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Summary: An accumulation of research across hundreds wifies shows the benefits of quality
early childhood care and education for children&el learning, school success and social
development. In recognition of the value of promglearly learning opportunities, many nations have
expanded early childhood care and education imtegears. Mexico provides an interesting case in
which expansion of early childhood care and edonatias occurred in the past 5 years, as have
initiatives to improve quality and revise the natibcurriculum for preschoolers.

This paper examines three policy initiatives thatwred in Mexico between 2000 and 2006 —
preschool expansion, quality improvement and culaicreform. The preschool expansion included a
mandate for all parents in Mexico to send theirsph@ol-aged children (3, 4 and 5 years old) to
preschool, with target dates of 2004, 2005 and 260800 per cent coverage of 5-year-olds, 4-yea-
olds and 3-year-olds, respectively. The qualityrowement initiative was part of a larger programme
providing supplemental funds to select preschoots schools in Mexico’s public education system.
Finally, the curricular reform instituted a new gebool curriculum to be implemented nationwide for
all programmes across the 3- to 5-year-old ageerang

We utilize a combination of national data and sgsib of existing studies to review each policy
according to the three dimensions of coverage,tguaid equity. We find that the preschool mandate
resulted in rapid increases in enrolment. In 2@@&5per cent of 5-year-olds, 81 per cent of 4-ydds-0
and 25 per cent of 3-year-olds were enrolled irsgteol. The greatest increases occurred among 4-
year-olds. A consequence of the rapid increasedfpear-olds was that coverage for 3-year-olds
actually declined in approximately half of the Meadn states. The slow progress in enrolment of 3-
year-olds is seen to be affected also by reluctamcéhe part of parents. We draw attention to the
international discussion on how best to responithéodevelopment needs of children around the age
of three and suggest alternatives to centre, eiduchtised systems.

Although national averages of class size did noteiase significantly, the proportion of preschools
with average student-adult ratio of 30 or morerdhid significantly in the general, CENDI, indigesou
and CONAFE systems. In the general system (theesargystem), the increase in proportion of
preschools with average ratio of 30 or more fromp&R cent in 2001 to 18 per cent in 2005. The
average increase in these structural indicatorquaflity was relatively small due to increases in
numbers of preschools, particularly in urban ar@e impact of the mandate on other aspects of
quality is unclear. The quality improvement init& affected a relatively small number of
preschools. In addition, the preschools that reckyuality improvement funds in the first 2 yeafs o
the programme were relatively larger and had meseurces to begin with than other preschools. The



national curricular reform was created after a cahpnsive process of obtaining input from teachers,
directors and early education officials from acrabghe Mexican states. This process resultedhén t
implementation of an open curriculum based on cemmgnsive notions of the multiple domains of
competencies in early childhood development. Theiadum requires high levels of teacher
initiative and reflective practice. We provide infmation regarding how teachers, principals androthe
educators have responded to this demanding ankebedg curriculum.

The paper concludes with policy options in eachtled areas of preschool expansion, quality
improvement and curricular reform. More fundingneeded particularly targeted to ECCE services in
poor and vulnerable communities, to support teachehieve their licenciatura, to address the needs
of preschools with very large student:teacher sasiod to develop strong systems of monitoring and
research for the continuous adaptation of the sysparticularly with respect to equity in access to
quality services.

Keywor ds: Mexico, early childhood care and education, E@®;school
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1. PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to review three majolicy initiatives in Mexican preschool
education that have occurred since 2000. Thesatinés include a major effort to expand
preschool education through a mandate; a qualifgrarement initiative; and a national
curricular reform. These initiatives were choseoause they represent the most far-reaching
policy initiatives in preschool education that haugolded in Mexico in recent years. For
each initiative, we review their implementation hwittention to coverage, quality, equity and
implications for children’s development. We plade tfindings from our review in the
context of international trends in preschool expansguality and curriculum.

This paper is based on a report prepared by a téaesearchers at the Harvard Graduate
School of Education, at New York University andNtexico. It was commissioned by the
Secretaria de Educacion Publica (SEP) in Februa®p@6. A visit to Mexico was made in
late March of 2006 by the authors. The authorswaittt a variety of people in SEP, including
the Secretary, the Sub-Secretary for Basic Edutatial many others. Six preschools were
visited: two in Mexico City, two in the state of Meo and two in the state of Morelos.
Documents and data were collected in the summeramgmn of 2006. Analyses occurred
in 2006 and 2007.

In this introduction, we summarize recent interoadl trends in early childhood care and
education (ECCE) through the lenses of expansioaljity and curriculum, and then describe
the immediate context of the three initiatives iexito.

11 International Trendsin Preschool Education

According to a recent report on child developmenteveloping countries, more than 200
million children under the age of 5 are not reaghtimeir full cognitive and social-emotional
potential, in part because they are exposed toiptaultisk factors, including excessive
poverty, malnutrition and un-stimulating home eawments (Grantham-McGregor, Cheung,
Cueto, Glewwe, Richter, Strupp and the Internatid@laild Development Steering Group
2007). Because early childhood cognitive and seamtional development strongly predict
later school enrolment and life success, this édgmtential can result in as much as a 20 per
cent decline in total income over the life coursel anay eventually have implications for
national development (Grantham-McGregor et al. 20@hildren who are exposed to
multiple risk factors are considerably more likedyhave poor cognitive and social skills later
in childhood, as well as low incomes and high Keytirates in adulthood, thereby
contributing to the intergenerational transmissainpoverty (UNESCO 2006, Grantham-
McGregor et al. 2007).

Cumulative research over the last five decades shbat children’s development can be
modified and enhanced by the quality of their earlyironments and experiences. Research
provides strong evidence that early childhood carel education programmes boost
children’s physical health and well-being, theigntgive and language skills, their social-
emotional skills and their enrolment in primary aoch (UNESCO 2006). Studies across
developing countries suggest that ECCE programrage high rates of return, though it is
worth noting that these rates are not derived feotperimental studies (UNESCO 2006).
Economists have argued that an investment in EQOg@ammes is an investment in human
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capital, in part because these programmes providedundation for future learning (e.g.,
Heckman 2006).

The purposes of early childhood care and educatiog greatly by cultural, political and
demographic context. For example, ECCE can be setnly as a means to incorporate
women into the workforce, but also as an importaoitext for educational intervention
beginning in infancy. Because the effects of ECC&gmmmes must be interpreted within
the context of the goals, values and practicesbksited by each country, it is difficult to
make direct comparisons of the effects across mat{bamb and Ahnert 2006). However,
Lamb and Ahnert (2006) have suggested that congrexisf the goals and purposes of early
childhood care and education across societies eamradmpared along four dimensions:
whether there is equality between men and womebogs and girls, whether child care is
viewed as a public vs. private responsibility, Wieetchild care is viewed as a social welfare
programme or an early education program and basiceptions of developmental processes.
For example, in the United States decisions abloild care are left to individual families and
government intrusions are not encouraged or weldofBau 2000). In contrast, in the
Nordic countries ECCE policy reflects the beliefttthe care and well-being of children is
the responsibility of society as a whole, rathemtlof individual families alone (Ahnert and
Lamb 2001). When child care is viewed as an edoicakiprogramme rather than a custodial
service, not only are enrolment rates consideraigyer, but programmes are more often
supported by public monies (Lamb and Ahnert 2006)9Bed 1992). Auspices can also vary
considerably, ranging from countries where ECCEvises are primarily provided by
government agencies to ones where private progranprezlominate (though many private
agencies receive public monies).

1.2  Expansion of Preschool Education

During the last decade, ECCE has been expandinigwn, middle- and upper-income
countries. In fact, worldwide, pre-primary schotieadance has nearly tripled in the last
thirty years, though enrolment varies dramaticdlly region. For example, in 2004, pre-
primary enrolment rates for children between thesagf three and five were approximately
73 per cent in developed and transition countgesypared with 32 per cent in developing
countries (UNESCO 2006). This expansion has beerdrin part, by social and economic
trends, including migration, urbanization and transition of women into the labour market
(UNESCO 2006). The vast majority of growth in ECERrolment has occurred for children
over the age of 3. However, this may reflect, int,pthe dearth of systematic data on
programmes for children under three. Mexico hashgeticularly successful in expanding
ECCE enrolment over the last fifty years, relatvether OECD countries (OECD 2003).

For the most part, countries have focused on isangaaccess rather than instituting
mandates. Private organizations and charitablepgrtvave played a fundamental role in the
expansion of ECCE programs, especially in develppoountries (UNESCO 2006).
Eventually, governments began to take interest @CE, focusing on expanding formal
programmes for children between the ages of thmedige as a means to improve child well-
being across a broad range of outcomes (UNESCO)200&re recently, countries have
begun to mandate pre-primary attendance for cmldseyoung as three years old (UNESCO
2006). Although the purposes and rationale foréhemndates vary considerably across
countries, most serve to demonstrate the governsnemmmitment to ECCE, to increase the
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quality of ECCE programs and to improve childrewsll-being and readiness for primary
schooling (UNESCO 2006). Unfortunately, mandateselya consider the realities of
providing educational opportunities for so manyldt@n (e.g., the resources necessary to
maintain high-quality practices) and as a resultndt necessarily lead to greater enrolment
rates or higher quality.

1.3  Quality Improvement of Preschool Education

There is a general consensus that the quality by ehildhood care and education matters
for children’s development (Center on the Develgp@hild at Harvard University 2007;
Frede 1995; Lamb and Ahnert 2006; McCartney andip$2006; Phillips, McCartney and
Sussman 2006; UNICEF 2002; Yoshikawa 1995). Howaweich of the evidence regarding
the benefits of high-quality programmes is aneddateking it difficult to substantiate its
positive effects or to construct a definition ofaity that is appropriate, concrete and feasible
across a wide variety of contexts. Comparing figdirffrom the studies that have been
conducted has been problematic because few explisfine quality and those studies that
do define quality tend to measure it in disparateysy Moreover, most of the studies
conducted assessed quality at the group level abcdbmparisons could be made across
settings but not within settings. Finally, the mijoof information collected is descriptive,
making it difficult to establish causal links bew®rethe types of programmes children attend
and their developmental consequences.

Recent reviews of the literature on early childh@ade and education programmes suggest
that there are numerous elements of these settiaggonsistently produce positive impacts
for children’s developmental outcomes (e.g., Cemterthe Developing Child at Harvard
University 2007; Karoly, Kilburn and Cannon 200%¢lsbn, Westhues and MacLeod 2003).
These include well-educated and trained teachsrsll €lass sizes, small adult-child ratios,
responsive interactions between staff and childf@gh and consistent levels of child
participation in the classroom, a language-richiremwment, an age-appropriate curriculum
and stimulating materials in a safe environmentiiBt, Lamy and Jung 2005; Hill, Brooks-
Gunn and Waldfogel 2003; NICHD ECCRN 1996, 19990®0Snow, Burns and Griffin
1998). Programmes that include many or all of tredeenents tend to be most successful in
producing positive impacts on children’s outcomes.

In general, children who attend the highest quaiBCE programmes experience medium to
large gains in their cognitive and social skillo@i#s 1997; Lamb and Ahnert 2006; NICHD
ECCRN 1997; Phillips, Howes and Whitebook 1992)jlevbhildren who attend the lowest
guality programmes are at risk for poor developrakeatitcomes (Currie, 2001). The effects
of quality in the middle-range on child outcomes amall (Center on the Developing Child
at Harvard University 2007). Experimental studieshsas the Perry Preschool Project and
the Abecedarian Project suggest that there are-tkmng benefits of high-quality early
education programs, including higher levels of ediomal attainment, lower levels of
juvenile crime and arrests, and lower rates of ipuassistance (Barnett 1998; Campbell,
Ramey, Pungello, Sparling and Miller-Johnson 20@2)imited number of quasi- and non-
experimental studies have identified modest effetlarger-scale programmes on children’s
development through second grade, including greataptive language ability, math ability,
cognitive and attention skills and social skills, well as fewer behaviour problems (US



Department of Health and Human Services 2005; Lgdemd Phillips 2007; NICHD
ECCRN 2001, Peisner-Feinberg et al. 2001).

Findings from several international studies haveo addentified long-term benefits. For
example, results from the French National Survey the British Effective Provision of Pre-
school Education (EPPE) projestsggest that extended exposure to high quality Ele@és

to better intellectual development and lower ratentrates in early elementary school
(Jarousse, Mingat and Richard 1992; Sylva et @d4R0Another study found that across a
number of countries, children who attended ECCEyanmmes scored significantly higher
on math tests at age 15, even after controllingdorily SES, than their peers who did not
attend ECCE programmes (PISA, 2003). The IEA Praguy Project (Weikart, Olmsted and
Montie 2003) is one of the few studies to look itgess and structural characteristics across
countries. Across ECCE programmes in the 15 cam#tiudied, children in programmes that
provided higher levels of autonomy and where tlaeher was more highly educated tended
to have more advanced language skills. Researel®rsfound a higher level of cognitive
performance among children who participated lesgjently in whole-group activities
(Weikart et al. 2003).

There have been several evaluations conductedemfifgpearly childhood programmes in
developing countries. Although these studies didcompare programmes based on differing
levels of quality, they do provide important infation regarding the types of outcomes that
programmes of a certain structure and design tergtdduce. Some programs, such as the
Integrated Child Development Programniedndia and Bolivia, provide early education as
one component of a package of integrated servidesse family support and social service
components have been found to have positive effeothildren’s psychosocial skills,
language and cognition (Gragnolati, Shekar, Dast&WBredenkamp and Lee 2005). A study
conducted in Mauritius compared children who atézhd high-quality enrichment program,
with small child-staff ratios, highly-trained staffind a very well-defined curriculum, to
children who attended community child care cenares found long-term effects in terms of a
decreased incidence of behaviour problems and wepments in mental health (Raine,
Mellingen, Liu, Venables and Mednick 2003). TRROAPE (Programa de Alementagao de
Pre-escolar)programme in Brazil provided daily psycho-mototiaties for children and
found decreased rates of grade repetition and scliopout among programme participants
compared to children with no preschool experiemtgefs 1995). Similar effects were found
among participants of thearly Childhood Education Projec¢n India. This programme was
also centre-based and provided disadvantaged ehildr poor regions of the country with
educational and play activities (UNESCO Institube $tatistics 2003-2004). A study on a
summer preschool programme implemented in the gphiles, found higher test scores and
lower dropout rates among programme participantsipased to non-participants. This
summer programme ran for six weeks and consistea@ctifities using manipulatives,
worksheets, poems and songs (The Consultative Gowugkearly Childhood Care and
Development 1997).

One of the most robust findings in the ECCE literatis that high-quality settings are
associated with better outcomes for children acaogariety of domains. There is increasing
recognition that quality early care and educati@am delp build the foundational skills
necessary for success in later life (OECD 2001 )wéieer, the definition of quality has been
quite heterogeneous across countries.
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Process and structural indicators of qualityh quite a few countries around the world,
measures of quality have included those tappingt wégearchers have termed process and
structural dimensions of quality (Bennett 2007; ky2006; NICHD ECCRN 2005; OECD
2004; Vandell and Wolfe 2000; UNESCO 2006). Procgssility includes caregiver
sensitivity and responsivity, as well as cognitatanulation and is typically measured via
observations of activities and interactions in¢héd care setting, including interactions with
caregivers and peers and language stimulation. Soma&sures focus primarily on the
experiences of individual children (e.g., ORCE) l@lather measures focus primarily on the
experiences of the group (e.g., ITERS/ECERS). lmegd, process quality assessments offer
an attempt to quantify the care and education dldeceive. It is important to note that
standardized process measures like these maysadeful in other countries, where cultural
norms regarding parenting and caregiver interaanay be very different than in the United
States (Lamb and Ahnert 2006).

Structural quality includes child-adult ratio, gmsize and the formal education and training
of teachers and is typically measured via obseymator reports of structural features of the
classroom. Structural quality is more easily quadithan process quality and as a result,
these features tend to appeal more to policy-mdkecause they are easier to regulate. It is
worth noting that high structural quality does gotarantee high process quality, although
many believe structural quality is necessary favpters to offer sensitive care giving and
age-appropriate activities (e.g., Phillips, McCaytiand Scarr 1987).

In many countries both process and structural dgioexs are included in scales used to
measure ECCE quality (Myers 2004). However, themubstantial variation across countries
in the more specific indicators used. In fact, gyas typically considered a relative and not
universal measure across ECCE programmes througheutvorld (Dahlberg, Moss and
Pence 1999). The information obtained from thesdéesds sometimes used in the process of
accreditation overseen by external representafrees national ministries or organizations
such as the NAEYC (National Association for the &ation of Young Children) in the
United States, QIAS (Quality Improvement and Acdebn System) in Australia and the
European Commission Childcare Network (Bennett 208Bhough not identical, the quality
standards of these organizations overlap subsligntiéor example, they each provide
standards for assessing infrastructure and learmaggrials, provision of activities and
learning materials for children, teaching and leagnprocesses, relations with family and
community and children’s security and health (My2@©6; NAEYC 2006; National Child
Care Accreditation Council; European Commissionwéek on Childcare 1996). Structural
components of programs, such as adequate staffidgsehool management and increased
professional development opportunities for teaghames also included.

