24 79.00 68.80 74.50 
COAH 1991 16.19 349.02 76.58 67.00 75.30 
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COAH 1992 15.61 339.38 76.75 65.20 77.40 
COAH 1993 15.20 330.96 78.06 65.80 80.00 
COAH 1994 15.33 305.01 80.53 64.80 75.60 
COAH 1995 15.31 294.72 82.78 66.50 76.40 
COAH 1996 14.86 280.68 84.95 70.00 76.20 
COAH 1997 16.27 281.08 87.04 73.20 77.50 
COAH 1998 14.24 274.28 86.56 71.40 76.10 
COAH 1999 14.67 271.90 86.54 71.20 75.20 
COAH 2000 15.04 272.35 89.80 76.60 82.50 
COAH 2001 15.47 280.58 90.66 77.00 81.10 
COL 1988 15.34 305.27 77.64 64.80 74.70 
COL 1989 14.64 286.01 73.77 63.20 71.00 
COL 1990 13.62 238.77 69.68 59.90 70.50 
COL 1991 13.77 234.42 68.22 58.50 73.80 
COL 1992 13.57 228.18 67.65 56.80 75.40 
COL 1993 13.44 216.86 69.19 56.40 74.80 
COL 1994 13.80 205.92 72.03 60.30 79.90 
COL 1995 13.72 203.47 74.44 57.50 74.00 
COL 1996 13.70 203.38 75.37 60.30 73.60 
COL 1997 13.24 198.76 75.33 61.80 73.50 
COL 1998 12.91 189.96 76.91 57.40 70.60 
COL 1999 13.30 200.10 80.76 60.30 73.30 
COL 2000 13.36 195.99 83.67 63.10 71.60 
COL 2001 13.28 205.99 85.82 72.60 76.00 
DUR 1988 15.65 145.67 70.10 57.30 68.90 
DUR 1989 14.67 138.80 66.12 55.40 66.40 
DUR 1990 15.09 135.34 64.40 53.70 67.30 
DUR 1991 14.28 133.70 63.52 53.20 70.90 
DUR 1992 14.41 134.44 64.77 53.40 71.80 
DUR 1993 14.20 133.76 66.00 53.70 74.10 
DUR 1994 14.15 111.34 69.02 53.40 70.60 
DUR 1995 14.14 110.07 71.81 54.80 71.60 
DUR 1996 13.69 107.39 71.75 58.10 70.00 
DUR 1997 14.29 109.00 73.26 58.20 70.50 
DUR 1998 14.23 106.35 74.03 57.00 70.30 
DUR 1999 14.23 105.20 75.55 58.10 70.50 
DUR 2000 14.20 102.68 77.24 60.50 69.70 
DUR 2001 14.12 105.41 79.59 63.80 72.70 
EDMEX 1988 20.12 290.64 71.09 60.50 78.60 
EDMEX 1989 20.40 284.71 69.45 59.10 78.20 
EDMEX 1990 19.83 266.61 68.28 58.00 76.60 
EDMEX 1991 19.41 262.65 67.39 57.60 77.30 
EDMEX 1992 19.51 260.67 68.86 57.50 78.30 
EDMEX 1993 19.41 262.09 70.82 57.60 80.10 
EDMEX 1994 19.54 259.99 73.74 57.40 75.20 
EDMEX 1995 19.94 264.18 76.55 58.60 74.90 
EDMEX 1996 19.84 259.60 78.19 63.20 76.80 
EDMEX 1997 19.38 256.39 78.93 61.70 73.90 
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EDMEX 1998 19.20 252.26 79.65 63.70 75.40 
EDMEX 1999 18.96 248.04 80.37 63.00 74.70 
EDMEX 2000 19.16 245.32 82.09 65.50 75.70 
EDMEX 2001 19.00 242.92 83.31 68.10 78.80 
GRO 1988 19.02 262.70 61.87 51.90 75.40 
GRO 1989 18.67 251.66 59.84 51.50 76.40 
GRO 1990 17.64 221.59 58.38 52.30 74.50 
GRO 1991 16.74 211.62 56.24 50.10 76.20 
GRO 1992 16.80 200.00 55.65 48.20 77.20 
GRO 1993 16.89 196.10 55.84 47.40 76.30 
GRO 1994 16.89 195.28 57.03 46.10 73.80 
GRO 1995 17.47 183.42 60.61 46.70 73.90 
GRO 1996 18.04 179.78 63.63 48.70 73.10 
GRO 1997 17.98 164.05 66.57 45.20 64.20 
GRO 1998 17.84 163.13 69.88 54.90 75.50 
GRO 1999 17.98 162.01 72.53 52.00 66.80 
GRO 2000 17.81 156.83 74.27 56.60 68.20 
GRO 2001 17.23 152.87 74.88 54.10 65.90 
GTO 1988 20.87 211.73 55.60 45.20 70.80 
GTO 1989 20.74 211.68 54.04 44.40 70.10 
GTO 1990 20.29 202.10 52.66 43.80 69.30 
GTO 1991 19.98 198.23 52.18 43.50 71.40 
GTO 1992 20.12 199.51 53.68 43.20 73.10 
GTO 1993 20.31 203.62 55.72 42.80 72.20 
GTO 1994 20.52 195.53 58.35 46.70 74.30 
GTO 1995 20.50 190.55 60.84 45.70 71.30 
