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1. Introduction

The purpose of this project is to study educational dispa-
rities within and between nations. By this is simply meant, roughly,
how much difference there is between those at the top and those
at the bottom of the educational ladder. Thus, educational dispa-

rity, or ineguality, is not the same as educational injustice.

Educational injustice is the condition that exists when there is

a correlation between the amount of education attained and any
other (particularly ascriptive) variable, such as class, sex or
race. Clearly, one could very well imagine a society where the
same proportion from any class, sex, national or racial groups had
a Ph.D., or were illiterates for that matter. Although this so-
ciety would exhibit educational justice it would clearly not have
educational equality because of the difference between Ph.D. and
illiteracy. For educational equality to have a meaning it must
mean, roughly, that all the members of the society above a certain
age or in the same age group have more or less the same educational
level, be that level low or high.

Further, educational inequality is not the same as inequality

of educational opportunity either. The latter refers to the star-

ting condition: is the system made in such a way that everybody
has the same chance of getting launched on equally good educational
ladders, or is it made in such a way that the system tends to dis-

criminate against some by denying them access, or giving them
access only to poorer parts of the total system? Clearly, even in

a system where everybody starts under exactly the same condition
they may still end up differently, and if they do so the system
will produce educational inequality as this is conceived of here.
Simply stated, people may differ, and circumstances may differ,

and as a result of either or both educational attainment may differ.

Thus, .equality of educational opportunity does not imply educational
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equality. Nor does educational equality imply equality of oppor-
tunity - for it may have been obtained precisely through unequal
opportunlty -~ e.g. by giving more schooling to the weak than to
the Dtrong

The reference to equality of educational opportunity just
given leads us straight into a problem area that has to be con-
fronted from the very beginning. Is educational disparity a
problem at all - or, positively formulated: is educational egua-

lity a goal?

To explore these complex matters some kind of theory is
needed. The theory that is underlying this paper will be pascc
on two pillars: a theory of ability and a theory of economic

structure. Hoth are needed, because both are inextricably related

to any theory of educational disparity, and particularly to the
problem of whether educational equality is a goal or not.

2. A theory of ability.

The empirical fact, as is evident from a glance at educatio-
nal statistics, is that there is educational inequality. Most

people probably see this not only as unavoidable, but also as
desirable. The ideology of educational Justice;, howeverg prevails)
and as a consequence of that many people undoubtedly would say
that there should be no educational discrimination based on such
external variables as the four mentioned (class, sex, nation, rac

and the recent concern with continucus adult education would make
one add age to this list). But there should be discrimination on
the basis of internal oharacteristics, referred to generally as
"ablllty". More specifically, there is the ability referred to as
nintelligence". Let us define it as "ability of symbolic mani-
pulation", something which would be particularly high in mathe-
maticians, symphony composers and for others who handle highly
complex, abstract systems according to complex rules. In general,
it would be thought of as something scientists could hardly do
without, at least if science is conceived of as it usually is
nowadays. Any society which wants to develop, hence, is entitled
not only to detect the most able, but also to give them more
education than is given to the rest. Hence, no educatidnal eqguali’
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One could now spell out a number of educational ideologies in
some detail. At one extreme would be the thesis that ability in
general, and intelligence in particular, is heredity-based, is
constant over time for a given individual, and different between
individuals - which is, roughly, the original Binet-Simon posi-
tion. At the other extreme would be the thesis that abilify in
general and intelligence in particular is environment-based,
changing over time for a given individual and potentiallv about

the same for all or most individuals - which is, again very rough-
ly, the present Chinese position. Between them thére is room for
many other educational ideologies - six if one should proceed by
the simple combinatorics indicated by the three dichotomies just
made use of (heredity/environment; constant/changing; different/
same).

For inétance, there is the idea that ability is essentially
inherited, but only in the form of a potential, of an upper limit
for each individual, so to speak. The manifest ability level may
show great variations through time. This may or may not be com-
bined with the idea that this potential is essentially the same
for everybody.

Then there is the idea that ability may be essentially sha-
ped by the environment, but in a way reminiscent of the role
usually attributed to heredity. The idea would be that it is the
first encounter with the environment that matters, from the pre-
matal impression in the womb to the first childhood years. The
first encounter may take the form of an "imprint" that shapes
all aspects of the human personality, often in an unmodifiable
way - at least after the first N years of 1life have passed.