It is difficult to mandate benchmarks for qualityat can be implemented across countries,
because of variation in goals, capacity and theceptualization of education and care in
different cultural, social and economic contextser{Bett, 2000; European Commission
Network on Childcare 1996; Myers 1995; UNESCO 200fwever, see Bennett
(forthcoming, 2007) and Innocenti Reort Card Nof@&tficoming) for a proposed set of
bench marks for early childhood services in OECDntoes). Although the provision of
“quality” services is often mandated, it is selderplicitly defined. It is often described more
in terms of desired outcomes than necessary infBegsnett 2000). Outcomes not only
5



include a better quality of life for children inrtes of being healthier and doing better in
school, but also a more productive life for pareatsl communities (Evans 1996). More
recently, the focus on quality has led to increastdrts to understandow providers and
teachers behave in the classroom whdtis being taught (Bredekamp 1987), how education
is managed and how schools relate to families anthunities. In other words, quality early
care and education can encompass structural featuriastructure, staff qualifications,
processes of teaching and learning and materiale@2006). Each aspect of quality is
influenced by context (Myers 2006).

Monitoring quality. Some countries have formal quality-monitoring sysethough this is
much more often the case in rich nations whereptbgision of services is large enough to
merit the involvement of the central governmentrBatt, 2000). In the U.S., where there are
no federal regulations, structural features tendeigegulated at the state level (Phillips and
Zigler 1987); states with more stringent standdmaee higher quality programs, on average,
than states with less stringent standards (Phiélipal. 1992). However, structural standards
for group size, ratio and training vary dramatigddoth across states within the U.S. and
internationally.

In many countries, ECCE programmes are not undejuttisdiction of education ministries
and therefore data on quality and student outcoatethe preschool level are sparse,
compared to data available for primary and latdmoeting. The only information on
preschool quality for some countries comes fromanizations such as UNESCO, the World
Bank and UNICEF that have formulated goals andmeunendations, and also consolidated
various evaluations that have been conducted dy eaildhood programmes around the
world (e.g., OECD 2001; UNICEF 2005).

Outcomes Interpretation of the outcomes of ECCE dependsnugme way indicators for
child, parent and staff development are definedfinDmns vary considerably across
countries and are driven by social and culturaltexts (Myers 2006). The outcomes
associated with early care and education progranaftes tend to be defined quite narrowly.
That is, the majority of research and evaluatiaists describe outcomes in terms of “what
happens to children” as a result of their educati@xperiences (Myers 2006). For example,
developmental outcomes during the preschool yeaay focus on social, emotional,
cognitive, language and physical growth but frediyenonly cognitive and language
development is taken as the standard. This limited appears when ‘readiness for school’
is viewed from a relatively narrow perspective, amldo because social and emotional
outcomes are thought to be harder to measure (RankeZigler 1997; Yoshikawa and Zigler
2000).

Although far less common, outcomes can also benééfmore broadly and include later
school progress and performance as well as braamgal outcomes, such as the ability to
contribute to communities and to society (Myers@0d hese reflect the effect of quality on
children’s later experiences and success. For ebearaphool progress is described in terms
of grade repetition rates, dropout rates and ovatainment. Across studies, children who
attend very high-quality ECCE typically have lowetention and dropout rates and higher
completion rates than children who attend loweriguaettings (Center on the Developing
Child at Harvard University 2007). Broader sociatammes have to do with the acquisition

of local values and the individual’'s ability andsidte to become a contributing citizen (GMR
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2005; Myers 2004). These have been assessed iramgluations of effects of ECCE, partly
because long-term evaluation studies are in shpglyg.

Access and equity issues in preschool qualggues of access and equity are separate but
highly inter-related issues associated with theiyuaf early care and education. Access to
education depends on such factors as costs, géngrapd attitudes or expectations of
parents.Funding and fee structures provide information abwaw financially accessible
ECCE is to a nation’s population. A mix of paree¢$ and government subsidies funds early
childhood care and education programs, with thewriza varying depending on country.
Typically, in countries where there is a heavy ficial burden on families, not all children
are guaranteed a preschool education. A centresngedbe relatively nearby and easily
reached to be accessible. If parents do not wasend their children to school, a school may
be accessible in theory but, for the children,indact.

‘Access’ is commonly indexed by enrolment ratescduintry can serve 100 per cent of its
target population, thereby providing access tefaildren and by that measure be “equitable”.
However, it may at the same time offer unequal s&te high-quality programmes or uneven
supports for widely varying levels of achievemeMyérs 2006). In Mexico, one can

consider marginalized communities to be at risk fmwer access to quality preschool
education. These include high-poverty communitiesl atates, communities with high

proportions of indigenous populations, and rur@aar (CONAPO 2000). Later sections of
this paper examine data on preschool educationobyesof these indicators, to address
guestions of access and equity.

14 Curriculain Preschool Education

Although most countries have focused their prescheform initiatives on increasing access
to ECCE, recent efforts have highlighted the needriprove preschool curricula. Over the
last several decades, many countries have undartakariety of educational reform efforts
to address this concern. These reform efforts baes driven, in part, by an increased focus
on child outcomes. By identifying key cognitive,c&d, behavioural and health outcomes,
countries have been able to establish nationabpeence standards in one or more of these
domains (UNESCO 2006). As a result, they are betidde to monitor progress and change
pedagogical practices to meet the needs of chilanenfamilies.

Most curricular reform efforts have focused on ioying teacher-training programmes for
the preschool workforce with the expectation thais ttraining will lead to improved
pedagogy and practice (UNESCO 2006). For examplenymEuropean countries have
changed their training programmes to ensure thesgmool and primary school teachers
receive the same level of basic qualificationsardbess of their areas of specialization. In-
service training and continued education opporiemitire also being expanded in many
countries as a means to both improve and updategpgg and practice.

Other efforts have focused on curricular conterdt throvides direction for children’s
learning in line with the country’s societal godfar example, some countries have outlined
specific content areas that must be incorporatdd joreschool curricula, including
mathematics and literacy, as well as social skiligrition and creative activities such as art
and music, without providing detailed lesson pland activities. Other countries have opted
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for mandating core curricula, which are typicaliigs®tminated to the preschool education
workforce, as well as to parents, and then appledgreschool classrooms. Still other
countries carefully define expected learning outesjmprovide pedagogical strategies for
attaining these outcomes and offer specific plaos meeting the needs of indigenous
children and children with special needs (UNESC@&)0 Most recently, countries have
begun to align performance standards with curri¢calamprove learning and development
during the preschool years and prepare childreprianary school.

2. EARLY CHILDHOOD CARE AND EDUCATION IN MEXICO

Formal attention to children in the preschool yedarMexico began in the late #@entury.
As in other countries, attention was divided betwgwogrammes that focused on the
education of young children as the primary purpaseé those that focused on care, mainly
within a welfare context.

From 1948 to 1992, preschool education in Mexica \eagely directed by the Office of
Preschool Education in the SEP. In 1992, decenétain of education from the federal to the
state level was intensified in the National Edwwzdi Modernization Agreement. As a result
of this policy change, administrative responsipilior preschool education shifted to the
states, with oversight from several departmenthiwithne Sub secretary for Basic Education
(for example the office of curricular developmemijreccion General de Desarrollo
Curricular).

Currently, preschool education in Mexico covers #uye span of 3 to 5 year®rimary
school begins at age’ &nd lower secondary school begins at age 12.thi, th2 years of
educationéducacion basicadre obligatory, under the new obligatoriedad law.

Public preschool includes several systems. Fowestygd preschool are administered directly
by the Secretaria de Educacion Publica (SEP): é¢meml(general) CENDI, or Centros de
Desarrollo Infantil, indigenou@ndigena) and community preschools operated by CONAFE
(Consejo Nacional de Fomento Educativo). This stiodyises primarily on these types of
preschools. However, we describe other types, adtamned by other departments and offices
in the Mexican government, below.

The general type of preschool serves the largest number ofchaesd-aged children in
Mexico. General preschools may be located in udrsanral areas.

The CENDIs, which are almost exclusively urban,vide services mainly for children ages
zero to 48 months, with some centres adding cace ealucation for older children. The
IMSS, or Mexican Institute for Social Security, adrsters several types of ECCE, including
some of the CENDIs, child care and preschool fddodn of IMSS employees and child care
/ preschool for children of working mothers in floemal sector (eligible for social security).

! This study does not cover services provided tdlfesrwith children from birth to three years oBervices for
that population also cover a variety of system@nfiCENDI and educacion inicial to a variety of dhilare and
learning programmes provided by the welfare depamtrand private-sector child care.

2 A very recent change allows children age 5 to reprémary school if their 6th birthday falls betwee
September 1 and December 31. Similarly, childres 2ghould be allowed to enter preschool if theg &iin
the same period.
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Most of these programmes are for children up tond8ths. In a similar vein are programmes
administered by the Institute for the Social Seaguand Services of State Workers (ISSSTE)
that provide ECCE to children of state workerstaithe age of 6.

Several types of preschool serve disadvantagedlgiogns. The compensatory CONAFE
preschool system serves, primarily, children inagés with less than 500 inhabitants (for
more information on CONAFE, see the Box on the mogne at the end of this paper). The
indigenous system serves indigenous populationgnapity in rural areas, and is

administered by its own office within the SEP. Resgmes administered by the National
System for Integral Development of Families (DIF,tbe department of family welfare)

serve children (up to 6 years of age) of workingnea who presumably are not part of the
social security system. Finally, the Secretari®dsarrollo Social, or SEDESOL, runs ECCE
programmes for children of migrant workers.

There are also a range of private preschools ds eeslering a range of families of differing
socioeconomic statuses. This study concentrategpulic preschools provided by the
government.

Preschool enrolment from 1970 to 200@ere we summarize trends in preschool enrolment
from 1970 to 2000. Increases since 2000 are coverdtle section of this study on the
obligatoriedad law. Prior to 1970when the historical series of statistics for phess
enrolment begins, enrolments were still relatively low. Hoee from 1970 to the year
2000, when the current administration took offiearolment increased 755 per cent, from
about 400,000 in the base year to just over 3,4000 the 2000-2001 school year.

One way of summarizing the statistics since 197(yslooking at enrolments at the

beginning of each decade, as in Table 1, and atthrauring the decade. Table 1 also
presents the percentage of total enrolments tleainaschools funded at the state level or in
private schools.

% Although there have been some important changéiseirkind of attention provided, in the responsipifor

that attention (for instance the shift from federlstate responsibility in 1992), and in the detaih which

statistics are presented, the enrollment totalsndeeprovide a rough and ready picture of shiftshia number
of children attended over time. The margin of efoorofficial statistics is not known.

* Enrolment is defined as the number of childrensteged at the beginning of a school cycle. Acamtyi, the
enrollment for the school year 1970-1971 is the bemnof children registered for preschool at thet stathe

year in September 1970.
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Table 1: Preschool Enrolment Growth in Mexico, by decade

Decade Total Growth % in
beginning enrolment private
1970 400,138 7.2%
1980 1,071,619 168% 11.1%
1990 2,734,054 155% 8.5%
2000 3,423,608 25% 10.0%

From Table 1 we can see that:

* A huge growth spurt occurred in the 1970s and 1980sfrom a relatively low
baseline. Growth during the 1990s was very modest.

» The percentage of enrolment in private preschaoislatively low. It increased from
1970 to 1980, fell back in the next decade ancemeed again from 1990 to 2000.

Another and perhaps more meaningful way to lookrablments is to see how they have
changed during each presidential term (sexenidj &able 2.

Table 2: Preschool Enrolment growth in Mexico, by Sexenio

Sexenio President Total enrolment  Total growth Average Highest

at beginning in enrolment growth per growth ratein

(%) year one year

1970/1-1975/6  Echeverria 400,138 34% 6% BBA4I6)
1976/7-1981/2  LoOpez 607,946 126% 18.1% 283043Q)
1982/3-1987/8 De la Madrid 1,690,964 55% 9% 13.0% (81-82)
1988/9-1993/4  Salinas 2,668,561 12% 2% 4.2%903
1994/5-1999/0  Zedillo 3,092,834 9.7% 2% 2.5%:98)

The table shows that growth rates were higheshduhie governments of Lopez (126%), de
la Madrid (55%) and Echeverria (34%). These lafgereases occurred during years when
the economy was being fed by the first oil boomeylalso occurred from a relatively low
base. For instance, the addition of over one millgiudents during the Lopez sexenio
represented an enormous growth of 126 per centhlatitsame number added to the system
today would represent growth of only about 25 pErtcGrowth was relatively slow during
the two administrations (Salinas and Zedillo pes)gareceding the Fox administration.
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CONAFE

The CONAFE (Consejo Nacional de Fomento Educatsygtem of education aims to reduce educatiq
inequities in Mexico by providing support to the shdisadvantaged schools and populations (Garf¥)2@s

aim is therefore explicitly compensatory, when canegl to the general preschool system. Multipleciaidirs of
poverty are used to select schools for CONAFE stipptie programme provides professional developroér
teachers, audiovisual technology, curricular materiand improvements to school infrastructure. CBNAFE

system includes preschool and primary schoolingweB as telesecundaria education (schooling thmo
satellite television in isolated communities).

Local preschools are run by parents and commurgddrs. Teachers are mostly without prior forr
experience in teaching, and are provided scholasdbor their tuition in schools of education. Itura, they live
in the communities of CONAFE preschools, teachisgwell as providing social services and educatig
assistance directly to parents in homes.

The training and support model for CONAFE is inteesOne ‘trainer’ is provided for every 10 classms (a
number of classrooms that may be spread out owesraecentres in a region). The teachers for the
classrooms meet every month with the trainer teivecclose supervision and in-service training. @GHE was
in fact using a competencia-based system of cuunciefore the curricular reform of 2003-2004.

It is worth noting that socioeconomic disadvantates accumulate over the first five years of &fgnificantly

diminish access to ECCE programmes for many natiomsst vulnerable children (UNESCO 2006). H
example, in Mexico, enrolment rates for indigengraups are considerably lower than for urban miatdss or
non-indigenous groups (OECD 2003). Because thectsffef ECCE programmes tend to be greater

disadvantaged children, efforts to increase adoeghis group must be expanded.

A recent evaluation by the World Bank (Patrinosgi@io, and Trevino 2004) found that the test-sapap
between primary-school students in non-compensgtoogrammes and those in CONAFE and other S
sponsored compensatory programmes shrank sub#iiabigsween 1988 and 2002, particularly for the m
disadvantaged students. These data suggest thafAEBSIsystem may be responsible for reducing edmcak
inequities. Unfortunately, no such data on develepia outcomes are available at preschool ages.

One concern with the CONAFE programme is its basischolarships funding its teachers. Currentlg,pgbol
of potential teachers could apply for any or alltieé following: 1) scholarships from CONAFE; 2) tstar
Oportunidades scholarships that do not requireabgervice in exchange for scholarship. Althouggtrunctors
can now get both the Oportunidades and CONAFE acstaps, so more of their university tuition angexses
are covered, the demands of the CONAFE programim@rtainity residence and participation) may makg
difficult for the programme to attract the bestdialates for its scholarship.

nal

—

C

9

nal

nal

10

for

EP-

B it

11



3. STUDY DATA SOURCESAND ANALYTIC METHODS

This study uses multiple methods and relies on @@ multiple sources, including a
synthesis of the literature, review of existingadp on preschool education in Mexico and in
other countries, interviews with key informants anvariety of organizations working on
preschool education in Mexico, and on-site visitsl @bservations at 6 preschools in the
Distrito Federal and two other states in MexicoloBewe describe the data sources used for
each of the three main parts of this study.