GTO 1996 20.28 186.87 62.81 46.70 69.30 
GTO 1997 20.26 175.01 65.61 51.30 73.50 
GTO 1998 20.70 178.96 70.48 50.90 71.60 
GTO 1999 20.50 181.68 73.88 55.10 71.80 
GTO 2000 20.13 174.66 76.12 62.10 72.50 
GTO 2001 19.72 184.93 77.20 60.20 71.40 
HGO 1988 21.61 175.81 72.74 61.20 76.90 
HGO 1989 21.36 174.06 71.53 63.50 77.20 
HGO 1990 20.46 165.16 68.78 61.60 76.50 
HGO 1991 19.59 159.27 67.16 61.10 77.70 
HGO 1992 19.44 157.58 68.10 58.00 78.50 
HGO 1993 19.81 162.69 71.19 58.30 79.30 
HGO 1994 20.15 148.73 75.69 62.70 80.50 
HGO 1995 20.88 148.05 79.97 62.20 76.30 
HGO 1996 20.42 151.31 82.69 66.00 75.20 
HGO 1997 20.22 147.70 84.36 69.00 77.00 
HGO 1998 19.47 146.03 86.17 74.30 81.70 
HGO 1999 19.72 146.83 89.90 74.90 79.70 
HGO 2000 19.53 142.29 92.15 77.40 81.20 
HGO 2001 19.53 148.37 93.98 83.50 81.90 
JAL 1988 18.90 266.28 68.61 56.90 73.60 
JAL 1989 17.54 267.48 65.50 55.10 71.10 
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JAL 1990 17.80 249.50 62.72 52.30 68.90 
JAL 1991 18.78 250.58 61.28 51.10 70.40 
JAL 1992 19.22 248.32 62.62 51.30 73.20 
JAL 1993 19.99 257.79 65.00 51.60 75.40 
JAL 1994 18.95 257.62 67.17 52.90 73.70 
JAL 1995 18.92 253.39 70.27 56.20 75.30 
JAL 1996 18.99 246.66 72.28 55.20 71.70 
JAL 1997 18.10 238.39 74.28 55.80 69.80 
JAL 1998 17.49 230.77 76.56 57.90 70.90 
JAL 1999 17.35 228.44 78.10 58.50 69.80 
JAL 2000 17.32 222.90 79.99 61.60 69.60 
JAL 2001 16.79 221.58 81.18 61.40 70.70 
MICH 1988 18.38 188.95 60.04 49.20 69.60 
MICH 1989 17.91 178.95 56.57 47.60 70.50 
MICH 1990 17.59 170.05 54.88 45.80 67.90 
MICH 1991 17.41 167.19 53.90 44.80 70.60 
MICH 1992 17.38 154.49 46.48 38.30 61.60 
MICH 1993 17.60 167.74 54.99 43.80 71.20 
MICH 1994 16.92 161.68 56.31 43.90 81.80 
MICH 1995 17.88 166.69 59.11 42.10 66.10 
MICH 1996 17.35 166.76 59.97 42.30 64.30 
MICH 1997 18.10 171.16 63.09 44.40 64.10 
MICH 1998 17.94 168.23 63.19 50.00 71.00 
MICH 1999 18.46 173.67 68.15 47.40 63.50 
MICH 2000 18.40 169.15 72.24 53.70 71.50 
MICH 2001 19.01 182.15 74.54 57.20 71.50 
MOR 1988 19.12 310.65 82.60 73.80 79.50 
MOR 1989 17.73 285.28 77.34 69.70 78.00 
MOR 1990 17.60 270.31 74.09 66.50 78.00 
MOR 1991 17.16 260.09 71.03 60.60 77.00 
MOR 1992 17.65 265.57 72.13 63.10 79.70 
MOR 1993 16.99 261.20 72.39 63.50 84.60 
MOR 1994 17.71 261.84 74.28 61.30 78.00 
MOR 1995 18.01 264.26 77.18 65.90 81.80 
MOR 1996 18.11 258.08 79.10 66.90 80.80 
MOR 1997 17.72 243.78 80.80 69.60 80.00 
MOR 1998 18.27 239.32 82.29 70.90 81.90 
MOR 1999 19.47 235.69 83.85 70.60 80.90 
MOR 2000 19.53 231.24 85.33 75.80 82.00 
MOR 2001 19.34 232.06 85.56 78.50 86.40 
NAY 1988 14.69 151.80 78.92 69.10 76.40 
NAY 1989 14.41 150.18 75.99 66.30 75.90 
NAY 1990 14.27 144.08 74.80 64.70 75.30 
NAY 1991 14.20 144.38 74.62 65.20 78.20 
NAY 1992 13.89 141.66 74.94 65.40 78.20 
NAY 1993 13.65 137.87 74.85 66.70 81.10 
NAY 1994 13.90 136.83 76.60 65.90 78.20 
NAY 1995 14.05 133.37 78.26 65.90 78.40 



258

NAY 1996 13.92 130.12 80.27 67.60 79.80 
NAY 1997 13.58 125.80 81.52 71.20 82.50 
NAY 1998 13.48 126.79 84.82 71.90 79.70 
NAY 1999 13.12 124.68 85.56 73.70 82.40 
NAY 2000 13.10 121.69 87.08 75.80 78.20 
NAY 2001 12.77 122.18 87.91 78.50 83.70 
NL 1988 17.34 392.52 85.66 75.70 84.20 
NL 1989 16.98 369.82 83.36 73.80 83.00 