With higher N there is obviously higher optimism when it comes

to modifiability. But the idea may still be that although ability
is environment-based, "environment" is such a complicated web

of factors that it can never be made similar enough for individuals
to turn out sufficiently similar in ability. The many "early child-
hood deprival" theories fall in this category.

In short, there are many views, begging the question as to

- which is the "correct" view. The assumption is often that an
answer can be found to this question by means of an intricate
empirical study based on an adequate factorial'design and sophis-
ticated analysis% But that would disregard the intimate connection
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betiween educational ideology and social ideology in general.
Thus, imagine we distinguish, very roughly, between three social
criergi "econservative", "liberal', and "communal" - where con-

servative society is vertical with social position based on k
birth ("like father, like son"), liberal society is vertical

with social postion based on some degree of achievement, and
comimunial society is more horizontal, egalitarian. It does not
take much reflection to see how educational ideology develops

so as to fit social ideology in general. Thus, a conservative

society where one's station in life is largely determined by
birth does not have to be based on heredity of privilege, it
can be based on a theory of heredity of ability. The assumptior
would have to be that parents high up are high on ability, that
the correlation between generations is relatively strong, at
least strong enough to differentiate, and that there is little
change through life in ability level, or at least not in poten-
tial ability level. The most pessimistic educational ideology
is ideélfor conservative society.

A liberal society is based on more mobility, on "achieve-

ment", but is also vertical. Obviously, the most pessimistic
educational ideology will no longer do; there has to be some
leeway. The basic assumption - that individuals differ in ability
has to be maintained as a rationale behind social verticality,

as the basic reason why one should invest more education in some
than in others (and afterwards give them more status, more in-
come, more power). But social ideology demands that the correla-
tion between generations is lowered. The idea of heredity setting
a ceiling for the potential is useful here, especially when con-
trasted with the different willpower of individuals to explaeit
their potential. The idea of early childhood environment as a
basic determinant is more dangerous, for what would happen if

one succeeded in equalizing environment (including prenatal)

by means of some kind of environmental engineering (assuming
this to be more easy than genetical engineering)? No difference

in ability any longer, hence no rationale for verticalityf

This is where a communzl society enters more or less saying

the following: we want people o be equal, not only in what they
have (the consumption side), but in what they do (the production
~side). In order to obtain this we accept that educational ideolegy

that seem them as basically equal as to what they ggg (in terms

of ability). Hence the educational ideology would
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would have to be environmental, change-oriented and fundamentally

similarity-oriented.

Each social form, hence, will tend to generate its own "truth",
and the choice between these "truths" cannot be on the basis of
social ideology. To study the link between heredity, ability,

~schooling and social position in a liberal society (and fhey are
the societies that among other things also produce social science)
is meaningless in an absolute sense, but highly meaningful if one
wants to know what educational ideology best mirrors social reality
in that type of society.

In short: if one wants an egalitarian society a certain
theory of ability is useful, and one has to act so as to make the
theory become not only a reflection of ideology, but of empirical
reality. The simplest theory would be the one mentioned: abilities
differ at a given‘moment, between people, but are essentially and
potentially the same. Hence make environment not only similar but
stimilating, so as to give all a chance to develop, and-about the
same chance. The assumption, then, would be that differences wash
out relative to the growth potential of everybody. There is an
enormous relative difference between two individuals who have
utilized 1% and 2% respectively of same potential - that diffe-
rence disappears when they both utilize 10% more of that poten-
tial. The general idea would be that any ability develops by
being used, and particularly by being used together with others,
in an ongoing word and action dialogue with others and with
nature, and that the major factor in developing the ability would
be the degree of challenge, stimulus that the person is exposed
to. In other words, as distinct from the heredity theory there
is not only an environment theory but more explicitly what could
be called a queen bee theory, the idea that any "ordinary" bee,

when properly stimulated, can develop extraordinary capacities.
More or less, this seems to be the view currently underlying
educational theory and practices in the People's Republic of China.

Thus, the problem is not: are abilities the same or different,
but what follows if one assumes them to be basically similar, at
least potentially. Under this assumption educational equality may
become meaningful as a goal. But the reason for this can only be
done by trying to see education in a social context, as related
to production and class allocation.