Data used in section on preschool manddte order to assess changes in preschool
enrolment following implementation of the obligasatad law, we use data from the School
Census or 911 data set, provided to us by Rafagt&rthe Director General de Planeacion y
Programacion (DGPP) (Secretaria de Educacién RUBDOS5). These data are drawn from a
questionnaire sent to all schools (including akgwmhools) in Mexico twice a year. We
utilized the questionnaire that is administeredhat beginning of the school year (inicio de
cursos) and used data from the 1998-1999 to 2006-2@ars. From this data set, we used
information on number of classrooms, number of kenlostudents in each grade, gender of
students, number of teachers, directors and aststnd whether the preschool is located in
an urban or rural area

The second data set consisted of national cendasodanumbers of children of preschool
ages. These were obtained (through the DGPP offiteh the Consejo Nacional de
Poblacion, or CONAPO, which estimates the poputattmnually (the Mexican census
obtains counts of the total population every 10rgedVe used these data as estimates of the
population of 3-, 4- and 5-year-olds for each yfeam 1998 to 2005, as the numbers in the
‘denominator’ when we calculate enrolment rateprieschool education. In addition, for the
year 2005 we have actual numbers of 3-, 4- andas-péds from the census conducted
midway between the decennial censuses, from INH@ Ipstituto Nacional de Estadistica
Geografia e Informética).

We used some additional data, not to calculatéssta, but in order to interpret our results.
These included a state and municipal level indeseliped to assess levels of disadvantage
(marginalization) of the populations of Mexican teta This index was calculated by
CONAPO based on data from INEGI, CONAPO and CNA &P O 2000) and is based on
multiple indicators of disadvantage, including payeates,representation of marginalized
populations and housing quality.

Data used in section on quality improvemdntthis section, we rely again on interviews
with key informants, prior reports and an analysigpreschool characteristics that predict
PEC status. For that analysis, we rely on the Sc@emsus (911) data, using predictors
assessed in 2003 that tap size of the preschoolpgl@phic characteristics of students,
teacher training, urban/rural area and CONAPQO’sgmalization index to predict whether a
preschool was a PEC school in 2004.

Data used in section on national curricular refarfor the information in the section on the
curricular reform, we rely on both prior reportsterviews with key informants involved in
the curricular reform and visits conducted to 6spl®ols in March of 2006. The 6 preschools
were chosen with attention to diversity across mfibgal areas and across systems. We
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visited 2 in the Distrito Federal, 2 in the stafeMexico and 2 in the state of Morelos. Of
these, one was a CONAFE preschool. In each of teechools, we conducted informal
interviews with teachers, principals, supervisgrarents and members of PEC and SEP
technical support teams.

We review the three policy initiatives with attemtito several common factorsoverage,
guality, equity and implications for children’s &t outcomesThe first three are common
dimensions of educational and social policy evadmaiBardach 2000; Currie 1997), to
which we add a fourth related to children’s deveiept.

» Coverageconcerns the degree to which a social interverisaaccessible to a given
population. Enrolment is a rough indicator of cage (given that families differ in
their preferences for sending their children to EQ&€ograms, even in the context of
a law mandating attendance). We will consider gbaample, how the proportion of 3-,
4- and 5-year-olds enrolled in preschool educalias changed since passage of the
obligatoriedadlaw.

* Quality concerns, for our purposes, the quality of edooali services provided to
children and families. In our discussion of quaktg will adopt a broad definition
that includes structural and process dimensionsedisas outcomes. We will present
existing research on the quality of preschools ixio and take into consideration
sources of quality, such as training, technicaistessce and support at multiple levels
in systems of preschool education.

» Equity concerns whether certain subgroups in a populdtaore different levels of
access to resources, programs, or quality. Weewdmine implications of each of the
three policy initiatives for equity, across statedjan and rural areas and boys and
girls.

» Finally, we consideimplications of recent policies for children’s déyement and
school readinesdUnfortunately, because of the lack of nationahbases that include
assessments of children’s developmental outcongegher with detailed information
on preschool enrolment, we are unable to condugtaaalyses that link preschool
experiences with developmental outcomes. Howewethé extent that research in
Mexico and other countries indicates strong catsakionships between aspects of
preschool quality and children’s development, wdl wiiscuss developmental
implications of some of our findings.

We note several limitations of the study. First; wisits to preschools were limited to public
preschools; we did not visit any private prescho@lar findings are primarily focused on
public preschools. Second, within this domain oblmu preschools, our findings focus
primarily on those programmes administered by SEE.collected less information about
other systems of public preschool, such as thoserastered as part of programmes by DIF,
SEDESOL, IMSS and ISSSTE. We do present some irdom about the CONAFE and
CENDI preschool programs; however, the informatwe obtained on those programmes
was also limited and therefore this study should be considered a review of those
programs. Third, due to the lack of national da&t tombines measures of the development
of young children with data on their preschool radi@nce, we cannot report effects of any of
13



the three policy initiatives on indicators of cliéd’s health or cognitive, social, or emotional
development. Fourth, we also lack comprehensiveomat data on multiple dimensions of
guality in preschool education. However, we do repn indicators such as class size and
student-teacher ratio. Finally, we cannot draw ahaenclusions about the effects of these
policies on child development, family functioning, staff or preschool characteristics from
the data that were available to us. We cautionrdasler that any statements about the
consequences of these policies are based on ¢mmnelladata, which do not allow for strong
causal inference.

4. EXPANSION OF EARLY EDUCATION

The proposal for a preschool attendance mandatdixgapresented to the Mexican Senate
on October 18, 2001 by a senator from the main opposition péBgnado de la Republica
2001). He framed the issue in terms of the righalbthildren to education as set out in the
Mexican constitution. The proposal made referermceéhe importance of helping prepare
children for primary school, even while taking @4, integral and continuous view of how
children learn and of early development. Preschawdse presented as being able to
compensate for the limited ability of families t@opide developmental stimulation, by
bridging home and school. By making preschool @ttigy, the advantages of preschool
would be brought to poorer families whose childega not enrolled, fostering educational
equity. The text did not use ‘investment’ languageher, the standard educational and social
virtues of being in preschool are cited.

The presentation to the Senate did not providegylimsinto why obligatory education should
begin at age 3, but implied that more is betterti@aarly for children from disadvantaged
families. Nor did the presentation allude to poétiand economic motives except to say that
the teachers” union strongly supported the propd3edschool teachers saw obligatory
education as a way of calling attention to theéldiand perhaps increasing the budget.
Although the specific motives and origins of thdiative are cloudy, there was considerable
support for bringing it forward, and the proposaswltimately passed as part of the General
Education Law of 2002.

This law [published in the federdlario in November of 2002]incorporated the mandating
of preschool education for all Mexican children &i§eo 5:

Todos los habitantes del pais deben cursar la edlGoapreescolar, la primaria y la
secundaria.

Es obligacion de los mexicanos hacer que sus lijpsipilos menores de edad cursen la
educacion preescolar, la primaria y la secundaria.

[“All inhabitants of the country shall attend prasol, primary and secondary education. It is
Mexicans' obligation to make their children or stats of minor age attend preschool,
primary and secondary education.”]

® The Ley General de Educacion, published in therfddiario of 12 November 2002. It was furtherised in
2003.
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This section of the law has become known asothiggatoriedadlegislation. The law set a
timetable for universal coverage (100% coverage}-of4- and 5-year-olds, as follows in
Table 3.

Table 3: Timetable for Implementation of Preschool M andate

Age Group Date by which 100% coverage is to beeaei
3-year-olds Beginning of 2008-2009 school year
4-year-olds Beginning of 2005-2006 school year
5-year-olds Beginning of 2004-2005 school year

As of the time the original report was releasedthim Autumn of 2007 during the Calderon

administration, this timetable was still in effeét.very recent revision to the law (in 2006)

extended the 3-year old mandate to children betwkerages of 2 years 9 months and 3
years.

In addition, the law states that SEP shall deteenthre study plans and programmes for
preschool education, and that preschool educatitirbe/“based on results of the scientific
process; fight against ignorance and its causes ediedts,” including the formation of
stereotypes and discriminatiSnSEP’s oversight over study curricula and prograsime
extends to private preschools in the lawrofessional development is covered in the
regulations supplementing the law; these state tthet Secretary will provide what is
necessary to implement professional developmergranomes that permit it...to guarantee
the equity of education quality and issue the fieation that makes those to whom this
degree is issued impart that levIThus, the law and its regulations attempt to ensuility
and equity through oversight of all preschool edioca whether public or private, by the
SEP. In addition, for the first time, a professionaiversity degree (the Licentiatura) was
made mandatory for all new preschool teachers.

Of note is the fact that Mexico is now the only oty in the world to have made preschool
education mandatory for 3-year-olds. Several OE@Dntries have made universal access
for 3-year-olds (and children even younger) a ppiecin their ECCE policy (e.g., Denmark
and Norway; see OECD 2001). Access, however, iggoivalent to a mandate.

It is clear from the language of the Mexican laattharents are responsible for ensuring that
their children attend preschool. Previously in Méxthe government was obliged to provide

preschool education to all those who sought it,darents did not have a legal responsibility

to enrol their children.

® Article 8.
" Article 48.
8« .la Secretaria proveera lo necesario para implemprigramas de capacitacion que permitan en urptem
perentorio, garantizar la equidad de la calidactative y en su caso expedir la certificacion quedga constar
a quienes a la fecha de entrada en vigor de digwodip, impartan el nivel.” (from the transitoryerd article
in the supplemental regulations to the law, publisin the federal diario of 10 December 2004).
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The rest of this section will address three topielevant to the obligatoriedad law: 1)
coverage changes since implementation of the Igwhe implications of these changes for
quality of preschool education; and 3) the mandatihcertification. Curricular reform and

subsequent changes in teacher training are distusselater section.

4.1  TheObligatoriedad Law and Changesin Coverage

A primary goal of obligatoriedad was to make thetegn more equitable by dramatically

increasing participation of 3-, 4-, and 5-year-dli@reschool education. We have examined
these changes using data from the whole-schoolusetiata set, and report them below in
Table 4°

Table 4: Enrollment Rates and Numbers of Children in Preschool Education, 1998 to
2005, by Age

AGE TOTAL
3Year 4Year 5Year 3,4, 5Year
Olds Olds Olds olds
1998 13.35% 53.52% 77.02% 48.02%
308669 1243540 1789033 3341242
1999 13.96% 54.57% 77.63% 48.90%
318122 1257526 1797957 3373605
2000 15.27% 54.76% 79.31% 50.11%
340471 1243605 1822235 3406311
2001 17.02% 56.05% 79.43% 51.23%
371137 1246175 1799404 3416716
2002 20.59% 63.19% 81.45% 55.50%
438044 1374104 1806522 3618670
2003 22.07% 66.38% 85.83% 58.60%
456487 1408423 1862137 3727047
2004 25.64% 76.23% 93.08% 65.49%
518582 1572478 1970546 4061606
2005 24.61% 81.32% 98.35% 68.14%
530816 1792468 2110387 4433671

° Also known as the “911” data set. These data atkeated by SEP in the Department of Planning and
Programming (Direccién de Planeacion y ProgramaciOur data are derived from a questionnaire filbed

by each director of each school (including all premls) in Mexico at the beginning of every schgeér,
asking about enrollment of students, numbers ofhers and principals, and characteristics of stisdand
teachers (INEGI, 2005).
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Before interpreting the numbers from Table 4, wetica that their accuracy depends on the
accuracy of two sets of numbers: the total numieérshildren enrolled of various ages,
which are reported by preschool directors at thgirméng of each school year (that is,
numbers for 2000 represent numbers reported dtemning of the 2000-2001 school year),
and (for the denominators of enrolment percentages)annual estimates of the Mexican
population of 3, 4 and 5 year olds calculated byNB®O. Some inaccuracy in either or both
of these sets of numbers may exist. We therefage tire reader to interpret these numbers
with caution.

Table 4 (last column) shows that between 2000 &@b,2the overall enrolment rate of 3, 4

and 5 year olds in preschool education increasachalically, from 50 per cent to 68 per cent

of the total population of children of these agedMexico. This is an 18-percentage-point

increase and a 36 per cent relative increase wireant rate. The total number of 3, 4 and 5
year olds in preschool education increased achesetyears from 3,406,311 to 4,433,671, an
increase of over a million (1,027,360) children.

The bulk of this increase, as one might expect H® timing of the obligatoriedad law,
occurred between 2002 and 2005. During just thesesy total enrolment rates increased by
13 percentage points (a relative increase of 286éhsidered on a year by year basis, the
largest increase in the sexenio occurred betwe®3 200d 2004 (a 7-percentage-point, or
12% relative increase).

When examining these numbers by age, we find tltegbals of the obligatoriedad law, of
100 per cent coverage of 5 year olds by the beginaf the 2004-2005 school year and of 4
year olds by the beginning of the 2005-2006 sclyaalr, have been approached. That is,
according to these data sources, by the Autumn006#.293 per cent of 5-year-olds in the
country were enrolled in preschool educatidwhile by the Autumn of 2005, 81 per cent of
4-year-olds were enrolled. The largest increasemmolment rates occurred for 4 year olds.
Between 2002 and 2005, this group experienced @ease in enrolment of 18 percentage
points (a 29% relative increase). Because enrolmihtyear-olds was already quite high at
the beginning of this period (79% in 2000), therg@ase for this group has been somewhat
smaller (between 2002 and 2005, an increase okfdeptage points, or relative increase of
21%)M

We also examined changes in enrolment rates andensnby state. The pattern of increases
seen in the national data was closely matched énntlajority of states. However, they
occurred in the context of considerable state-levatiation in coverage prior to
obligatoriedad. There is therefore still wide vida in enrolment rates by state as of 2005-
2006 (range of 63% to 100%; see Table A2 in Yoski&aMcCartney, Myers, Bub, Lugo-
Gil, Ramos and Knaul 2006).

19 Note that our numbers for 5-year-olds are estimatghe numbers enrolled in preschool, not those have
had preschool and are in primary school, but ayedbs old. If one takes into account that 225,5%@d olds
were enrolled in primary school at the start of 2004-2005 school year and assumes that virtulilyf these
would have had at least a year of preschool edutathe percentage of children age 5 with preschool
experience comes very close to reaching 100 perasemandated.

" These increases are calculated assuming that0is @ enrollment rate was 100%, not over 100 pat as
is implied by the numbers in the table.
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Finally, we examined enrolment numbers and rate®©dys and girls separately. There was
little difference in these figures by sex of chifdsults not tabled).

Coverage for 3-year-oldsAmong the preschools we visited, some princip&iported
reducing coverage for 3-year-olds as pressures greémcrease 4- and 5-year-old enrolment.
This is natural in that the increase asked of tleesdres was enormous, and occurred within
a short period of time with substantial but not sies increases in infrastructure. Indeed, in
our analysis of 2005 state-level enrolment numhbmiee variation in 3-year-old enrolment
rates was found than in 4- or 5-year olds enrolmatets (range of 1% coverage of this group
to 48% coverage; Table A2 in Yoshikawa et al. 2006)addition, enrolment in grade 1 of
preschool declined between 2004 and 2005 in 16 griten32 state¥. This evidence raises
concerns about the feasibility of the current gafal00 per cent coverage of 3-year-olds by
2008.

Seeking universal enrolment of 3-year olds raisesraber of questions.

1. Is it feasible to enrol all 3-year olds on tired table that has been set? The pressures for
expansion of the older children have clearly puremous strain on the preschool education
system in Mexico, and it is unclear whether the daa® for 3-year-olds will be feasible
without a major infusion of resources (both phykfeailities and funding for teachers and
their support) into the system. To achieve univegsaolment in by the 2008-2009 deadline

it would be necessary to incorporate into the sgsabout 1,450,000 3-year olds (in addition
to 225,000 4-year olds who are not yet enrollediis Tneans that the number of slots for
preschool education would have to have expande®Blper cent in two years between 2006
and 2008.

2. Is it desirable to enrol all 3-year olds? Thesiion of whether three years of centre-based
preschool education, starting at age 3, is preferabtwo, starting at age 4, is an open one.
The research literature is inconclusive about wérethree years of centre-based preschool
have stronger positive effects on children than.tWwhe best evidence on the contrast
between two years and one year of preschool isttiesé is a small difference in favour of
two, with the difference between children exposedwo and one (grouped together) and
those exposed to none quite a bit larger (Reynd@85). In addition, some ECCE
programmes with long-term benefits for childrerdésel school success and social behaviour
have included services at age 3 (e.g., the Abeaddroject); the Early Head Start
programme in the United States, providing a mix family support and high-quality
educational child care experiences to children a@ges to three, has had a range of small but
positive effects on parenting and children’s cdgaitand socio-emotional development
(Love et al. 2002). See also Bennett (2007, forfiog) on good practices in services for
early childhood including parental leave and ceti@sed services. However, none of this
research has been conducted in Mexico. The prapeparison groups for any research on
the effects of 3-year-old preschool are those ssiing the other major forms of child care
for 3-year-olds in Mexico (mother or father carghey relative care and non-relative
babysitter care). Some homes are well prepareddeide their 3-year olds with a solid
learning environment and emotional support thastideast as good as that provided by

2 That is, 31 states and the Distrito Federal.
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preschools. Others may not be, and children in siocthes may benefit from a high-quality
ECCE program.