NL 1990 16.48 351.64 82.05 72.20 82.30 
NL 1991 16.56 329.06 81.12 71.60 82.60 
NL 1992 16.45 324.78 81.96 71.10 83.10 
NL 1993 16.22 316.36 82.45 74.10 86.90 
NL 1994 16.21 303.21 83.76 72.80 83.30 
NL 1995 16.26 304.47 86.23 75.90 87.30 
NL 1996 15.57 293.29 87.89 80.10 88.60 
NL 1997 15.53 283.66 88.39 77.60 82.00 
NL 1998 15.27 271.82 88.05 79.70 86.70 
NL 1999 15.14 263.10 87.23 79.20 87.20 
NL 2000 15.11 256.81 87.29 76.90 81.90 
NL 2001 15.31 261.18 87.83 82.80 92.20 
OAX 1988 22.31 170.73 52.52 43.40 75.80 
OAX 1989 22.54 167.33 52.67 43.90 77.70 
OAX 1990 22.16 165.57 51.29 44.10 71.90 
OAX 1991 22.60 157.89 52.30 44.80 73.60 
OAX 1992 23.16 157.69 52.79 45.10 77.50 
OAX 1993 23.07 148.30 55.09 44.30 74.90 
OAX 1994 22.43 142.73 58.44 46.70 78.10 
OAX 1995 22.74 145.63 61.73 47.10 73.10 
OAX 1996 21.89 145.18 63.48 50.20 74.30 
OAX 1997 22.06 133.58 65.49 51.10 76.20 
OAX 1998 21.61 130.17 69.47 54.40 77.00 
OAX 1999 22.32 134.47 73.03 55.80 72.70 
OAX 2000 22.54 132.76 76.58 61.90 75.30 
OAX 2001 20.45 125.37 78.83 63.70 77.00 
PUE 1988 20.23 179.17 65.12 57.10 77.90 
PUE 1989 19.74 176.15 62.42 55.20 76.30 
PUE 1990 18.95 166.59 61.14 53.70 75.70 
PUE 1991 18.66 159.89 60.25 52.30 77.10 
PUE 1992 18.27 155.86 60.00 52.00 76.90 
PUE 1993 17.90 153.72 60.73 52.50 78.70 
PUE 1994 17.81 151.69 62.19 51.20 77.00 
PUE 1995 18.29 152.94 64.71 59.10 86.50 
PUE 1996 18.96 151.15 65.67 52.60 74.70 
PUE 1997 17.85 152.69 67.36 54.50 76.60 
PUE 1998 17.97 151.85 70.25 56.70 77.80 
PUE 1999 18.24 155.04 73.55 58.20 76.60 
PUE 2000 18.26 151.86 75.84 62.80 77.30 
PUE 2001 18.00 156.39 77.23 65.40 79.90 
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QROO 1988 19.60 221.46 49.55 38.60 75.00 
QROO 1989 19.14 222.84 50.56 39.20 73.80 
QROO 1990 19.01 219.85 51.70 41.60 75.90 
QROO 1991 19.01 223.95 55.06 43.40 78.80 
QROO 1992 19.02 233.41 57.78 46.00 80.10 
QROO 1993 18.63 214.91 60.58 44.00 71.50 
QROO 1994 15.52 181.84 64.25 49.00 76.90 
QROO 1995 16.31 183.71 69.23 52.20 78.10 
QROO 1996 15.99 189.93 73.31 55.10 76.50 
QROO 1997 16.07 191.98 75.47 56.70 74.50 
QROO 1998 16.05 195.82 79.11 59.30 74.50 
QROO 1999 15.98 196.44 81.01 58.90 74.10 
QROO 2000 16.02 192.53 83.36 65.00 74.60 
QROO 2001 15.42 189.50 84.30 65.20 76.90 
QUE 1988 20.44 196.97 64.55 53.50 77.90 
QUE 1989 22.22 201.70 63.54 54.40 79.40 
QUE 1990 21.58 202.43 61.79 53.70 75.90 
QUE 1991 20.20 198.98 61.57 53.30 78.40 
QUE 1992 20.59 199.39 62.14 51.80 78.60 
QUE 1993 20.60 202.76 64.52 51.40 77.20 
QUE 1994 20.68 201.65 67.18 55.30 80.60 
QUE 1995 20.61 202.77 69.40 55.10 77.30 
QUE 1996 20.26 206.34 71.71 56.80 74.90 
QUE 1997 21.96 208.68 73.94 58.00 76.60 
QUE 1998 21.79 213.98 77.96 58.70 75.10 
QUE 1999 22.40 215.98 80.69 59.80 73.50 
QUE 2000 22.20 209.51 82.78 60.60 68.50 
QUE 2001 21.71 210.37 83.82 65.50 73.80 
SIN 1988 16.96 331.24 75.73 65.00 75.00 
SIN 1989 16.61 326.72 72.83 63.00 74.20 
SIN 1990 16.45 307.15 71.06 61.60 75.20 
SIN 1991 16.16 294.36 70.50 60.70 76.60 
SIN 1992 15.65 279.17 70.80 60.60 77.40 
SIN 1993 15.59 270.34 71.96 60.60 77.50 
SIN 1994 14.97 253.85 73.06 60.80 77.40 
SIN 1995 14.97 230.07 74.53 58.70 72.80 
SIN 1996 14.40 207.46 76.20 62.50 77.00 
SIN 1997 14.37 197.96 78.73 62.80 75.30 