3. A theory of economic structure.

What we have to say in this section falls under the headings

of the four problems indicated in Table 1:

Table 1. The four fields of inouiry

Economy Education
MC
V4 : vD

Thus, there are A, B, C and D problems. They are related to each

Growth A
Equality B

other, and we are particularly interested in exploring the social]
history of these problems as indicated by the arrows, starting
with problems of economic growth and ending with the topic of
this paper, problems of educational equality.

conomic growth has conventionally been tied to the idea of

processing, i.e. of imprinting some type of cultural form on what

is extracted from nature. The degree of processing and the degree
of marketing, rather than degree of fundamental need satisfactioq

-have been taken as indicative of economic growth, under the bannel

of industrialization and trade. This has been done by moving the |
three classical production factors, capital (goods), (raw) matorid
and (raw) labor together in one place. The result is something 111
what is indicated in Figure 1:

Figure 1. A scheme of economic production
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Three factories are coupled in series, so that the output of one

_can be the input of the next. In the first stage the inputs are
1

{

(very) raw materials and {very) raw labor like in some very

simple type of extraction industry. The output of this is then
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the input of the next factory, for instance a steel mill, and its
output, in turn, may serve as input for a car factory. At the end
the output is highly processed and marketed goods, and also highly
processed labor - here also in the sense that they become 1ncreas~
ingly skilled in the process.

The higher the level of processing, the higher the economlc
growth in some countries of the world. But this process has been
accompanied by economic inequality between and within countries,
highly correlated with where the country or the person stands on
the d&vision of labor as to degree of pfocessing. Whereas economic
growth takes place, goes on - economic inequality tends to persist.
A-problems have been solved in some countries at the expense of
creating B-problems.

In an effort to strike a balance between A-problems and B-
problems one of the remedies suggested has for a long time been
educational growth; the tackling of C-problems. More precisely,
the idea has been that the production process itself will not
generate economic equality. On the contrary, it has been argued
that in order to carry out production, in the sense of processing,
somebody has to do more difficult things than others do, that
this requires more education, and that they have to be rewarded

accordingly. With educational growth more people will have higher
level of educational attainment and hence be in a position to
perform the tasksin the production process that are better re-
warded. If there is a limit to how much workers can earn from parti-
cipation in the production process, particularly when they are
unskilled, there may still be an opening for the _individual to
climb sufficiently high on the educational ladder.

It should now be pointed out how similar the structure of
the educational institutions are to the structure of factories,
a similarity reflected in the many references to schools as
"factories", to the education "industry" and so on. We have tried
to express it in Figure 2:



Figure 2. A scheme of education production
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There is a difference between economic production and edu-
cation production: in the former semi-processed goods, the outpul
of lower stages, are very often valueless unless they they can
serve as inputs for higher stages, whereas in education product
cach institution has a double function. On the one hand it hends
over its output as input to the next institution, but usually
(except for high school?) also produces its own finished product.
As a matter of fact, if the two processes in Iigures 1 and 2 are
coupled in parallel with each other, as they are in most societiec
then it is very clearly seen how they can be attuned to each othé
primary education produces people who can work in the primary
sector of economic activity, the secondary level people for the
secondary sector, etc,

And that is the basic, if not very original point: there is

an_intimate corresvondence between economic production and edu-

cation production. If economic growth is seen in terms ol pro-

cessing and processing is carried out by means of division of
labor involving unskilled labor, skilled labor, scientists and
other"professionals", then the cducational syvstem has to turn

-

out people roughly in the provortions induced by this division

or lebor. And this is, of course, where class comes into the pi
ture, rationalized by the idea of inherited and basically un-

changeable intelligence.

We mentioned above that educational growth could be seen as
a way of alleviating the tensions arising out of economic in-
equality. But with increasing educational growth structural im-

balances will result unless something is done with the economic
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production system. People processed to the level of tertiary
education will want to work in the tertiary sector of economic
activity, or in the terifiary segments of the secondary sector.

If these sectors do not expand,the result is an unemployed in-
telligentsia or an intelligentsia taking jobs beneath their edu-~-
cational attainment. In the latter case there are many possibili-
ties: one of them is to leave one’s own country and take the jobs
for which one is trained in other countries where these Jjobs are
available - that is known as "brain drain". Still another possi-
bility is to go into the political system (instead of the eco-
nomic system), for instance by engaglng in revolutionary activi-
ties.