In addition, principals and teachers often reploat 2 substantial number of parents prefer to
keep their 3- year-olds at home, rather than bitegn to a preschool centre. Many parents,
for personal reasons, want their very young childie remain at home. This creates a
difficult problem for the government in trying tmferce the law, which does not come with
any specific sanctions (see below), making it diffi to imagine that the mandated enrolment
of 3-year olds could be met by 2008.

3. What model of programme should be followed feredr olds? In the expansion to date
that has occurred for 3-year olds since passagélafatoriedad, centre-based preschool has
been the model for the vast majority of new slotsthis age group. This may represent an
unnecessarily limited view of ECCE for 3-year olt®e law does not prohibit implementing
a diversity of programme models in order to meemaed and to guarantee equity of
education quality® The current overlap between the initial educasgstem and the new
preschool mandate should be considered carefullimpiementation of early childhood
programmes for 3-year-olds. Prior to passage obtiigatory law, 3-year olds were treated
as part of “initial education” gducacion inicigl with its two kinds of services, one for
children (centre-based education) and one for psrgmovision of parental education and
support). Under thebligatoriedadlaw, all 3-year olds are supposed to attend predshWe
ask: Should services for 3-year-olds focus morengly on programmes of integrated
attention as provided for in the CENDIs and on pasaipport and education? Evidence from
other countries shows the potential benefits of mwoimg intensive services to parents and
high-quality educational centre programmes for dieth, with some of the successful
programmes including 3-year-olds (Love et al. 2082; Pierre, Layzer and Barnes 1995;
Yoshikawa 1994).

Three-year-olds have developmental needs that iffieretht from those of older children.
Some international standards for ECCE recommendeanchild-to-teacher ratios for 3-year-
olds than for 4-year-olds (NAEYC 2005). If thistisee case, achieving quality preschool for
3-year olds may be more expensive than for therabidren and put an additional burden
on the educational budget.

Sanctions for failure to send children to preschodlmore general question pertaining to
children of 3, 4 and 5 years of age is, “Can pardrg forced to send their children to
preschool?” The obligatory law contains no sanatiagainst parents who want to keep their
children at home. Perhaps the strongest sanctiamdwi® to deny parents access to primary
schooling if their children do not have at least grear of preschool. But applying this
sanction or criterion for acceptance in primary il could be interpreted as
unconstitutional because the Mexican constitutiaargntees all children a free education.
This created a major difficulty for the SEP in tigito meet the conditions of obligatory
preschooling. This seeming contradiction betwegergeral Constitutional right and the new
General Law of Education, together with the diffims involved in guaranteeing
preschooling to all children, led the Sub-SecretdrBasic Education to obtain an agreement

13 See transitory (transitorio) article 2 of the law.
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among the state secretaries of education thatifstiould be kept out of primary school for
lack of preschool attendance.

4.2  ThelLaw and Potential Effects on Quality

In other countries where preschool enrolment has lexpanded rapidly, tradeoffs between
expansion and quality have been noted (Advisory @idtee on Head Start Quality and
Expansion 1993; OECD 2001). It is often difficudtlhegin major initiatives to both increase
enrolment and increase quality at the same timd, some have spoken of the trade-off
between these two ECCE goals.

As discussed in the Introduction section, qualitgarly childhood care and education can be
defined in terms of what researchers tepnocessfeatures (indicators of teacher-child
interactions, such as responsiveness, cognitiveuldtion, warmth, approach to discipline,
individual attention and teaching of particular qgmtencies; process features also include
interactions between other staff and families, moag staff) andstructural features (e.qg.,
smaller class size, smaller child-to-teacher ratigher teacher qualifications and salary,
intensity and quality of training, better physidafrastructure, quality and quantity of
materials). Both sets of preschool quality dimensiare related to indicators of children’s
development, with some evidence that the assoomtmf structural features with child
development are mediated, or explained by, vanaitioprocess features (NICHD ECCRN
2005; Vandell and Wolfe 2000).

What was the quality of preschools in Mexico ptmimplementation of obligatoriedad? In
a study conducted just prior to implementationhaf bbligatoriedad law (in the Autumn of
2002), Martinez, Myers and Linares (2004) used & mssessment scale (the Escala de
Evaluacion de Calidad Educativa en Centros Preasl - ECCP-- orPreschool
Educational Quality Evaluation Sc3léo examine preschool quality. This scale is dddd
into two parts: one evaluating the centre and tirectbr and the second evaluating
classrooms within the centres and the educators. CEmtre evaluation includes questions
about the context of the centre including its lmratvithin the community, access to services
such as telephone, electricity and potable water @minal activity near the centre. The
centre and director evaluation also includes aeseanf questions divided into four separate
areas, evaluating the facilities, the educatiomag@amme and curriculum, the management
of the centre and community relations. The questare rated along the following scale: 1-
inadequate; 2-developing; 3-basic; 4-good; 5-egoellEach rating is accompanied by a brief
set of definitions and criteria for providing tharticular rating. The second part of the scale
focuses on the classrooms and the educators. @tisfthe scale uses the same 1 to 5 rating
system as the first part. These questions focutheradequacy of the classroom space, the
presence and quality of learning materials, th# ttastudent ratio, the promotion of health
and hygiene, teaching practices and support tteth&ss receive to help strengthen the
educational process.

The scale was administered in a sample of 40 poe¢slirom three states and the Distrito
Federal. The schools were sampled to vary by gebgrdocation, socio-economic levels of
the population, cultural characteristics of fansliand children attended as well as by
administrative responsibility and the sub-systend anodel applied. The majority of
preschools were characterized as being in thecbiesiel of quality (the midpoint of the 5-
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point scale and the minimum level that it was hopdidschools would achieve on all

indicators), with a few in the ‘good’ and a few time ‘inadequate’ categories. None were
deemed to have reached the highest category o€llert. Moreover, the study found a

tendency for schools to be rated more highly on @kailability of resources and on

educational management than on teaching practlddsan schools generally rated well
above rural schools, including general preschaotiigenous and community schools. This
study provides us with a general idea of the qualft preschools of different kinds but it

does not provide a national picture; the samptepabh varied, was limited in size and not
randomly selected.

Changes in class size, student-to-teacher ratiod aombers of teacher€Changes in
preschool quality sincebligatoriedadhave not been assessed systematically, savetfar-a
year study of PEC preschools (ACUDE 2005, 2006)cwhvill be described in the section
on PEC later in this paper. No national data ara&ilave to date concerning changes in
process quality since the implementationobfigatoriedad We are thus unable to include
these important features of quality. The only datailable concern a very few structural
features, such as class size, number of teachelsstmlent-to-teacher ratio, which are
available in the whole-school census data set. Wewave again note that we cannot link
such data to actual assessments of children’s alewveint, because no national assessments
exist of preschool-aged children. We also cautimnreader that characteristics such as class
size and student-to-teacher ratio may not be higbiyelated with other aspects of quality (in
fact, data using the ECCP scale show low correlatwith other indicators of quality; this
may be because ratios are generally higher in udvaas, where preschools have higher
levels of resources, and lower in rural areas, whgreschools have lower levels of
resources). There is great international variatiorstandards for these features of ECCE.
Some countries have substantially larger class size average, than others; countries also
vary in how many teachers and aides are typically preschool classroom.

In Mexico, many preschool staff, particularly those urban areas, have noted recent
increases in class sizes in preschools. Some gir#sehool principals and teachers we spoke
with in our observations expressed concern abatirtbreases in numbers of children and
the demands placed on teachers as a result. Hiagagapacity for individualized attention
was the most common concern. Therefore, despitevtteknesses of this indicator as a
representation of preschool quality, we calculatedaverage class size for each of the years
1998 to 2005, using the whole-school census dataBseause an overall average masks
important variation by type of preschool and byaurld rural regions, we cite the averages by
these categories in Table's.

Table 5 shows overall that class sizes are congligtiarger in urban preschools than rural
preschools (and especially high in urban preschobkhe general type). Urban preschools
average about 20 students per class across the ¥888 to 2005, while rural preschools
average 15. There does not appear to be a substactiease in average class sizes within
type of preschool, or across urban/rural preschadtwever, for both urban and rural
preschools, the year with the highest average slasss 2005. For urban preschools, there is

14 . ) .
Because there was no information on the numbenraifps or classrooms in CONAFE classrooms, we weeble to
compute average class size for these programs.
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a trend across the years 2003 to 2005 of a consist®ugh small, increase (from 20.26 in
2003 to 21.63 in 2005, a 7% increase). Averalgss size for children in urban general
preschools at grade 3 reaches almost 25. For poeathools, there is a 9 per cent increase
from 16.01 in 2003 to 17.49 in 2005. However, therage for 2004 (14.60) was lower than
the average for 2003.

Thus, there is weak support for a slight increasglass sizes after the implementation of the
preschool mandate. The modest size of this incre@se be due to the fact that the total
number of preschools has increased across the Y&f)3 to 2005 (see Table A3 in
Yoshikawa et al. 2006 for numbers of preschoolsypg, urban/rural and year). The overall
increase in number of preschools is +12 per cetwdsn the 2003-2004 and 2005-2006
school years (from 78,523 to 87,756), with halfttimerease occurring in the first of those
two years and half in the second. This rate ofease is higher than during the years
immediately prior to 2003. The rate of increase Wwahest among preschools of the general
type (increase of 16 per cent across those twosyeand lowest in the indigenous type
(increase of 1% across those two years). The maizsstof the increase in class size may
also be due in part to the decrease in 3-year+miolment in preschools in some of the states
(as reported earlier, in 16 of 32).

In addition, the number of teachers in the prestledocation system has increased since
passage of obligatoriedad. Between 2003 and 2@)36@ new teachers and directivos with
groups (principals who also teach in the classroaere added to the system, an increase of
17 per cent relative to the 2003 level (table add from first author).
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Table5. Class Size by Type of Preschool and Urban / Rural Area

Gradel Grade?2 Grade 3 Total
1998
Urban CENDI 18.53 18.98 20.01 19.18
GENERAL 17.58 22.99 25.72 23.46
INDIGENOUS 13.37 19.87 22.84 20.11
TOTAL Urban 16.49 20.61 22.86 20.92
Rural CENDI 16.53 15.88 17.53 16.73
GENERAL 10.34 15.75 20.01 16.42
INDIGENOUS 7.82 11.95 13.8 11.48
TOTAL Rural 11.56 14.53 17.11 14.88
GRAND TOTAL 14.03 17.57 19.99 17.90
1999
Urban CENDI 18.42 18.84 19.98 19.09
GENERAL 17.37 22.94 25.73 23.39
INDIGENOUS 12.66 19.08 22.34 19.45
TOTAL Urban 16.15 20.29 22.68 20.64
Rural CENDI 14.54 16.02 17.18 15.96
GENERAL 9.96 15.6 19.91 16.19
INDIGENOUS 7.6 11.84 13.96 11.41
TOTAL Rural 10.70 14.49 17.02 14.52
GRAND TOTAL 13.43 17.39 19.85 17.58
2000
Urban CENDI 18.76 18.92 20.68 19.46
GENERAL 16.73 22.75 25.33 22.99
INDIGENOUS 11.89 18.81 22.44 19.22
TOTAL Urban 15.79 20.16 22.82 20.56
Rural CENDI 15.21 16 17.23 16.21
GENERAL 9.55 15.26 19.69 15.82
INDIGENOUS 7.45 11.54 14.41 11.38
TOTAL Rural 12.02 15.85 18.70 16.08
GRAND TOTAL 13.91 18.00 20.76 18.32
2001
Urban CENDI 17.99 18.21 18.97 18.4
GENERAL 16.63 22.35 24.97 22.62
INDIGENOUS 12.14 18.32 21.39 18.49
TOTAL Urban 15.59 19.63 21.78 19.84
Rural CENDI 15 15.87 17.17 16.06
GENERAL 9.6 15.1 19.2 15.51
INDIGENOUS 7.52 11.27 13.9 11.09
TOTAL Rural 11.94 15.61 19.73 15.75
GRAND TOTAL 13.77 17.62 20.75 17.79
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Table 5 (continued). Class Size by Type of Preschool and Urban / Rural Area

Gradel Grade?2 Grade 3 Total
2002
Urban CENDI 18.09 18.66 19.83 18.86
GENERAL 17.32 2351 25.43 23.3
INDIGENOUS 13.13 18.82 21.42 18.72
TOTAL Urban 16.18 20.33 22.23 20.29
Rural CENDI 14.07 13.68 16.03 14.61
GENERAL 10.23 16.17 19.61 16.14
INDIGENOUS 7.96 11.32 13.72 11.13
TOTAL Rural 10.75 13.72 16.45 13.96
GRAND TOTAL 13.47 17.03 19.34 17.13
2003
Urban CENDI 18.66 18.37 19.51 18.83
GENERAL 16.61 23.2 25.26 22.97
INDIGENOUS 14.06 19.05 21.43 18.98
TOTAL Urban 16.44 20.21 22.07 20.26
Rural CENDI 15.67 14.21 16.34 15.41
GENERAL 10.07 16.18 19.61 16.1
INDIGENOUS 8.33 11.43 13.65 11.24
TOTAL Rural 12.72 15.82 18.24 16.01
GRAND TOTAL 14.58 18.01 20.15 18.14
2004
Urban CENDI 20.64 21.05 19.77 20.5
GENERAL 16.55 24.16 24.81 23.31
INDIGENOUS 13.98 20.27 22.06 19.76
TOTAL Urban 17.06 21.83 22.21 21.19
Rural CENDI 18.42 17.82 16.03 17.53
GENERAL 8.33 15.26 17.61 14.77
INDIGENOUS 8.1 12.04 13.35 11.49
TOTAL Rural 11.62 15.04 15.66 14.60
GRAND TOTAL 14.34 18.43 18.94 17.89
2005
Urban CENDI 21.6 21.89 21.6 21.69
GENERAL 155 2391 24.72 23.04
INDIGENOUS 14.29 20.58 22.62 20.16
TOTAL Urban 17.13 22.13 22.98 21.63
Rural CENDI 18.68 17.59 17.12 17.92
GENERAL 7.79 15.68 17.99 15.04
INDIGENOUS 8.18 11.99 14.05 11.71
TOTAL Rural 13.54 17.83 19.04 17.49
GRAND TOTAL 15.33 19.98 21.01 19.56
Note: 24



We also examined changes in student-to-teachesrgteater than 20 and greater than 30.
Table 6 shows the percentage of classes with stiiddaacher ratios greater than 20 and
greater than 30, across types of preschool anithéaotal™® As with the class size data, we
find a small increase in the last 2 years (20042005), relative to prior years for ratios
greater than 20. This amounts to an increase sffes 7 per cent, or 4 percentage points
(i.e., between the average of .42 in 2003 andn4®05 for ratios of 20:1).

The increase in ratios greater than 30 was corattiemore substantial. That is, the General,
CONAFE and Indigenous systems of preschools aleegpced significant increases in the
proportion of preschools with student-to-teachéiosagreater than 30:1 between the years of
2002 and 2005. Specifically, the relative increiasthe percent of preschools with ratios 30:1
or higher was nearly 50 per cent, although thegreege-point increase was approximately 5
percentage-points. The General system experieteedreatest increase when compared to
the other systems, from approximately 12 per cérmireschools in this system in 2001 to
more than 18 per cent in 2005. Note that CONAFEgireols have very low rates of these
statistics because of the generally smaller siz#asisrooms in those preschools.

The research literature suggests that in sometigesirstudent-to-teacher ratios greater than
30:1 may represent lower quality; however, it islvik@own that in some countries (with
Japan and France the most prominent) relativeli-figality preschools can have ratios as
large as these (Tobin, 2005; Tobin, Wu and Davidd®@89). Teachers we interviewed in
Mexico who experienced increases to such largegatported declines in their ability to
provide individualized attention to students. Owtadtherefore represent some cause for
concern in the Mexican context. If the rising trendserved between 2002 and 2005
continues, the increased ratio resulting from pnesss of obligatory education may, because
of the relatively large ratios, continue to underefiorts made through the curricular reform
to improve teaching and learning.