SIN 1998 14.65 202.60 81.70 63.50 74.20 
SIN 1999 14.47 203.10 83.43 64.60 73.90 
SIN 2000 14.45 198.04 84.45 70.60 76.30 
SIN 2001 14.23 197.25 84.65 72.20 78.50 
SLP 1988 14.48 80.17 77.19 64.10 57.20 
SLP 1989 13.82 76.04 71.52 61.20 64.80 
SLP 1990 13.88 80.41 69.32 60.30 69.10 
SLP 1991 13.79 79.96 67.90 59.80 75.40 
SLP 1992 14.26 82.12 68.67 58.50 76.50 
SLP 1993 14.32 82.64 69.51 58.80 78.60 
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SLP 1994 14.58 84.96 71.80 60.00 76.60 
SLP 1995 14.70 85.68 72.95 58.30 75.00 
SLP 1996 13.57 84.74 72.58 61.50 76.20 
SLP 1997 13.88 86.44 74.57 57.80 73.20 
SLP 1998 14.73 91.32 80.23 62.40 79.80 
SLP 1999 15.05 95.30 84.55 67.40 77.30 
SLP 2000 14.80 91.64 86.48 75.80 77.40 
SLP 2001 15.07 97.48 87.18 73.90 78.20 
SON 1988 21.19 235.59 89.32 76.20 73.70 
SON 1989 20.00 223.26 84.99 73.20 73.10 
SON 1990 19.11 210.96 81.77 70.30 73.30 
SON 1991 18.91 203.85 80.74 68.10 74.80 
SON 1992 19.13 205.83 81.09 67.40 75.70 
SON 1993 19.00 205.79 82.05 67.00 75.30 
SON 1994 18.68 200.56 82.43 65.80 72.70 
SON 1995 18.90 200.32 83.44 64.30 70.90 
SON 1996 17.96 195.56 84.45 57.70 63.40 
SON 1997 18.53 195.88 86.73 63.90 69.20 
SON 1998 18.04 196.29 88.53 70.60 75.70 
SON 1999 17.81 194.90 88.29 70.10 74.80 
SON 2000 17.84 191.06 87.77 73.30 74.70 
SON 2001 16.47 187.04 84.45 70.90 77.00 
TAB 1988 20.34 211.50 67.03 56.20 77.40 
TAB 1989 19.99 207.02 66.93 57.20 77.50 
TAB 1990 20.10 206.73 66.51 57.70 77.20 
TAB 1991 20.40 203.01 67.14 57.90 79.20 
TAB 1992 21.35 213.00 68.77 58.00 79.80 
TAB 1993 21.35 207.23 71.37 57.60 78.00 
TAB 1994 20.67 191.28 73.51 62.30 81.10 
TAB 1995 20.89 192.96 76.16 60.20 76.20 
TAB 1996 20.41 192.11 77.24 61.20 76.20 
TAB 1997 20.18 193.24 78.83 64.20 76.00 
TAB 1998 20.29 196.43 81.30 63.80 76.60 
TAB 1999 20.49 202.37 85.09 66.60 76.70 
TAB 2000 20.53 198.06 88.23 73.70 78.50 
TAB 2001 20.51 202.82 90.19 76.20 79.80 
TLAX 1988 23.01 256.47 88.86 79.20 81.20 
TLAX 1989 21.90 250.53 85.78 76.30 79.80 
TLAX 1990 21.53 249.11 83.70 74.10 80.30 
TLAX 1991 20.57 241.33 81.79 71.70 79.70 
TLAX 1992 20.23 239.16 81.05 71.30 80.80 
TLAX 1993 19.47 231.50 78.81 71.10 82.90 
TLAX 1994 18.59 220.53 79.16 68.00 78.90 
TLAX 1995 18.45 228.81 81.23 64.20 78.70 
TLAX 1996 18.73 230.84 85.07 70.70 80.30 
TLAX 1997 18.81 227.19 86.89 69.00 75.20 
TLAX 1998 17.79 220.36 88.25 72.70 78.40 
TLAX 1999 17.00 214.57 87.90 72.00 78.50 
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TLAX 2000 16.91 209.18 86.58 75.20 79.30 
TLAX 2001 15.94 193.79 84.33 76.70 84.10 
TMPS 1988 18.86 369.37 76.46 65.20 76.90 
TMPS 1989 18.82 357.90 74.17 63.70 76.80 
TMPS 1990 18.83 342.64 71.31 62.40 78.30 
TMPS 1991 18.33 311.72 70.24 60.60 77.30 
TMPS 1992 18.16 313.41 71.03 58.70 79.40 
TMPS 1993 18.81 304.26 71.76 58.90 78.00 
TMPS 1994 18.18 273.29 72.29 60.30 76.20 
TMPS 1995 18.50 277.20 74.24 57.60 74.10 
TMPS 1996 18.25 261.21 76.56 55.50 70.80 
TMPS 1997 18.53 246.11 79.81 64.50 75.90 
TMPS 1998 18.23 245.94 81.19 61.50 74.70 
TMPS 1999 18.17 239.66 83.16 65.80 77.80 
TMPS 2000 18.19 234.66 85.05 72.20 80.50 
TMPS 2001 16.94 238.27 85.75 69.60 78.60 
VER 1988 20.30 189.61 63.72 54.80 76.30 
VER 1989 20.19 186.09 62.13 53.10 75.70 
VER 1990 19.31 171.51 61.37 53.00 75.40 
VER 1991 18.65 161.57 61.33 52.90 76.80 
VER 1992 18.69 160.34 60.96 52.50 78.20 
VER 1993 19.16 161.19 62.22 52.60 77.10 
VER 1994 18.89 158.37 63.83 52.30 77.50 
VER 1995 19.84 160.48 66.99 55.30 78.80 
VER 1996 19.84 161.73 68.00 55.70 77.90 
VER 1997 20.10 160.81 68.93 56.30 76.80 
VER 1998 20.15 159.41 72.00 57.10 76.50 
VER 1999 19.77 155.61 73.15 59.60 77.10 
VER 2000 19.69 151.67 74.57 63.90 76.10 
VER 2001 19.50 156.67 77.06 61.50 77.20 
YUC 1988 14.23 360.51 63.91 54.80 75.80 
YUC 1989 14.03 337.77 62.74 54.30 76.70 
YUC 1990 13.74 309.50 60.47 51.50 75.10 
YUC 1991 13.42 293.84 60.31 51.80 76.40 
YUC 1992 13.40 248.86 61.37 52.00 79.00 
YUC 1993 12.99 223.30 62.81 50.80 77.00 
YUC 1994 12.58 189.00 65.88 55.60 82.30 
YUC 1995 12.80 186.00 68.86 56.10 81.70 
YUC 1996 12.69 195.51 71.70 60.40 81.90 
YUC 1997 13.00 194.66 74.89 58.50 76.30 
YUC 1998 13.54 200.48 79.23 59.30 75.40 
YUC 1999 13.58 203.76 83.47 65.10 77.50 
YUC 2000 13.48 197.73 85.76 68.70 75.70 
YUC 2001 13.23 201.95 87.60 70.70 76.50 
ZAC 1988 16.85 73.43 58.43 46.80 68.00 
ZAC 1989 17.57 72.52 57.00 47.00 66.20 
ZAC 1990 17.14 69.75 55.09 43.80 64.90 
ZAC 1991 16.76 69.41 54.68 45.10 66.30 
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ZAC 1992 17.17 70.94 55.63 45.00 68.90 
ZAC 1993 17.35 73.52 57.47 45.40 70.60 
ZAC 1994 17.40 74.96 60.73 45.80 69.30 
ZAC 1995 17.49 76.12 65.46 46.80 67.10 
ZAC 1996 16.87 76.53 69.05 46.90 62.20 
ZAC 1997 16.71 74.88 71.83 50.00 62.50 
ZAC 1998 16.60 74.41 72.97 56.20 68.50 
ZAC 1999 16.94 76.11 77.51 59.90 70.80 
ZAC 2000 16.93 74.43 81.03 55.00 66.30 
ZAC 2001 17.24 82.53 88.76 67.90 71.20 
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STATE YEAR 
Passing 

rates 
Secondary 
Education

Expenditure in 
compensatory 

programs 
(millions of 

pesos 
1994=100) 

 

AGS 1988 76.50 0.00   
 AGS 1989 76.20 0.00   
 AGS 1990 76.80 0.00   
 AGS 1991 76.60 0.00   
 AGS 1992 74.00 0.00   
 AGS 1993 74.80 0.00   
 AGS 1994 79.60 0.00   
 AGS 1995 80.60 0.00   
 AGS 1996 80.10 0.00   
 AGS 1997 80.90 1.58   
 AGS 1998 81.60 3.18   
 AGS 1999 82.20 4.14   
 AGS 2000 81.80 6.36   
 AGS 2001 81.30 3.87   
 BC 1988 65.00 0.00   
 BC 1989 65.70 0.00   
 BC 1990 67.10 0.00   
 BC 1991 69.10 0.00   
 BC 1992 72.60 0.00   
 BC 1993 73.60 0.00   
 BC 1994 76.90 0.00   
 BC 1995 74.50 0.00   
 BC 1996 74.40 0.00   
 BC 1997 73.70 1.81   
 BC 1998 74.00 3.82   
 BC 1999 75.60 4.39   
 BC 2000 77.00 4.15   
 BC 2001 79.40 5.72   
 BCS 1988 78.90 0.00   
 BCS 1989 77.60 0.00   
 BCS 1990 80.60 0.00   
 BCS 1991 82.40 0.00   
 BCS 1992 84.30 0.00   
 BCS 1993 82.30 0.00   
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BCS 1994 82.30 0.00   
 BCS 1995 82.40 0.00   
 BCS 1996 81.40 0.00   
 BCS 1997 81.40 1.46   
 BCS 1998 80.50 2.40   
 BCS 1999 80.90 3.12   
 BCS 2000 81.40 2.90   
 BCS 2001 84.90 3.04   
 CAMP 1988 66.60 0.00   
 CAMP 1989 65.80 0.00   
 CAMP 1990 66.40 0.00   
 CAMP 1991 66.10 0.00   
 CAMP 1992 70.10 0.00   
 CAMP 1993 73.30 2.50   
 CAMP 1994 74.40 5.63   
 CAMP 1995 73.80 13.06   
 CAMP 1996 71.40 11.29   
 CAMP 1997 69.50 11.31   
 CAMP 1998 68.10 9.10   
 CAMP 1999 70.10 9.36   
 CAMP 2000 70.10 6.88   
 CAMP 2001 69.80 8.73   