15 Because the number of teachers per grade is miiable for each preschool, we cannot further refiee
student-to-teacher ratio by grade.
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Table 6. Percent Preschoolswith Student-to-Teacher Ratios Greater Than 20:1 and

Greater than 30:1

% Ratio>20:1

% Ratio>30:1

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL

CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL

CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL

CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL
CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL

CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL
CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL
CENDI
CONAFE
GENERAL
INDIGENOUS
TOTAL

0.4923
0.0224
0.5497
0.4757

0.4436

0.4351
0.0198
0.5468
0.4659

0.4348

0.4615
0.0184
0.5284
0.4601

0.4184

0.4622
0.0149
0.5104
0.4402
0.4002
0.4471
0.0168
0.5491
0.4573
0.4266

0.4919
0.0213
0.5355
0.4803
0.4247
0.5476
0.0303
0.5664
0.5408
0.4594
0.5899
0.0322
0.5536
0.5497
0.4551

26

0.1924
0.0017
0.1495
0.0865
0.1154

0.1733
0.0020
0.1500
0.0866
0.1151

0.1820
0.0023
0.1352
0.0953
0.1051

0.1975
0.0031
0.1246
0.0870
0.0966
0.1762
0.0030
0.1614
0.0949
0.1210

0.1776
0.0031
0.1602
0.1041
0.1221
0.2407
0.0058
0.1890
0.1417
0.1487
0.2537
0.0065
0.1846
0.1479
0.1477



Certification (licenciatura).The mandating of certification by obtaining a gsdional title
through university study (completing the licencraly is another aspect of obligatoriedad.
Before 1985, only anormal superid’ [teaching degree] was required to teach — thiddcbe
entered after ®® grade (before preparatoria); so graduates hadotoplete 13 years of
education (12 years of general mandatory educadimh one extra year, with the last 4
incorporating teacher education and training). Aft885, ‘Normal superior’ was given the
rank of a 4-year college degree. Students hadntshfipreparatoria before entering normal
superior coursework. Graduates had to complete d#érsyof education to obtain the
licenciatura However, thdicenciaturawas not mandatory for all preschool teachers.

In the 2002 law, thécenciaturawas made mandatorertificarse(getting certification) for
those withouticenciaturacan be difficult — the cost of certification atttime of writing of
this report was 6,000 pesos, with many coursesinejuThis appears to place certification
out of the reach of many lower-income teachers,esofthem with years of experience.
Many teachers currently in the preschool educatistem, including some of the ones with
the most seniority and/or skills, are currently rusrtified. The consequences of the
certification mandate for their work, wages anceearadvancement are not clear at this point.
However, many teachers told us that the cost ofitkaciaturais prohibitive.

4.3  TheEarly Education Mandate and Equity

A discussion of the potential effects of obligagoidd on equity depends on how equity is
defined. If equity is thought of only in terms otcass or enrolment, then obligatory
preschool education can be said to reduce ine@aitieast for 4 and 5-year olds) because a
greater percentage of children is being brouglat tingé system.

But if the definition of equity includes accessstthools of matching quality, then the effect
of the law on equity is not so clear. From the presly cited research on quality (Martinez et
al. 2004; ACUDE 2006) it is evident that schoolsedag to children from families with
scarce resources (rural, indigenous, CAICs, coratiagt) tend to be schools of lower quality
on most dimensions of quality. They are, for ins@noften one-room schools with fewer
material resources, with teachers whose qualibostiare relatively lower and with little
technical assistance provided.

We used four subgroup definitions to examine issdexjuity defined in terms of enrolment
for several different groupings of students andosth state-level marginalization, as
measured by the CONAPO 2000 index of marginalipatiocban/rural area when this was
possible; gender of child; and type of preschook Jesent results relevant to equity for
coverage and student-to-teacher ratio next.

We examined coverage by state-level marginalizatiod by gender. Overall, increases in
coverage for 4 and for 5 year olds occurred intiredy similar patterns by state. However,

these increases occurred starting from substawéigbtion in enrolment rates prior to

obligatoriedad; we therefore observe variation @2 enrolment rates. State-level coverage
for 3-year olds ranged from 1 per cent to 48 pat e¢ the beginning of the 2005-2006 year,
for 4-year-olds from 63 per cent to 100 per cert fon 5-year olds from 83 per cent to 100
per cent (see Table A2 in Yoshikawa et al. 2006¢ &amined whether coverage in the
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most recent year available (2005) correlated wittteslevel marginalization, as reflected in
CONAPO'’s index (this analysis was not possible doatlthe municipality level; see below,

however, for the student-teacher ratio analysischvtvas possible to do at this level). There
was no significant correlation between coverage m@iagginalization, for either 4-year-old

coverage (correlation of .08) or 5-year-old covergcprrelation of -.33). This indicates no
substantial pattern of inequity of enrolments Iatestevel marginalization or poverty.

Our data on coverage by gender was limited to eximgiienrolments in the whole-school
census data, because estimates of the populatigiriefvs. boys of specific ages are not
available from CONAPO. Overall, there were onlyywaerinor differences in enrolments by
gender, either nationally or at the state level.

We next examined student-to-teacher ratios acrgpse f preschool and state-level
marginalization (these data were not possible koutgte by gender or by urban / rural area).

We tested whether the differences in the percentdgdassrooms with ratios greater than
20:1 and greater than 30:1 in 2001 and 2005 weatststally significant. Differences
between the General system and the CENDI, CONAKE Iadigenous systems for ratios
greater than 20:1 were all statistically significam 2001. Specifically, the odds that the
CENDI system would have ratios more than 20:1 wgreater than those of the General
system, while the odds that the CONAFE and Indigensystems would have ratios more
than 20:1 were less than those of the Generalmyskbese differences are to be expected,
given that the CONAFE system preschools are alitkxt in rural areas, as well as the vast
majority of Indigenous system preschools and traxetsmaller class sizes and ratios. These
differences remained statistically significant 908 for the CONAFE and Indigenous
systems, compared with the General system; howéherdifference in odds between the
General and CENDI systems was no longer significant

When considering ratios greater than 30:1, diffeesnbetween the General system and the
CENDI, CONAFE and Indigenous systems in 2001 weadrastatistically significant and in
the same directions. That is, the odds that predshon the CENDI system would reach the
30:1 threshold were greater than the odds that tleinterparts in the General system would
reach this threshold, while the odds for the CONAfE Indigenous systems were less than
the odds for the General system. In contrast taehalts for the 20:1 ratio, these differences
in odds remained statistically significant for t6&NDI and Indigenous systems but not the
CONAFE system.

We also examined 2005 student-to-teacher ratios refationship to CONAPO’s
marginalization index. We conducted this analysishe municipality levet® We found a
correlation of -.23 between student-teacher ratil anarginalization, such that larger
student-to-teacher ratios at the state level wese@ated with lower marginalization. This is
a fairly small correlation (although statisticallignificant, because of the large sample size
of municipalities). The negative sign on the catiein may simply reflect the urban/rural
difference in class sizes that we observed eathiegeneral, more highly urban states have a
lower marginalization index and may therefore hémngher student-to-teacher ratios. The

16 There were 2,442 municipalities in Mexico for 200% year for which we calculated this correlation
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direction of this correlation suggests, at leasat tmunicipality-levelmarginalization is not
related to higher student-to-teacher ratios, bdddb with lower.

We interpret these data on equity issues in coeermyd student-to-teacher ratios with
caution, because we lack national data on othecatals of structural and process quality in
preschools. As noted previously, student-teachgo fa not a strong overall indicator of
guality, with relatively low correlations with otheéndicators in recent research. We will
further discuss issues of equity in the next sectio
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CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIESAND MENTAL HEALTH ISSUES
Preschool education is the only parttmfucacion Basic#o incorporate integration explicitly in its curdlar reform. Since
1993'’s education law — the integration of childmith special needs has been mandated. But a nhfioogramme and
monitoring system was not instituted until 2001tetration is the aim. For specific disabilitieserdpists are on call
However, experts about children with disabilitiesthe preschool system report that resources aeadghin so each
therapist is responsible for too many centres andlfes.

There are four main sources of educational sericeshildren with disabilities: the SEP, the Offiof the President’s
specific section on disabilities and educationtesggpvernments, and NGO's.

Three types of services are offered to familieshwéhildren with disabilities. The first is the spdcneeds schoo
(escolarizado). The age range spans 45 days te&@2.yThere are 1,400 of these schools in Mexigbthey are only for
severe or multiple diagnoses. 100,000 childrerh different degrees of disability, are enrolledhese schools. The mod
common disabilities are mental retardation, deafnelindness, cerebral palsy and other motor impexits.

The second type of service is termed “Apoyo de atloc integrativa” and is provided mainly in prirgagducation.
Multidisciplinary teachers work in 2,800 teams Bid00 schools. Finally, the third is a form of otetion services (centro
de recursos [resources] y informacién para la mai@gn educativa) in centros de maestros, whiclvigeosupport for
teachers and parents — like teacher training, ianary and Web resources relevant to children disiabilities.

Mental health issues in preschool education.

When psychologists or counsellors work intensivatysite in a preschool, there may be extensiveflierie the teachers
as well as to children and families (Yoshikawa &mitzer 1997; Yoshikawa and Zigler 2000). Such p®jogists can

engage not only in providing services to familiemeed, but also provide broader preventive sesvide several studieg

have shown, preventive programmes in early childhpvide a better investment for society than espe treatmentsg
later, such as treatment programmes for delinquanagolescence (Duncan and Magnuson 2006; Yoskik294).

In one of the preschools we observed, a psychdlegisked on-site, full-time. This particular prescth was located in g
low-income urban neighbourhood, where residentsddtgh levels of stress from neighbourhood viokeand substancy
abuse. The psychologist worked with some familigeresively on issues of domestic abuse, drug usd, garent
discipline. In part because she was a familiargmes at the preschool, the parents trusted thishpsygist, so some fel
comfortable revealing the fact that they had swdidomestic violence. She then connected such fgangti services in
the community, like organizations working with siwors of domestic violence.

But progress is difficult. In this community, mapgrents are street vendors. After preschool, iraftexnoon, the childrer
are with their mothers in the vending stalls. Tidtness a lot of violence, and they themselvesnamee likely to become
aggressive in that context.

In response to the community needs, and to tearererns about children’s aggressive behaviouespsiychologist alsd
worked in the classroom. She helped teachers Witldlren who showed aggressive behaviours, providipg to the
teachers on classroom management and also by wgorkih individual children herself.

In this way, the psychologist provided both preisenservices, as well as intensive help to famiéigperiencing particular
crises, such as domestic violence. These serviees rgsponsive to the community conteatid greatly enriched the famil
support provided by this preschool.

—
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5. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT OF PRESCHOOL EDUCATION

5.1 A Brief Programme Description

The Programa de Escuelas de Calidad (PEC) is atygumlprovement initiative directed
towards public schools providingducacion béasicgafocusing on school management. The
voluntary PEC programme aims to increase schoobrammy and performance by
encouraging collaborative work among parents, te@chnd school authorities, by improving
planning and pedagogical processes and by provigiodest resources. To qualify for the
program, schools must carry out a diagnostic eviainaand present a School Strategic
Transformation Plan. Funds for the programme avgiged by the Mexican government, the
World Bank and other sources (World Bank 2005).n&are provided for up to 5 years to
each qualifying school, subject to annual revieeddtal funding is expected to be matched
by states, in a 3 (federal) to 1 (state) ratio.

The PEC programme has as one central goal incgeasirent and community involvement
in school management. It seeks to do this prinlyigmf including parents in decision-making
and monitoring; for example, parents are expecte@rtgage actively in the planning of
guality improvement, and to verify purchases andtre@ts made to the participating school.
In addition, the programme mandates evaluationh bat the school level (ongoing
monitoring of the School Strategic Transformatidan} and nationally, through evaluations
that incorporate student assessments and a natidoahation system. Thus, although the
programme increases school-level autonomy, it dlsdudes an accountability and
evaluation component that requires reporting ontldregoals set in planning exercises were
met and, at primary and secondary levels (not peess) includes student-level assessments
of educational progress.

The PEC programme was first extended on a largke soapreschools in the 2003-2004

school year, after it had become established irivtleeprior years in primary and secondary
schools. In the 2004-2005 year, there were a titdl096 PEC preschools. This represents
about 5 per cent of the total set of preschooldéxico. The vast majority of PEC preschools
are of the general type, with about 10 per centhefindigenous type. Note that the PEC
programme does not extend coverage; rather, trgrgorone focuses on improving quality in

existing preschools.

5.2  Evaluation of the Preschool Component

PEC began incorporating a preschool component e 2003-2004 school year. The
preschool component has been evaluated at a niateweh thus far in 2 cycles: the 2003-
2004 school year and the 2004-2005 school ¥darthe 2003-2004 year, 25 states and the
Federal District participated in the evaluation (AQE 2005). In the 2004-2005 year, three
more states were added (ACUDE 2006). Up to sixgmesls from each of these states and
the D.F. were included in the sample used for tiees¢uations.

" An evaluation at the end of a third year (20056)06 being carried out but the results will nafiva in time
to be incorporated into the study.
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The evaluation encompassed: interviews and quewtices with directors (principals),
teachers, parents, children and community memlbééservations of centres and classrooms
using version 3 of the Escala de Evaluacién ded@dlien Centros Preescolares (Proyecto
Intersectorial 2005); administration of a direceessment of children’s development (the
Psychomotor Development Test, Teest Psicomotor de Desarrojlor TEPSI); review of the
physical plant and layout of each centre; fieldesptand, in some cases, photos and videos.
Built into the evaluation was a process of feedb&eghnical assistance and accompaniment
by the evaluators.

The evaluations of the first 2 years of implemeaotatas well as data from the whole-school
census, included information relevant to each af @ancerns regarding coverage, quality,
equity and effects on children’s development.

5.3 PEC and Quality
The evaluations of PEC (ACUDE 2006) show that:

1. Quality in the sample of PEC preschools chosereValuation improved in the first year
of implementation and was maintained, with a lénghoff, in the second yeaf.Tables
illustrating this and other findings can be found\ppendix 2.

2. The vast majority of funds provided to PEC phestds in the first and second year focused
on improvements to the infrastructure of prescheoehtres and materials available

(approximately 90%). Little or no funding was ugedry and change the way teachers teach
or to work with parents. Our informal interviews REC preschools reinforced these data;
that is, directors (principals) noted the use & BEC funds initially to make long-needed

repairs or improvements to such physical featusedathrooms, classrooms and office or
classroom furnishings. It may be, however, thaubsequent years, funds will be spent more
directly on process features, training, or curticalmaterials.

3. Improvements in the quantity and quality of &ae resources and in educational
management were generally greater than improvemantke quality of the educational
process. It is evident that improvement in resasire®d management aspects, while
important, do not guarantee improvements in prodeasires such as use of curricula or
teacher-student interactions (Martinez et al. 2008 dell and Wolfe 2000). Among other
dimensions of quality, teaching quality and edwsai process remain central to children’s
development. The pattern of improvement acrosssaieaf concern because the research
literature suggests that proximal features of qualiich as teaching process appear to have
more direct effects on child cognitive and socioséional development than infrastructure
and materials (NICHD ECCRN 2005).

4. A key predictor of preschool quality is the legétechnical assistance and/or supervisory
support provided to preschools (ACUDE 2006, YoshikaRosman and Hsueh 2002). In the
PEC evaluation data, the level of support provittedentres in the form of supervisory visits

8 The fact that the evaluation included an elemdntaocompaniment” in which results were shared with
participating schools, means that it is difficuit $ay whether the improvements are more a produtteo
programme per se or of the accompaniment or, poEbly the case, of both.
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was in fact correlated positively with their quglitising the ECCP measure (ACUDE 2006).
Although it is difficult to make firm conclusionkdt supervisory support caused increases in
quality, both the research cited earlier with 48sghools and the evaluations of PEC support
the hypothesis that the amount and nature of sigmeywsupport provided is an important
factor in improving quality.

The PEC programme has recognized the importandevofving supervisors and advisory
technical personnel, and is strengthening the teahsupport roles. For example, documents
are currently being produced that would providemation for supervisors in an “Academic
support (or advisory) service.”

5. Finally, the PEC programme explicitly includes its philosophy an emphasis on

increasing participation of parents as well as hiee in centre management. Across the
waves of the evaluation of PEC, social participatioy parents did increase in PEC
preschools. However, the involvement of parentsndidextend to participation in decision-

making, evaluations, or classroom involvement. Tigjgests that the goal of the PEC
programme to increase participation in managemsatad dimensions of parent

involvement is not being realized sufficiently.

54  PEC and Equity

The PEC evaluations concluded that preschools witiher than average levels of

educational quality to begin with may have beendhes that were more likely to decide to
apply for participation in PEC and to receive PE&ngs. This is likely because the process
of applying for PEC funds requires a fairly highvéé of organizational capacity (e.g.,

capacity to establish collaborative managementtandevelop a Strategic Transformation

Plan).

In order to examine whether PEC preschools in génlead certain characteristics that
distinguished them from ones that did not becom€ BEeschools using national data from
the whole school census, we fit a regression mpgalicting PEC status from school-level
variables and the CONAPO state-level marginalirainmiex. Our basic analysis included the
following variables as predictors of a preschoatreraving PEC status: type of preschool
(CENDI, CONAFE and indigenous, with general asriference group), total enrolment of
the preschool; number of teachers in the presclavekage class size; the ratio of students to
teachers (teachers being the number of docentshptusumber of school directors who also
teach a group); and the CONAPO marginalizationxnde

Results are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting PEC Statusin 2004 from 2003
Preschool Characteristics (calculated using the total sample of General preschoolsin
2004, N=53,762).