 CHIH 1988 67.40 0.00   
 CHIH 1989 68.50 0.00   
 CHIH 1990 73.00 0.00   
 CHIH 1991 71.90 0.00   
 CHIH 1992 70.70 0.00   
 CHIH 1993 69.90 0.00   
 CHIH 1994 70.90 0.67   
 CHIH 1995 68.90 16.37   
 CHIH 1996 74.10 8.45   
 CHIH 1997 68.10 9.50   
 CHIH 1998 68.10 13.39   
 CHIH 1999 68.10 14.21   
 CHIH 2000 69.20 14.63   
 CHIH 2001 70.90 13.38   
 CHIS 1988 78.20 0.00   
 CHIS 1989 77.50 0.00   
 CHIS 1990 77.80 0.00   
 CHIS 1991 78.00 0.00   
 CHIS 1992 77.30 0.00   
 CHIS 1993 80.10 61.40   
 CHIS 1994 81.00 40.96   
 CHIS 1995 82.00 46.14   
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CHIS 1996 84.60 39.53   
 CHIS 1997 85.30 46.00   
 CHIS 1998 85.50 56.40   
 CHIS 1999 87.30 55.86   
 CHIS 2000 87.50 56.73   
 CHIS 2001 87.90 50.72   
 COAH 1988 74.10 0.00   
 COAH 1989 75.00 0.00   
 COAH 1990 75.40 0.00   
 COAH 1991 75.60 0.00   
 COAH 1992 77.20 0.00   
 COAH 1993 77.80 0.00   
 COAH 1994 77.60 0.00   
 COAH 1995 75.90 0.00   
 COAH 1996 77.10 0.00   
 COAH 1997 84.00 9.11   
 COAH 1998 78.30 13.29   
 COAH 1999 80.70 17.45   
 COAH 2000 78.90 9.87   
 COAH 2001 78.70 9.20   
 COL 1988 75.00 0.00   
 COL 1989 75.20 0.00   
 COL 1990 78.20 0.00   
 COL 1991 77.70 0.00   
 COL 1992 78.60 0.00   
 COL 1993 81.90 0.00   
 COL 1994 82.20 0.37   
 COL 1995 82.60 5.40   
 COL 1996 82.60 4.25   
 COL 1997 83.90 5.68   
 COL 1998 83.10 5.14   
 COL 1999 81.80 5.43   
 COL 2000 83.30 4.09   
 COL 2001 85.00 4.98   
 DUR 1988 77.40 0.00   
 DUR 1989 77.20 0.00   
 DUR 1990 78.20 0.00   
 DUR 1991 78.20 0.00   
 DUR 1992 76.20 0.00   
 DUR 1993 78.40 2.50   
 DUR 1994 77.50 7.85   
 DUR 1995 77.00 12.95   
 DUR 1996 76.70 9.78   
 DUR 1997 76.40 12.89   
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DUR 1998 77.60 14.34   
 DUR 1999 77.90 17.05   
 DUR 2000 78.70 15.04   
 DUR 2001 78.60 15.20   
 EDMEX 1988 71.20 0.00   
 EDMEX 1989 70.20 0.00   
 EDMEX 1990 70.90 0.00   
 EDMEX 1991 70.40 0.00   
 EDMEX 1992 72.70 0.00   
 EDMEX 1993 73.70 2.80   
 EDMEX 1994 73.30 4.96   
 EDMEX 1995 73.80 23.43   
 EDMEX 1996 73.60 18.10   
 EDMEX 1997 73.40 22.94   
 EDMEX 1998 75.00 26.10   
 EDMEX 1999 76.00 28.47   
 EDMEX 2000 76.90 28.31   
 EDMEX 2001 78.60 27.61   
 GRO 1988 76.90 0.00   
 GRO 1989 76.40 0.00   
 GRO 1990 78.00 0.00   
 GRO 1991 78.20 0.00   
 GRO 1992 75.30 0.00   
 GRO 1993 76.30 55.70   
 GRO 1994 79.90 41.62   
 GRO 1995 79.50 43.11   
 GRO 1996 80.10 39.53   
 GRO 1997 79.90 46.75   
 GRO 1998 80.40 45.61   
 GRO 1999 81.20 44.47   
 GRO 2000 81.80 39.60   
 GRO 2001 82.30 44.36   
 GTO 1988 70.80 0.00   
 GTO 1989 70.70 0.00   
 GTO 1990 71.90 0.00   
 GTO 1991 72.70 0.00   
 GTO 1992 74.80 0.00   
 GTO 1993 76.60 3.40   
 GTO 1994 77.40 9.04   
 GTO 1995 76.10 16.98   
 GTO 1996 76.70 12.25   
 GTO 1997 76.30 16.00   
 GTO 1998 77.80 17.28   
 GTO 1999 78.60 17.42   
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GTO 2000 79.40 15.97   
 GTO 2001 79.50 19.63   
 HGO 1988 78.10 0.00   
 HGO 1989 78.10 0.00   
 HGO 1990 79.40 0.00   
 HGO 1991 79.40 0.00   
 HGO 1992 77.90 0.00   
 HGO 1993 80.40 33.00   
 HGO 1994 82.30 21.70   
 HGO 1995 82.30 36.71   
 HGO 1996 83.80 32.03   
 HGO 1997 83.00 31.65   
 HGO 1998 84.10 32.05   
 HGO 1999 85.10 31.44   