B Odds Confidence
(SE) Ratio Interval for
coefficients
Total # of Teachers 256 1.292 .225 to .287
(.016)
Class Size-Grade 1 .009 1.010 .002 to .015
(.003)
Class Size-Grade 2 019 1.019 .012 to .027
(.004)
Class Size-Grade3 .01s 1.018 .011 to .025
(.004)
Teacher Education 635" 1.887 498 t0 .772
(% with Licenciatura) (.070)
% other staff in school -.188 .820 -.234 10 -.162
(.018)
% Indigenous -.956 .384 -1.97 to .055
(.516)
Gender parity (% Female) — Grade 1 504 1.655 .182 to .825
(.164)
Gender parity (% Female) — Grade 2 .013 1.013 -.474 to .500
(.248)
Gender parity (% Female) — Grade 3 -.274 .760 -.800 to .252
(.269)
State Poverty Score -.016 .984 -.062 to .030
(.023)
Urban 398" 1.489 .290 to .507
(.055)
Constant -4.56 -4.98 to -4.15
(.213)

" p<.001” p<.01, p<.05,"p<.10
Confidence intervals are for the coefficients rathan the odds ratios.

The table shows that schools with more teachergetaclass sizes, more teachers with
licenciatura, and preschools in urban regions wagaificantly more likely to be PEC

preschools. In addition, schools with higher prdojpos of indigenous students were
somewhat less likely to be PEC preschools tharethagh lower proportions of indigenous
students (trend level of significance).

These data suggest that PEC preschools were oagavirger than non-PEC preschools. In
addition, PEC preschools appear to have had higheris of resources than non-PEC
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preschools, at least as measured by percentagesabfers with licenciaturd. These data fit
the hypothesis that preschools with more resourdght have been more likely to have the
capacity to put together and have approved a PHlicapon. They raise some concerns
about the PEC program’s accessibility to less nesaliprograms.

Another point bearing on equity lies within the gramme (not PEC vs. non-PEC) and also
has to do with differences in starting points atrenlt was hoped that as a result of the
participation in PEC, schools that entered the nogne at a relatively low quality level, as
measured by the quality scale, would catch up edoiktter schools. In the evaluation sample
of PEC preschools (ACUDE 2005, 2006), schools #wdered with the highest ratings
(application at the beginning of the school yearyl ahose with the lowest ratings were
compared with respect to differences in qualityha&t end of the first and second year. The
following was found: 1) all schools, both higheddower quality at entry, improve, but 2)
the gap between them remains essentially the sBineeconclusion we draw from this is that
PEC appears at least in this sample not to fospaityein quality across centres within PEC.
Evaluators also found that the improvements madedrge off and better-off schools at the
beginning were different. The worse off schoolseverore likely to improve their resources
and management but not their teaching; the beffesahools were more likely to show
improvements in teaching, with less improvementegalty in resources (which were already
at higher levels than worse-off schools). In thaatading section, we draw implications of
these findings on equity for the PEC applicatioocesss.

55  PEC and Child Development

Although a developmental test was administered gamaple of children in the preschools as
part of the PEC evaluation, the results of thiscpdure were not deemed to be sufficiently
rigorous or consistent to be able to draw conchsiabout the potential impact of PEC on
development. This is a task that remains to beezhout, hopefully with a national sample of
preschoolers, so that PEC and non-PEC childreeammpared.

6. NATIONAL PRESCHOOL CURRICULAR REFORM

Like many countries, Mexico has undergone a varmétseform efforts over the last several
decades. These efforts include very broad programsueh as the Preschool Education
Programs, established in 1981 and 1992, to moreifgpeational and state-level reforms,
including thecomunitarioand CONAFE programs. In 1999, a Study Plan forsé¢treol
Education Licensing was established and includestifp child development goals (Sub-
Secretaria de Educacion Béasica 2002). This effegab the process of strengthening
connections between children’s early education e&pees and their primary school
experiences.

9 Note, however, that our analysis cannot distinyti®se preschools that applied for PEC and redéfeom
those that applied for PEC and did not receive it.
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6.1 Initial Study to Inform Development of the Reform

Initial curricular reform efforts began to take pean 2001 and gathered momentum in 2002-
2003 with an internal evaluation of approximate@06reschools to determine the existing
context for preschool education in Mexico. It serve identify the many strengths and
weaknesses of the system and provided some insightvhat practice looked like in both
public and private settings. The activities thaaptd the development of the curriculum
reform were extensive and included:

* ldentification of the most commonly used prescheducation practices in the
country and their main challenges as perceivedhéyteschool educators.

* Review of all the curricula used in preschool ediocasince its official inception in
the 1920s.

* Analysis of preschool education models from a \grid countries

* Review of latest research regarding child develagraed learning

In general, educators exhibited a diverse appticatf pedagogical methods. In many
settings teachers engaged in classroom practiegshttd few, if any, intentional learning
goals. Several possible solutions and ideas wenergeged and incorporated into the new
curriculum as a result of this evaluation. The wmaibn also helped facilitate the
implementation of the new curriculum reform (More®é@nchez 2005).

Following this evaluation, reformers began to desigd develop a curriculum that could be
effectively implemented across a wide range ofirsgtt Because reformers recognized the
importance of including state administrators asl aellocal educators in the reform efforts,
regional meetings among these groups were heldistuss the new curriculum and to
identify areas of educational practice that needeising (Moreno Sanchez 2005). Once the
curriculum was developed, the next steps involveéngthening state technical teams
through workshops focused on content (i.e., anadyzjuides) and practical issues (i.e.,
sharing information and experiences of implemeotatat individual sites), as well as
building teacher capacity through training workshaesigned to promote an understanding
of the reform (Moreno Sanchez 2005). TReogram of Preschool Educatio(PEP) was
finalized and published in 2004 and distributecalioteachers and principals in public and
private preschools by the Sub-ministry of Basic &dion (Moreno Sanchez 2005).

6.2  Foundations of the Reform: High-Quality Preschool Education for All

It is important to understand the context thattiedhis reform, which is well-articulated in

the SEP’s summarprograma de Educacién PreescoléBecretaria de Educacion Publica
2004). Three main guiding foundational principled to this reform effort. The first was the
acknowledgment of the importance of the early dfolat years for shaping development.
Specifically, the reform begins with an overviewaafcepted findings in child development,
including the fact that development is the restila @ombination of biological, genetic and
environmental factors; exploration of the world ydes an opportunity to learn; and peer
interaction shapes the child’s ability to buildat@nships and develop their own identity.
Thus, early childhood education offers an oppotyuté promote healthy development and
school success. The second principle acknowledgesimportance of social changes in
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Mexican life, including increased density in urbameas, changing family structure,
children’s increased exposure to violence, andem®ed poverty and inequity. These social
and cultural changes demand high-quality progrargnior young children with special
attention to individual, familial and cultural digity. Further, preschool education is viewed
as being especially important for children at riskcause it has an ‘equalizing function’ in
the sense of providing learning opportunity for geae regardless of social conditions. The
third principle is that education is a right foreey child; to protect that right, a legal base is
needed With the recent preschool mandate comes the reogrthat education includes
three years of mandatory preschool. This law inetu@uthority for the government to
develop a curriculum, described here.

6.3 Char acteristics of the Curriculum Reform

There are four characteristics of the curriculufom®. The curriculum:

* has a national character, which means that all rarommes must implement the
curriculum to ensure universality and that practioaust reflect the value of cultural
diversity and the importance of intercultural d@le.

» establishes a general purpose for preschool eduacatihich means that it should
promote all areas of development through the prawisf high-quality experiences.

* is organized in term of child competencies vs. meat-based curriculum. In this way,
the curriculum is child-centred. As such, the teagblays a critically important role
in determining how to best meet the individual reeefistudents.

* has an open character, meaning that teachers éget@mtadapt the content and
methodologies they use to respond to the needkeofparticular populations they
serve.

6.4 Goals of the Curriculum Reform

There are two primary goals of the curriculum refoilhe first is to improve the quality of
children’s educational experiences. For example,rédform states that children will receive
just and equal educational opportunities and setseries of guidelines for improving the
educational experiences of all children (Sub-Secigtde Educacion Basica 2002).

The second goal is to promote continuity betweessgrool, elementary and secondary
education. That is, the reform effort identifiesae set of skills, values and knowledge that
children should receive from a basic educationadidition, a common set of educational
objectives across settings and levels is definedlding so, the reform aims to establish a
common set of practices across levels of schodBugb-Secretaria de Educacion Basica
2002).

In addition to these two primary goals, reform eBaalso seek to strengthen the role of the
teacher in the classroom, school and communityréada de Educacion Publica 2004b).
Importantly, although the curriculum reform prowdguidelines and standards for basic
competencies, it allows teachers to choose thestantd methods they believe will help
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children achieve those competencies (SecretariBdideacion Puablica 2004b). This open,
flexible approach, allowing adjustment to locataimstances and specific children, demands
a great deal from teachers who, in the past, haea lprovided with more specific tools and
methods thought to be applicable to all situations.

6.5  Pedagogical Principles

The following three groups of pedagogical princgpleerve as a reference point for the
curriculum reform. Specifically, they provide a comon framework to guide teacher practice.
Further, these principles help teachers identifg tonditions under which practice is

effective. It is important to emphasize the ceityraif reflective practice to this reform effect

— it guides not only the development of activitiesit also the way in which a teacher
individualizes instruction to meet the needs ofdrkn.

The first group of principles concerns children&ssdlopment and learning processes. There
are four assumptions:

Children will arrive at primary school with knowlgd base and the capacity to develop
further;

The primary role of the teacher is to promote argtan children’s motivation to learn’
Children learn through peer interaction;

Play promotes development and learning.

The second group of principles concerns diversity equity. There are three assumptions:

School should offer opportunities regardless ofural background;

All teachers, schools and parents should work ¢onpte the inclusion of children with
disabilities;

Schools should be regarded as a place for sodializand learning and therefore must
promote equity across gender and race.

The third group of principles concerns school ag#rvention. There are three assumptions:

The school and classroom climate should promotédrem’s trust and the ability to
learn;

Individualized instruction is critical for schoogirto have positive results;

Collaboration between teachers and family membensiptes children’s development.

It is worth noting that in contrast to other eaclyildhood programmes like Reggio Emilia
(Cadwell, 2003), the theory underlying the natiooadriculum reform in Mexico is focused

on the classroom and centre. Specifically, thermefefforts in Mexico tend to take a more
setting level-approach to children’s learning apased to the broader approach involving
numerous stakeholders (e.g., children, teachergnism and the public) taken by Reggio
Emilia, or the community-level approach that istrrsg focus of the CONAFE model (see
Sidebar on CONAFE).
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6.6  Competencies

The competencies are organized around six develoindomains. They are listed in Table
8.

Table 8: Child Competenciesfrom the Curricular Reform

Competencies
Formative Fields Aspects in which they are organized
Personal identity and autonomy.
Interpersonal relationships.
Oral language.
Written language.
Number.
Form, space, and media.

Social and personal development
Language and communication
Mathematical Thinking

Exploration and knowledge of the |The natural world.

world N
Culture and social life.

Musical expression and appreciation.
Corporal expression and dance
appreciation.

Plastic expression and appreciation.
Dramatic expression and theatrical
appreciation.

Coordination, strength, and equilibrium.
Health promotion.

Art expression and appreciation

Physical development and health

The competencies are described in extensive detattachers to reference (for examples,
see Appendix 1). For each domain, there is a rexoéwhe research literature, a list of
behaviours that demonstrate the competency, and@ga of how the competency might be
demonstrated in a preschool classroom.

Following the description of the competencies geaeralized sequence of steps for teachers
to usethe competencies for their practice throughoutdbtieool year. For example, at the
beginning of the school year, teachers are encedrég get to know each of their students
and to establish a productive working atmospherthair classrooms. In addition, there are
suggestions concerning activity planning and dsdlyeduling.

By emphasizing children’s competencies, this refowhonly recognizes that children come
to school with a range of skills and experiences,italso places the child at the centre of the
learning process. In doing so, educators are reduio develop tools and strategies to
promote development across domains and experieHoggver, these competencies will be
realized only when educators have a clear undefstgnof the program, when
comprehensive work occurs in the classroom settind, when educators critically analyze
and share their experiences in the classroom tin tolleagues.

A review of several curricula and pedagogical apphes around the world suggests that
there is a great deal of variability in the competes on which nations choose to focus their
ECCE programs. Competencies that are emphasizeg faom child-centred learning and
development (e.g., High/Scope), to relationshipldig and communication skills (e.g.,
Reggio Emilia), to much broader individual and systlevel competencies such as norms
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and values or relationships between home, schabb#rer family support services (e.g., the
Swedish National Curriculum). In general, the sixnpetencies emphasized by Mexico are
in line with other nations. More specifically, tivdexico curriculum is most similar to the
High/Scope curriculum in the U.S., though it takas broader approach in some
developmental domains and clearly emphasizes samitarscompetencies as other well-
known learning approaches such as experientiatilegr

6.7 Evaluation

The Programa de Educacion Preescolar (Secretarieddeacion Publica 2004) concludes
with a section on child assessment. There are thmaen goals: to assess children’s
achievement and challenges to meeting the compeserto identify factors that influence
children’s learning, including teaching practicesid to use assessment to guide teaching
practice, including interventions, as needed. Rahechild, assessment is based on teachers’
observations of children’s behaviour and individaatl group work, which is documented in
a journal or portfolio for each child. This contisasvith previous practices in which children
were often rated on a developmental scale.

6.8 Implementation of the Curriculum Reform

The programme outlined a two-stage implementatimeegss in which the reform would be
applied to approximately 5 per cent of classroomgach type of programme during the
2004-2005 school year; then, in the subsequenbsgiear the reform would be applied to all
classrooms and programs. The goal of the trial waketermine whether the curriculum was
viable and whether adaptations needed to be maieebié was brought to scale, that is,
implemented nationally. The plan calls for reqguriall public and private programs,
including CENDIs, CONAFE, general and indigenousgoams, to implement the new
curriculum and promote its core values (Miranda Blwdeno Sanchez 2006).

Since 2003, SEP has engaged in a broad effort ¢senhinate information about the
curricular reform. Teachers learned about the newiculum reform through training guides
and general training workshops. The topics of tteggdes and workshops included what is
taught and what is learned in preschool, as weltcads for a more flexible teaching
approach. In addition, videotapes were providedcril@ag the reform process and
fundamental characteristics of the new preschostiesy, and texts were provided addressing
issues of child development and preschool edudatiom addition, since 2004, SEP
introduced a course for teachers and principalsyedsas technical advisors, to comprehend
pedagogical orientations for each area in the culrim, and to help link theory to practice.

6.9 Challengestothe Curriculum Reform

As with any reform effort, there are a variety ohaltenges associated with its
implementation. We discuss challenges in threesarmcher training, challenges arising
from the expansion for 3- and 4-year olds and gamnsolvement.

Challenges in teacher trainingnd workforce developmenthere are challenges associated

with the need for teacher training and workforceeliepment. Retraining teachers to adjust
to the new curriculum requires attention to flegibteflective and evaluative practice in
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teaching, a difficult goal in training and supeors support. Implementing the new reform
has required a tremendous amount of work by theentiteacher workforce as well as by
supervisors. This can be difficult for teacherswdtready limited time, many of whom work
two jobs. Interestingly, educators have said thanethough they share the ideals of the
reform, the majority of their classroom time idlsgpent on routine activities meant to keep
children occupied (i.e., with a specific learningpf), in part because they have not received
sufficient time to incorporate the new reform itheir practices (Myers 2006, Sub-Secretaria
de Educacion Basica 2002).

Training challenges apply to two periods of tragninpre-service, or in the teacher education
system; and in-service, or after hire. These twstesys of training encompass different
educational settings and staff; both need to adpughe demands of the new curriculum. In
teacher education, the new curriculum could berpm@ted into classes and pedagogy. As
for in-service training and supervision, changesthe supervisory system, to develop
materials and training practices to support the oeiculum, are also required. This can be
difficult because supervisors are often used timitrg based on the previous curriculum and
require time to learn the new curriculum, interp@lit and use it as a basis for training and
supervisory support.

Challenges arising from expansion of preschool aton for 3-year olds and older
preschool-aged childremnother challenge arises from the expansion ofghres! education

to larger numbers of 4- and 3-year olds. For ttieaehers who experience increases in class
size, more support is needed to implement a chiketted curriculum in classrooms of over
25 (i.e., the average class size in urban geneesichools at grade 3). For preschoolers in
general and 3-year olds in particular, the curtoulapproach has not been developed to
distinguish their developmental needs from thoseldér children; approaches to practice
and training should be developed that consider tpaiticular developmental and family
conditions.