 HGO 2000 85.60 30.92   
 HGO 2001 86.40 31.51   
 JAL 1988 69.90 0.00   
 JAL 1989 69.10 0.00   
 JAL 1990 70.20 0.00   
 JAL 1991 71.10 0.00   
 JAL 1992 71.30 0.00   
 JAL 1993 71.00 4.30   
 JAL 1994 73.10 12.22   
 JAL 1995 71.30 24.42   
 JAL 1996 72.30 19.28   
 JAL 1997 71.00 24.91   
 JAL 1998 72.30 23.30   
 JAL 1999 71.80 26.77   
 JAL 2000 72.70 32.37   
 JAL 2001 73.20 20.26   
 MICH 1988 73.80 0.00   
 MICH 1989 73.30 0.00   
 MICH 1990 75.50 0.00   
 MICH 1991 75.80 0.00   
 MICH 1992 72.40 0.00   
 MICH 1993 73.40 8.50   
 MICH 1994 76.60 23.40   
 MICH 1995 77.10 46.52   
 MICH 1996 76.40 30.25   
 MICH 1997 75.60 37.92   
 MICH 1998 76.30 31.55   
 MICH 1999 76.40 35.02   
 MICH 2000 76.90 32.57   
 MICH 2001 77.00 26.98   
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MOR 1988 74.80 0.00   
 MOR 1989 74.40 0.00   
 MOR 1990 75.80 0.00   
 MOR 1991 76.10 0.00   
 MOR 1992 73.60 0.00   
 MOR 1993 78.30 0.00   
 MOR 1994 81.60 0.00   
 MOR 1995 81.20 0.00   
 MOR 1996 82.50 0.00   
 MOR 1997 84.70 1.62   
 MOR 1998 85.10 4.70   
 MOR 1999 84.90 4.94   
 MOR 2000 85.20 4.67   
 MOR 2001 85.20 5.00   
 NAY 1988 85.60 0.00   
 NAY 1989 84.00 0.00   
 NAY 1990 84.90 0.00   
 NAY 1991 85.20 0.00   
 NAY 1992 81.70 0.00   
 NAY 1993 82.70 0.00   
 NAY 1994 85.30 0.52   
 NAY 1995 85.00 8.16   
 NAY 1996 85.60 9.28   
 NAY 1997 85.20 8.40   
 NAY 1998 85.60 7.34   
 NAY 1999 84.90 8.86   
 NAY 2000 86.10 7.52   
 NAY 2001 85.70 7.99   
 NL 1988 83.40 0.00   
 NL 1989 86.00 0.00   
 NL 1990 86.60 0.00   
 NL 1991 86.20 0.00   
 NL 1992 82.50 0.00   
 NL 1993 84.40 0.00   
 NL 1994 84.70 0.00   
 NL 1995 83.70 0.00   
 NL 1996 83.50 0.00   
 NL 1997 82.60 2.96   
 NL 1998 82.30 6.80   
 NL 1999 82.10 8.15   
 NL 2000 82.80 10.42   
 NL 2001 83.20 9.84   
 OAX 1988 75.60 0.00   
 OAX 1989 75.10 0.00   
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OAX 1990 78.10 0.00   
 OAX 1991 78.20 0.00   
 OAX 1992 76.20 0.00   
 OAX 1993 79.90 58.90   
 OAX 1994 81.40 45.18   
 OAX 1995 81.30 47.19   
 OAX 1996 83.40 32.67   
 OAX 1997 82.10 35.44   
 OAX 1998 83.70 43.41   
 OAX 1999 85.40 52.93   
 OAX 2000 84.80 41.02   
 OAX 2001 84.90 46.55   
 PUE 1988 76.90 0.00   
 PUE 1989 76.50 0.00   
 PUE 1990 76.80 0.00   
 PUE 1991 76.20 0.00   
 PUE 1992 76.10 0.00   
 PUE 1993 77.60 7.10   
 PUE 1994 81.30 18.07   
 PUE 1995 81.00 26.29   
 PUE 1996 81.50 21.57   
 PUE 1997 81.60 30.71   
 PUE 1998 82.80 37.97   
 PUE 1999 83.70 39.62   
 PUE 2000 84.70 29.26   
 PUE 2001 85.00 37.76   
 QROO 1988 69.60 0.00   
 QROO 1989 71.10 0.00   
 QROO 1990 74.00 0.00   
 QROO 1991 76.00 0.00   
 QROO 1992 75.80 0.00   
 QROO 1993 78.30 0.00   
 QROO 1994 78.00 0.37   
 QROO 1995 77.90 5.84   
 QROO 1996 77.80 5.07   
 QROO 1997 77.50 7.53   
 QROO 1998 77.90 8.49   
 QROO 1999 78.30 8.28   
 QROO 2000 79.50 7.90   
 QROO 2001 80.50 7.55   
 QUE 1988 72.30 0.00   
 QUE 1989 72.00 0.00   
 QUE 1990 75.50 0.00   
 QUE 1991 74.80 0.00   
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QUE 1992 74.50 0.00   
 QUE 1993 76.50 0.00   
 QUE 1994 78.60 0.74   
 QUE 1995 77.70 10.42   
 QUE 1996 78.40 11.24   
 QUE 1997 76.30 9.74   
 QUE 1998 76.40 10.01   
 QUE 1999 76.10 10.75   
 QUE 2000 76.20 9.70   