Challenges in parent involvemeriinally, there are challenges associated with #o& bf
adequate parental involvement to support this pi@screform effort. Parents may not be
entirely clear on how to support the learning ardetopment that is going on in preschool
programs. In fact, parents are typically encouragedave their children at the door and not
become involved in the curriculum. Moreover, studarsenteeism is relatively high. Greater
parental involvement and support would reduce abs&m and ensure stronger effects for
preschool programs.
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1. OBSERVATIONS OF PRESCHOOLS

The SEP arranged for the Harvard team, Kathleenavto€y and Hirokazu Yoshikawa, to
visit six child care centres over three days. Weeveecompanied by: Kimberly Fox from the
SEP, who provided simultaneous translation; Rollers, a consultant who visited four of
the centres; and a group of SEP trainers and sigpesy often as many as six to eight people.
On the first day we visited two centres in onehaf poorer areas within Mexico City. On the
second day, we visited two centres in the StatMexico, of which one was a CONAFE
preschool serving mainly indigenous children. Andthe third day, we visited two peri-
urban preschools in the state of Morelos. Duringhewdisit, McCartney and Yoshikawa
interviewed one teacher together.

We began each interview by asking teachers faofuastions about the preschool to
establish rapport, for example questions aboutdmposition of each classroom, about the
family background of the children in the schooldaabout the teacher’'s background and
experience. Then, we asked a series of open-endestigns about their experience with the
curriculum reform. We attempted to record indivitiegchers’ comments in our notes, based
on loose translations of their words. In so doitegchers’ comments were undoubtedly
simplified. For this reason, we do not use quotatmnarks when we share teachers’
responses. Following each lose translation is antification number in parentheses so that
the reader can trace individual teachers’ commaaisss themes.

We share these notes with two important caveatsst,Fthe visits do not provide a

representative picture of Mexican preschools, givenvery small number of centres visited
and given the unclear selection criteria used &y $EP in selecting them for our visits.

Second, it is important to note that the teachemewprepared for our visit by SEP personnel
and that they were aware that we were professons Harvard University. We worried that

this created expectancy biases, and we did ourtbestoke their candid responses. In fact,
the teachers appeared to be open, honest andtikeflét their comments, and we believe
their perspectives offer some insights into thenpse and challenge of the curriculum

reform.

We have organized our notes around important thetinas emerged in the interviews,
specifically, the curriculum reform, SEP trainingempetencies, resistance and impact of the
reform on early childhood education.

Curriculum reform

It was clear that teachers were familiar with thericulum reform and that they could speak
intelligently about it. Nearly every teacher bedan saying something positive about the
reform, usually about the freedom that the refoffare teachers to be creative.

The reform offers liberty. (1)

It is good that it is open and that children asefr(2)

Teachers have a greater ability to be creativet@meanage the curriculum; you can do
more novel things. (3)
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Two teachers were very open about the problemsekpgrienced with the openness of the
curriculum; yet each, later in the interview, notexv the reform had led to improvements in
her practice.

The reform is difficult to understand and implement Following the reform increased
my “strategic planning process”. (5)

There is too much freedom for teachers, and itsdifficult for some teachers. | was
“left with doubt.” There is still doubt, but it'sditer. In the beginning, there was a lot of
trial and error . . . It's more work. | was usedgaching my way, but this is an important
form of work. Now, you study. It's a “good challeng. . . You need to “leave old habits
behind” and be open. (6)

At least one teacher understood the potential ef whform to eliminate inequities in
education across social classes. Indeed this isobiiee goals of the reform. This teacher
expressed her hope in this way:

Before there were “closed realities” — people weodated by social status. (3)

SEP Trainings

Concerns about the curriculum reform centred ferrttost part about the trainings. Although
the teachers appreciate many aspects of the cumcit is clear that all are struggling with
applying it; in other words, they are having a idifft time moving from the theories and
concepts to practice. Two teachers were partiguiticulate on this point:

The training is not focused on teaching deliveny's-not concrete enough. It's hard to
know how to go from the competency to an activithe trainings focus on physical
setting, for example the library should be in ables place within the school. There is a
void between theory and practice — the reformlighalbry. (2)

The transfer from new to old reform is difficulttiwout help. The SEP offers technical
support and courses, the work is general, anceids1éo be specific to schools. (5)

Other teachers complained about the effort and fintekes to participate in trainings in
order to learn the curriculum. One teacher wasqaarly articulate on this point.

The trainings took place every day for a week afterk, from 2:00 to 8:00 PM, and
there was no extra pay for this time. . . It ishallenge to find time to learn. The reality
is that teachers have to attend to family fightfita- no one is going to read a book
about theory — it's wasted effort. (2)

All teachers had the three curriculum reform bodsecifically the Program de Educacion
Preescolar (2004) and the two books of scholadgirgys. Unfortunately, most teachers did
not feel that they were helpful. One teacher withedl-worn book, as evidenced by flagged
pages, highlighted text and notes in the margiosfessed:

It's hard to understand what the books say; thguage is obscure; there were no
lectures on the readings to help us understand. tf®m
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In contrast, another teacher enjoyed the readings:

Theories are useful. They push us to think, thetivate us, and they make us more
creative. (3)

Several teachers continued to use other more peactiented curriculum books to help
guide their practice:

We still use other books to help us develop adtisit- books from Normal School on
curriculum.(5)

In some cases, the difficulty of applying the otutum reform to practice had led to
increased collaboration among the staff.

Teacher study group helped. (5)

Competencies

All teachers embraced the competencies and belleatethe background readings on child
development have been helpful to them as they idhd#lize instruction for each child. The
teachers recognized the positive impact of the etemzies on their practice:

In the workshops, we developed proposals to uratedsthe competencies. (3)

The reform allows teachers to work on competeneigs limited resources; | decide

which competencies to focus on each month. (2)

Reform concentrates on the positive characterisfichildren — stead of saying he can’t
pay attention, we talk about what he can do. (2)

There is a better understanding of social developmew. (4)

Before the reform, | didn’t think about the indivial needs of children. (5)

The reform has increased my sensitivity about wdfaldren need. For example, for
aggressive children, | go to the competency orcéffe socialization. (5)

Resistance

Several of the teachers discussed resistance withinpreschools to the curriculum reform.
Typically, they attributed resistance to other teas:

Not all teachers are following it. | can tell in etmgs with the technical teams. Some

teachers never say anything about competencies. (2)
The majority of teachers do not do what | do. (3)

Impact of the reform on early childhood education

A clear consequence of the curriculum reform hanben increase in status of the field of
early childhood education. The teachers believettteacommunity has come to realize what
they have known, namely that preschool is the egg of formal education. Their
comments included:
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Before people had a different idea of prescho@sémool was equal to play, not school.
Now preschool is a part of education. (3)

Preschool is now more formal. . it's school. (4)

Preschool teachers were thought of as babysittesrghanged. Now that preschool is
obligatory, we will see a change in views of thefpssion. (6)

It is not entirely clear whether teachers recogtiieg the format of early care and education
programmes must vary from the format of primaryagthSpecifically, learning in preschool
should occur through play not worksheets. It issgue that the perceived increase in status
of preschools is the result of moving primary sdhpoactices downward rather than
preschool practices upwards. If this is so, itigur opinion, a worrisome trend.

Observational data

Our observational notes reveal thee other issuethywof consideration. The first concerns
the size of the program. Most classrooms contaiB@dr more children, taught by one
teacher. The ratio of students to teachers isdarldrge to support a curriculum based on
individualized instruction. One teacher shared withdirectly that she wanted to have a
relationship with each child, but could not, gividme size. Further, it will be difficult to
provide any kind of meaningful assessment of céidxnd their work with such a large ratio.
A large group size is the largest threat to thisiculum reform effort.

Second, some centres lacked sufficient materiadsipgort a quality preschool curriculum; in

fact, most centres could be fairly described assgpd.ike most child care centres throughout
the world, the Mexican centres contained matertalected by dedicated teachers, e.g.,
storage jars. CONAFE schools are known for theetarand quantity of materials they

provide and books. Those with PEC funds were ablsupplement materials (e.g., books,
bicycles, computers and toys); however, some cenised PEC funds for furniture and

infrastructure (e.g., office furniture or buildimgpairs). Curriculum materials are needed to
support the work on the reform.

Third, the teachers have clearly been influencedobg of the pedagogical principles,
reflective practice, even though they do not alwkysw how to do this or have the time
needed to do it. This principle guides other refefforts throughout the world, including the
Reggio Emilia approach in Italy and the emergemticulum movement in the U.S. As part
of the Mexican curriculum reform, teachers are eige to reflect on their practice in a
journal. We asked to see these journals, and thesegreat variability among some. Some
wrote very cryptic notes infrequently, i.e., onetwice each month. Others wrote daily notes
about their lessons, organized by competencies.eSdinectors read and commented on
journals, a practice that motivated teachers. @dichers understood and appreciated the
importance of reflective practice, a considerabthievement and direct result of the
curriculum reform. Our observations of the teagbernals illustrate three characteristics of
the curricular reform. First change is difficult dcamccurs to a greater or lesser degree,
depending on teacher experience and supervisorgosupSecond, considerable time is
needed to be able to apply the reflective methbds i something that many teachers do not
have, particularly if they hold two jobs, as ofteccurs. Finally, our observations highlight
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the importance of direct feedback and motivatioonfrdirectors (and supervisors) that
provides “on-the-job” training.

8. CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONSFOR POLICY AND RESEARCH

Formal attention to children in the preschool ydardlexico began in the late $entury.
From 1948 to 1992, preschool education in Mexice \agely directed by the Office of
Preschool Education in the Secretaria de Educdeidnlica (SEP). In 1992, decentralization
of education from the federal to the state leve$ waensified in the National Educational
Modernization Agreement. As a result of this polatyange, administrative responsibility for
preschool education shifted to the states, withrsaght from several departments within the
Sub secretary for Basic Education. As has occumedther countries in recent years,
preschool education in Mexico has expanded rapiBiyor to 2000, when the current
administration took over, preschool enrolment iaseel 755%, from about 400,000 in the
base year to just over 3,400,000 in the 2000-2@0bd year. Increases since 2000 are
discussed.

In this study, we aimed to review three major poliatiatives of the Mexican government in
preschool education that occurred over the pasidsy a law mandating preschool education
for 3-, 4- and 5-year olds; a quality improvememitiative in education; and a national
curricular reform. For each initiative, we conskelrissues of coverage, quality, equity and
implications for children’s development as criteioa the review.

8.1 Mandatefor Preschool Expansion: Findings

Largeincreasesin attendance of 4- and 5-year oldsin preschool education have
occurred as aresult of the mandate.

The law mandating preschool attendangleligatoriedad, passed in 2001, required that all
parents in Mexico send their 3-, 4- and 5-year dlmgreschool programmes and set a
timetable for 100 per cent coverage of each ofalyeeups (2004 for 5-year olds; 2005 for 4-
year olds; and 2008 for 3-year olds). This law nzed a huge and unprecedented expansion
in Mexico’s preschool education system, and itdieged an extremely short time frame in
which to accomplish the expansion. The law alsorporated a mandate for 3-year olds, the
only such mandate in the world. Following its passanrolment of Mexican 4- and 5-year-
olds in preschool education programmes has incdegatly. Large increases occurred for
these groups between 2003 and 2005, with the rebukar-universal attendance among 5-
year-olds as of the 2005-2006 school year and 8lcget attendance among 4-year-olds.
These extraordinary increases in enrolment weremaplished through increasing the overall
number of preschools, increasing the numbers oldmm in existing preschools, and
increasing the number of teachers in the presadwtation system.

We examined equity issues in the expansion by tapkat whether enrolment changes
occurred to a similar degree in different stateg #nd that there was some variation in
enrolment rates by state. This variation occurced greater degree for 3-year old enrolment
than for 4- or 5-year old enrolment. When we furtimwestigated whether enrolment rates
differed by indices of state-level poverty and ni@atjzation, we found little evidence of a
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relationship. In addition, we explored whether ément rates differed for girls vs. boys.
There was no evidence of differences in attendagagender.

Tradeoffs have occurred between expansion for 4- and 5-year oldsand expansion for 3-
year olds.

The pressures on the preschool education systemiieen great as a result of the coverage
mandates. Although overall the number of preschomiseased after passage of the law (by
12%, for example, between the 2003-2004 and 200%-Zthool years), there has been
tremendous pressure on preschools to meet the mesnda 100 per cent coverage of 5-year
olds by 2004 and 100 per cent coverage of 4-yekr lmy 2005.

The law mandated 100 per cent coverage for 3-y&ds by 2008, a goal that may be
unrealistic without a massive infusion of fundsstgpport new preschools and classrodMs.
As of the 2005-2006 school year, coverage amongad-glds (at 25%) remained much
lower than that among 4- or 5-year olds. In abalit &f the 32 states, in fact, the percentage
of this group enrolled in preschool education daseel between 2004 and 2005. This was
most likely due to the pressure to increase slots4f and 5-year-olds, in the context of
limited classroom space. Although the decline imscstates in enrolment rates of 3-year
olds is not surprising, given the huge increasesuimbers of 4- and 5-year olds served in
preschools, it does put into question whetherrbiision of 3-year-olds in obligatoriedad (as
well as the 19 per cent of 4-year-olds who remaitside the system) is feasible, particularly
by the 2008 deadline for 100 per cent coverage.

Preschool staff we spoke with consistently repottet many parents do not want their 3-
year-olds in a centre-based preschool program. dppsirent preference on the part of some
parents may be an additional serious barrier téeaity the 100 per cent coverage goal for
3-year olds in the mandate.

Substantial increasesin classratios of greater than 30:1 wer e observed; effects of the
mandate on other dimensions of quality, however, are unknown.

As in other countries where preschool educationtdessn rapidly expanded, preschool staff
report concerns about potential effects on qualgg were limited by the lack of national
data measuring multiple dimensions of preschoolliguaVe did find evidence that the
proportion of preschools with student-to-teachetiosa of greater than 30:1 increased
substantially between 2001 and 2005. This increasestatistically significant. The increase
was greatest in the General system of preschogl$aftthe largest system of preschools in
Mexico). In that system, 12 per cent of preschbald ratios greater than 30:1 in 2001, while
by 2005 18 per cent did. These changes may benafecn, in that teachers who experienced
such large increases in ratios expressed concemns about their reduced ability to provide
individualized attention and teaching in the claesn.

These changes may signal challenges that teacuwhrsnistrative and supervisory staff face
as the numbers of children enrolled in preschoalcation have increased. We caution,

2 |n addition, a very recent revision to the law 2id06) extended the 3-year old mandate to chilbetween
the ages of 2 years 9 months and 3 years.
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however, that the indicator of student-teacherorasi not correlated highly with other
dimensions of quality; there is a need for natiat&th on multiple dimensions of programme
guality, including process features, such as taastuglent interaction and teaching approach.

The expansion has put strains on the supervisory support and training systemsin
preschool education.

The supervisory support system in preschool edutatost of our key informants reported,
has been placed under strain as a result of thansign (and as a result of the national
curricular reform, which occurred simultaneouslWith increases in both the number of
preschools as well as number of children, superyissams’ responsibilities have increased.
Teachers are in need of greater supervisory supparticularly in the many preschools
where class sizes are large and/or have incre@setkeachers report having less time for
individualized attention to children, the supervissystem’s capacity to handle increased
pre- and in-service training needs appears in pégceater support.

Theteacher qualification (licenciatura) requirements of the mandate have unclear
consequences for those teachers currently in the system who do not have this
qualification.

The preschool expansion mandate required thatallpreschool teachers have licenciatura
status. Although this higher bar for qualificatimnbe a preschool teacher is welcome, many
current teachers who do not have the qualificategort that it would be quite expensive for
them to pursue it. It is unclear what the conseqgesmare for these teachers of not getting the
licenciatura or its equivalent. It is without quest however, that increased numbers of
certified teachers will be needed if expansion icwets, particularly for 3-year olds.

8.2 Mandate For Preschool Expansion: Policy Options

Policy options addressing qualityseveral policy options exist for addressing quality
addition to expansion.

1) Provide more resources to the supervisory suppstes in order to respond to greater
teacher needs in the face of expansion. This suppoeeded at the local, regional and
state levels.