 QUE 2001 76.10 9.76   
 SIN 1988 69.70 0.00   
 SIN 1989 69.40 0.00   
 SIN 1990 70.60 0.00   
 SIN 1991 70.10 0.00   
 SIN 1992 69.40 0.00   
 SIN 1993 71.70 0.00   
 SIN 1994 74.30 0.52   
 SIN 1995 73.50 14.33   
 SIN 1996 74.90 10.10   
 SIN 1997 73.90 14.23   
 SIN 1998 74.50 15.86   
 SIN 1999 73.90 17.94   
 SIN 2000 74.20 18.90   
 SIN 2001 73.20 15.01   
 SLP 1988 79.30 0.00   
 SLP 1989 79.70 0.00   
 SLP 1990 80.70 0.00   
 SLP 1991 80.50 0.00   
 SLP 1992 78.50 0.00   
 SLP 1993 80.60 7.80   
 SLP 1994 80.80 15.48   
 SLP 1995 81.10 24.59   
 SLP 1996 82.10 19.10   
 SLP 1997 81.50 25.78   
 SLP 1998 83.70 29.08   
 SLP 1999 85.60 29.58   
 SLP 2000 86.10 23.43   
 SLP 2001 85.60 30.05   
 SON 1988 74.80 0.00   
 SON 1989 73.90 0.00   
 SON 1990 74.60 0.00   
 SON 1991 74.80 0.00   
 SON 1992 74.40 0.00   
 SON 1993 74.80 0.00   



271

SON 1994 75.50 0.81   
 SON 1995 75.00 8.65   
 SON 1996 78.80 8.50   
 SON 1997 75.90 12.30   
 SON 1998 78.70 15.99   
 SON 1999 78.60 15.16   
 SON 2000 79.60 13.50   
 SON 2001 82.20 12.94   
 TAB 1988 78.10 0.00   
 TAB 1989 77.20 0.00   
 TAB 1990 79.90 0.00   
 TAB 1991 80.10 0.00   
 TAB 1992 78.40 0.00   
 TAB 1993 80.70 6.90   
 TAB 1994 81.30 10.89   
 TAB 1995 80.70 19.46   
 TAB 1996 83.90 11.29   
 TAB 1997 80.50 16.79   
 TAB 1998 81.30 16.40   
 TAB 1999 85.00 18.59   
 TAB 2000 81.10 20.03   
 TAB 2001 82.00 16.11   
 TLAX 1988 75.90 0.00   
 TLAX 1989 75.30 0.00   
 TLAX 1990 73.60 0.00   
 TLAX 1991 74.00 0.00   
 TLAX 1992 70.00 0.00   
 TLAX 1993 72.50 0.00   
 TLAX 1994 75.30 0.00   
 TLAX 1995 75.30 0.00   
 TLAX 1996 77.90 0.00   
 TLAX 1997 78.20 1.77   
 TLAX 1998 79.20 3.04   
 TLAX 1999 80.30 4.14   
 TLAX 2000 80.60 3.98   
 TLAX 2001 81.50 4.48   
 TMPS 1988 76.90 0.00   
 TMPS 1989 77.00 0.00   
 TMPS 1990 77.70 0.00   
 TMPS 1991 78.60 0.00   
 TMPS 1992 74.70 0.00   
 TMPS 1993 79.90 0.00   
 TMPS 1994 80.00 0.00   
 TMPS 1995 80.30 0.00   



272

TMPS 1996 82.30 0.00   
 TMPS 1997 79.90 3.23   
 TMPS 1998 79.10 8.59   
 TMPS 1999 79.70 10.31   
 TMPS 2000 80.30 9.38   
 TMPS 2001 80.10 11.33   
 VER 1988 71.00 0.00   
 VER 1989 71.40 0.00   
 VER 1990 72.40 0.00   
 VER 1991 73.70 0.00   
 VER 1992 73.60 0.00   
 VER 1993 75.60 8.40   
 VER 1994 77.70 27.11   
 VER 1995 77.60 40.19   
 VER 1996 78.90 30.53   
 VER 1997 78.60 37.53   
 VER 1998 79.40 43.41   
 VER 1999 79.40 45.33   
 VER 2000 80.20 61.11   
 VER 2001 80.70 47.99   
 YUC 1988 71.40 0.00   
 YUC 1989 70.70 0.00   
 YUC 1990 71.10 0.00   
 YUC 1991 72.70 0.00   
 YUC 1992 71.10 0.00   
 YUC 1993 76.70 3.30   
 YUC 1994 75.70 7.41   
 YUC 1995 75.30 15.54   
 YUC 1996 75.10 9.46   
 YUC 1997 72.80 15.37   
 YUC 1998 73.20 15.65   
 YUC 1999 71.70 17.69   
 YUC 2000 71.50 11.18   
 YUC 2001 72.30 11.72   
 ZAC 1988 82.00 0.00   
 ZAC 1989 80.80 0.00   
 ZAC 1990 82.30 0.00   
 ZAC 1991 82.80 0.00   
 ZAC 1992 81.90 0.00   
 ZAC 1993 83.80 0.00   
 ZAC 1994 83.80 1.11   
 ZAC 1995 83.20 16.76   
 ZAC 1996 84.00 12.66   
 ZAC 1997 83.20 13.80   
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ZAC 1998 84.70 14.03   
 ZAC 1999 85.20 14.21   
 ZAC 2000 84.90 13.73   
 ZAC 2001 84.80 17.64   
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