2) Target more funds to preschools of lower qualitytheesy expand enrolment. In order to
avoid the consequence of a decline in quality bhdwdpout by expansion of preschool
slots, funds could be targeted to support thosechadls of lower quality as they
undergo expansion. This would necessitate mongarsfinmultiple aspects of programme
quality on a year-by-year basis, so that relativebmprehensive information about
quality levels helps determine programme support. afternative to this option is to
target extra support funds to communities with biglevels of needs, so that preschools
in communities with the lowest levels of resouraes ensured support for their expanded
slots. Targeted funds for infrastructure, supemyisand educational supports could be
devoted to preschools serving higher-risk popufstior those with lower levels of
resources.
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Policy options for 3-year olds. The major policycd#ons regarding 3-year-olds concern 1)
the mandate for this age group; 2) the forms of EGRat are considered as meeting the
requirement for obligatoriedad; 3) the time frarae dxpansion; and 4) potential targeting of
preschool education to children, families and comities that might benefit from it the
most. This portion of the law was passed withautour view, adequate information on the
preferences of parents for programme models, tagéve benefits of programme models for
children, or the feasibility of large-scale expamsito 3-year olds occurring solely within
centre-based preschool education. We present pofitipns regarding the mandate, time
frame and targeting of programme expansion for&-wpéds next.

1) It may be useful to reconsider the mandate for &-y#ds’ attendance. This is for two
main reasons: the most efficacious programme mddel8-year olds are unknown; and
many parents would prefer not to send their 3-péds to a centre-based program.

2) In place of the current mandate for 3-year oldits emphasis in practice on centre-
based enrolment, fulfilling the requirements of thes could be broadened to include
participation in home-based, centre-based and amatibh approaches. Testing of
approaches to intervention that are best for 3-pé&ds could be implemented, and these
different combinations of child-focused and pareatised intervention could be
evaluated, in preparation for more specific definitof ECCE for 3-year-olds and larger-
scale expansion at a future date. Within such mdwork it would be appropriate to
consider the Mexican system eflucacion inicial(for children 0 to 3), as a model.
Combining high-quality, educational child care wihrvices that provide information
and support for parenting and parents’ own lifelggaay be as beneficial for parents
with very young children as putting their childi@na preschool or child care centre.

3) The time frame set by the 100 per cent coverageéfgp2008 appears to be unrealistic.
The mandate could be amended to reflect this. titiad, short-, medium- and long-
range goals could be differentiated. For examplethe short-term information on the
preferences of parents for home- vs. centre- whbamation models could be gathered,
while in the long term expansion could remain al.goa

4) Programmes for 3-year olds could be targeted tdlizsnand communities in greater
need. Some research suggests that families atrhigkebenefit more from ECCE for O-
to 3-year-olds (Love et al., 2002) than familieslater risk. Educational and family
support for families of younger children, includigyear-olds, could be targeted to high-
poverty and/or marginalized communities. This cduddaccomplished within the current
preschool education systems, or by incorporatirgeschool/childcare component into
the Oportunidades program, which already targetfh-poverty areas. Through the
Oportunidades structure, incentives could be implated for parents in these higher-risk
communities to put their 3-year-olds children iegrhool or child care centres and/or to
improve the learning environment for children wieoain at home.

Policy option for teacher qualification requireméght¢enciatura). The consequences of the

licenciatura requirement of the mandate should dresidered not only for those teachers
entering the preschool education system, but fosdhalready in it. We recommend, for
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example, that the cost of obtaining licenciaturardxduced for those teachers already in the
system who do not have this qualification.

8.3  Preschool Quality Improvement: Findings

In countries where preschool enrolment and atteseldrave expanded rapidly, concerns
about quality have almost always been raised bylizsnpreschool staff and policy makers.
The quality improvement initiativePrograma de Escuelas de CalidédBEC), has brought
critical resources to bear on preschool qualityMiexico. The voluntary PEC programme
provides funds for programme improvement to quaddypreschools, and also provides
supervisory support to aid programmes in the ugheofunds.

The best available evidence indicates that quality doesincrease in PEC preschools.

Evaluations to date show that that quality doesrawp in the PEC preschools, across the
first two years of implementation (ACUDE 2006). & set of comparison, non-PEC
preschools, quality over this time period declirséightly. Although these data do not allow
for the strongest causal interpretation (prescha@se not randomly assigned to PEC and
non-PEC conditions), they are encouraging in thatprogramme is associated with intended
increases in quality.

Those preschoolswith PEC status may be somewhat mor e advantaged than preschools
without PEC status.

The data analyses conducted for this study, usiegvhole-school census data, are in accord
with the hypothesis that more advantaged presch@de been more likely to become part of
the PEC program. Our results, from the second waPEC’s expansion to preschools
(2004), showed that preschools with larger numhsrgeachers, higher proportions of
teachers with licenciatura, and preschools in uro@as were more likely to have become
part of the PEC program. This suggests that langdran preschools with higher teacher
qualifications were most likely to become PEC sdt6b

The effect of PEC on equity.

The evaluation of PEC at the preschool level suggésat although most participating
centres improved in quality, the gap between trst ed the weakest centres did not lessen.
When this is combined with evidence that PEC schtaid to be more advantaged than non-
PEC schools, the short-term result of the prognahich reaches less than 10 percent of all
preschools, is to increase inequity in the systesmndexed by quality.

PEC funds have been spent to a greater degree on infrastructure than in other domains.

Evaluations of how PEC moneys have been spent #ieviunding priorities, in practice, are
skewed to particular areas (infrastructure), ratthem support for indicators of process
guality such as support for teachers and staffs T$inot surprising, in that preschools may

2L Our analyses, however, were not able to distifgtiisse preschools that applied for PEC from ttibaedid
not.
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have functioned for many years with infrastructoeeds prior to receiving PEC funds. It is
also not surprising, then, that quality ratingshe domain of infrastructure have been higher
than quality ratings in the domain of teaching aghBC preschools (ACUDE 2005, 2006).

8.4  Preschool Quality Improvement: Policy Options

The following policy options could be consideredarling the PEC preschool program:

1) A diversified strategy could be considered thatfakito account the different levels of
resources of preschools that apply for PEC. Unkercurrent system, preschools with
lower levels of resources, which may need PEC fuhdsmost, do not receive adequate
support to apply to the program. Greater supporthé form of technical assistance and
dissemination of information about PEC, could bevjated to preschools, particularly
those with lower levels of resources or ones iméigpoverty communities. A portion of
the programme funding might be earmarked for sumfgeted, intensive technical
assistance. The option of targeting PEC to everrgpocommunities could also be
considered.

2) The PEC programme has recognized the importancénvaflving supervisors and
advisory technical personnel and is strengtheriegédchnical support roles. For example,
documents are currently being produced that wordgige orientation for supervisors in
an “Academic support (or advisory) service.” TwWwisrk should be continued.

3) Supervisory support might provide particular aftemtto indicators of process quality,
not just structural quality. For example, the pesgme could recommend improvements
in phases — infrastructure first, as most PEC jm@sls have chosen to do, but then in
other areas. PEC supervisory support and fundsdcexplicitly be used to improve
support for preschool staff, with regard to curiicn issues, needs of particular children
(e.g., children with challenging behaviours) anedweof families (e.g., families coping
with chronic stress from difficulty meeting basieaus or from community violence).

8.5 National Preschool Curricular Reform: Findings

The comprehensive curricular reform of preschoalcation encompassed several phases,
including a large initial evaluation of 600 prognaes to develop content and approach;
development and dissemination of the final progranohpreschool education in 2004; and
development of a variety of support activities andterials as the curriculum went into
nationwide implementation. It is the first new woatl curriculum since the prior one was
formulated in 1992.

The reform has brought an emphasis on child competenciesto preschool education.

The curriculum is based on a detailed set of clitthpetencies, rather than a set of
predetermined activities, and therefore has a a@ghired character. There are six domains of
competencies, with many component behaviours thetriate that domain (see Appendix 1
for examples of domains and component behaviours).
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Thereform requires an unprecedented level of flexibility, creativity and reflective
practice from teachers.

The teacher plays a critically important role irtedeining how to best meet the individual
needs of students. In contrast to the prior culuioy the current one has an open character,
in which teachers adapt the content and methods uke to respond to the needs of the
particular populations of families they serve.sltalso more explicitly responsive to cultural
diversity and the needs of local communities, inpkasizing teachers’ involvement with
their communities.

Teachers are also required to keep journals of tihegj-to-day progress and reflections on
implementing the curriculum. The emphasis on réflecpractice requires a high degree of
creativity, autonomy and flexibility in teachers.

The reform may require more explicit training and curriculum supports, including
attention to needs of particular populations.

Many teachers reported that the curriculum, althomgcompanied by extensive training,
initially did not include enough specific accompamy ideas and guides for activities (for
example, ideas for activities that supported specibmpetencies). This may have been a
response to the change to a more highly demandirgcalum requiring more creativity on
the part of teachers. As of the 2006-2007 schoat,yadditional training guides and materials
were being developed to help supervisory staff @adhers implement and monitor the new
curriculum. The training materials do not appeaswéver, to distinguish the needs and
competencies of younger children (3-year olds) ftbhose of 4 and 5-year olds.

Thereform has placed higher demands on teachers, aswell as strainson the
supervisory support system.

Implementation of the curricular reform, which ooed at the same time as the huge
expansion of enrolment for 4- and 5-year-olds fwitgy the obligatoriedad law, has brought

about higher demands on teachers, due to its feexabd open character. This is in the

context of already increasing demands on teachear® in many preschools, due to the

expansion of enrolments. The curricular reform hB® placed strains on the supervisory
support system in preschool education. For exaniéatinez et al., (2004) found that in a

sample of 40 preschools, rural supervisors typicathd 30 schools to visit, with great

distances to travel among them. Data from 2004-2id@kcated that recent increases in

supervisory support may not be enough to keep tip te demand, as enrolment increases
and the curricular reform and PEC initiatives exp&8ub-Secretaria de Educacion Béasica
2005). Many technical advisors report being ovetwleel with the number of centres they

serve and the range of tasks required of themppating centres’ capacity to implement the

challenging curricular reforms. Funding for teashenay not have kept up with the

increasing enrolments, with the result that (asorepl above) class size and student-to-
teacher ratios increased more rapidly in the 26005 years than in prior years.
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Par ent involvement levels appear to below; greater education of parents about the
benefits of preschool education may be needed.

Parent involvement levels are reported to be lavd imformation regarding the benefits of
preschool education or about the difference betwweschool and primary education (e.qg.,
for 5-year olds) may not be adequate.

8.6

National Preschool Curricular Reform: Policy Options

Policy options based on these findings includeohiewing:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The system of support provided to centres neetle toore intensive, whether centres are
in the PEC programme or not. This may be diffiaita supervisory support system that
is already under strain. As the PEC programme egasimultaneously with
implementation of curricular reform, the demandsregional advisory technical teams,
for example, have been increasing greatly and nrapprt being overwhelmed. The
number of advisory staff may not be enough to heulé increases in enrolments as a
result of theobligatoriedadlaw (Sub-Secretaria de Educacion Bésica 2005) n€kd for
more resources devoted to the supervisory suppeters is particularly urgent for
centres with lower levels of resources. Supportenias for technical advisors should be
developed that provide further examples of howhewar strategies could be matched to
levels of competencies of children of different agBupport materials should distinguish
the developmental needs and competencies of 3-ojdarfrom those of 4- and 5- year
olds. Increases in resources would also benefih feo change in the way in which
supervisors perceive and organize their work, W@ emphasis on inspection and more
on technical support and accompaniment, perhapsgafreater advantage also of
periodic meetings with groups of teachers.

Funding for teachers and infrastructure that redptm the level of demand in the
preschool education system, as coverage approdf@eger cent for 4- and 5-year-olds,
could be considered. This could include increasedlihg for teachers; adding assistant
teachers to the classroom, in order to addresgases in student-to-teacher ratio; and
funding for infrastructure expansion (the additajrcentres / classrooms).

The scheduling of teachers’ time for crucial eletaef the curriculum, such as reflective
practice (e.g., journal writing), is also importafhe provision of time in the school day
for such work may need to be increased, dependinteed.

Consistent supervision and training across allesystof preschool education could be
implemented. Currently, support varies across tegstems. The CONAFE program, for
example, provides a highly intensive system of supgonsisting of multiple days each
month of in-service training. Although this level support may not be needed across
every preschool, for those in certain kinds of phemls that are particularly likely to
have low levels of resources or quality, this isigncould make a difference and reduce
inequities in quality. Instituting the close CONABEyle of supervision might reduce the
quality gap across these systems found by Martindzcolleagues
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8.7 Implicationsfor Research and Evaluation

Research needs are great from the standpoint ¢f eéfatour potential evaluation criteria:
coverage, quality, equity and effects on childred&svelopment. Although the Mexican
government collects an extraordinary range of datiés whole school census, it is missing
crucial elements that would allow monitoring andessment of the quality and effects of
preschool education. A more comprehensive natisystem of evaluation across all systems
of preschool and across levels of analysis (froassrioom to centre to local and regional
supervisory structures to states), is urgently adgdee OECD CERI 2004). For example,
the whole-school census currently collects onlyidagemographic information about
preschools. Only a very few, limited structuraligadors relevant to quality are possible to
examine using these national data. No national dgist using current, multi-dimensional
measures of preschool quality. To fill this gapperiodic national study of preschool
education is needed in a carefully chosen and rarsiomple of preschools.

Similarly, no national data exist on the developtnehchildren of preschool age, or of
family characteristics. Finally, no national datase on the preschool workforce, aside from
the demographic information collected in the wheté&ool census. Together, these gaps in
the information base make it impossible to estimltether preschool education is indeed
fostering the curricular competencies in childrénis also difficult to assess whether and
how it is affecting parents’ well-being or staffills nationally. Finally, it is impossible to
examine how any of these effects differ for fansila communities with different levels of
needs.

National monitoring and evaluation of preschool lgyacoverage, equity and children’s
development might require the following:

1) Consistent measurement of (a) all 6 domains of etemzies; (b) family functioning; (c)
school quality, including educational processesff sskills, training, qualifications,
satisfaction and experiences of employment; (d) esagory relationships; (e)
organizational and institutional structures, acrssub-systems of preschool education,
the PEC initiative and the curricular reform. Thisuld help answer questions about the
response to the curricular reform from childreacteers and directors; estimate effects of
PEC on children, centres and the support and trgisystem; and guide expansion vs.
guality debates. Such measures could be integhati@@xisting national panel studies, by
sampling from the whole-school census to do focisadies, or through other national
sampling approaches, including the periodic natipneschool study mentioned above.

2) Evaluation that allows for strong causal inferemegarding the effects of preschool
education and its quality on families, teachers ahidren should be conducted. For
example, experimental tests of educational appemcthould be considered when
resources are not sufficient for coverage of aiqadr population and/or when it is
unclear which approaches to preschool educatior hla® most beneficial impact on
children, families and staff (Maynard 2006). Oppaitiades provides an excellent
example of the power of an experimental evaluatiorestimate effects on multiple
dimensions of well-being and development, and tonafsstrate the success of a
programme to fight poverty and oppression. Predefomoised intervention can be
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3)

4)

5)

evaluated using similar methods (though of courstéh vneasures and assessments
appropriate for this population).

The capacity of the national system to collect datgparticular children and families at
risk could be increased. For example, there araaooirate estimates of the number of
children who are not attending preschool in givemmunities. The UNICEF office in
Mexico is conducting work, in collaboration with micipal governments in several states,
to count the number of children who are not atteggirimary school (Yasukawa 2005).
This is done door-to-door, in collaboration withvariety of governmental and non-
governmental organizations in each municipalityclfsa community-based approach to
determining who is not attending school could bpliagd to preschool. Data should also
be collected regarding other important subgroupserd are, for example, no data
currently on the number of children with disabdgi in preschools, using quality
diagnostic instruments (not just the number ofdrieih receiving services). Similarly,
there are no data on how preschools are meetingetbas of families with mental health
needs or under particularly high levels of strels® to single parenthood, substance use,
neighbourhood danger and violence and other contgnsinessors.

From a financial standpoint, current data systemsia have adequate capacity to link
spending on preschool education, or types of spgndb outcomes at the system or
school levels. For example, some states or muritgsaprovide additional funding to

hire teachers, or add to curricula. Some do thiglitmnal on reductions in absenteeism
or more training. How does such variation in fumgdiaffect the quality of preschool

education? Building the capacity to gather sucarfgial data would provide an important
source of information to guide government investmemreschool education and quality.

In order to implement any or all of these reseant evaluation directions, two steps
could be taken. First, the preschool education eudfould include increased research
and evaluation set-asides, to adequately fundabearch and evaluation functions of the
preschool education system. Second, a nationas@gvpanel of research experts, across
multiple relevant disciplines and areas of expertehild development; preschool quality;
research sampling; evaluation methods), could Iwaed to advise the government on
how best to strengthen research and evaluatioresthool education.
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