Since most or all of these consequences will be unwanted by
the designers of economic and educational systems in a country,
efforts will be made to change the economic system so as to ba-
lance it better with a new educational system. This can only be
done by making the production process less labor intensive, more
capital intensive and research intensive. And this, in turn, rai-
ses the important question: what happens to all thetasks that
cannot (at least up till now) be automated - who will do the
menial tasks, who will carry out the extraction from nature, for
instance? Answer: move in workers from new peripheries to the
places where these processes take place, or move the processes
themselves to the workers in these peripheries. Whether one has
foreign workers from poor countries doing simple work in facto-
ries in rich countries, or have workers in poor countries doing
the same jobs in foreign-owned factories in their own countries
does not make much of a difference from this point of view.
Ineither case one’s own population is permitted to move up on
the educational ladder, leaving the simpler tasks to others.

Ultimately one might end up with the world divided into -
three types of countries: at the bottom countries with primary
education doing extraction work, in the middle countries up to
the level of secondary education (vocational schools included)
doing some simple processing, and at the third and top level
countries where everybody is a university graduate and working
in highly research intensive industries.

At this point it becomes obvious that it is meaningless to

study educational growth in isolation, one country at a time.
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There is an international divigion of labor just as there is a
division of labor inside a factory, and this international di-
vision of labor has both as its cause and as its consequence

fundamental disparities in educatiocnal attainment between nations

-

Since all experience after the war by and large seems to indicate
that the internationzl division of labor is strengthened, even
increased (in the sense that the difference in degree of proces-
sing between top and bottom countries is increasing) one would

off-hand predict that the average educational levels between top

and bottom countries would be diverging. The rich countries need

more specialists, but they need them in their own countries -
not in the poor countries. If the poor countries "industrialize®
that does not mean that they catch up with the rich countries,
only that they move into positions rich countries held one or

3.

two centuries ago, and enter into a divisicn of labor permitting

the rich countries to move into even more research intensive }
types of econcmic activity. The net result would be that as the

poor country expands its secondary education, the rich country |
will be exploring quarternary education; the post-~doctoral, life
long tfaining of eminences. In fact, the only way in which the
rich countries in the world can continue increasing the gap

when raw materials, including energy sources are increasingly

in the hands of poor countries is to go in for educational pro-
cessing. And that is what makes the problem of educational dig-
parity between nations a crucial one in world politics today.

Will the current education system also have a tendency to
produce educational disparities within countries? It is likely
to do so, for what has Just been said about international divie-
sion of labor between various sectors of economic activities also
applies intranationally: the most advanced processing takes place
in the center of the country, the extraction takes place in the
periphery. But it is not inconceivable that we enter a period
in international economic life where most of the differences
will be located between countries and relatively little within
them, at least within ccuntries at the top of the world. The
reason for this would simply be the high level of fluidity in

the means of communication, transportation, and education in +the !

richest countries, permitting a degree of mobhility, even homo- ]
~genization within countries unattainable at present in the world

at large. Everybody will move to the places of higher learning.

fon

Geographical borders between rich and poor countries may there- |
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fore be increasingly associated with steep economic gradients,
and highly compatible with strict international division of
labor. The emphasis here is on international; if there are ex-
ceptionally educated people in the periphery nations they may
be eased upwards, upon the invitation of the rich nations, on
their own initiative, or both. Thus, the system has sorting me-
chanisms for the more refined sorting not already built into the
educational systems.

However, even though nations on the top of the world theo-
retically speaking may tend towards educational equality and at
a high level, in empirical reality they are certainly not likely
to do so in the near future. The simple reason for this is that
a country like, say, Norway does not need two million englneers
and scientists. She may need more than she has today, but the
productivity of one is so high that given some ceiling on any-
body ‘s imagination where production is concerned - for instance
the ceiling imposed by ecological constraints ~ there will be a
limit to the number of engineers and scientists even in a com-
pletely automated, research intensive economy. And what would
then happen to the rest of the population? Would they pursue
higher studies simply for their own cultural benefit - or would
they rest contented with primary and secondary levels of educa-
tion? This is for the future to see. Today’s expectations would
be that rich nations would strive forward to educate higher
numbers of people far beyond traditional tertiary education,
caring less about what happens to others. And the net result of
that would be to produce an education distribution with more
difference between, say, quarternary education and lower secon-
dary education than what was found formerly between lower ter-
tiary education and primary education or before that between
secondary education and no education at all. Net result: with
educational growth there will also be increasing disparity
within countries -~ C-problems lead to D~problems.

In short, we would expect a general tendency right now to

be increasing disparity within and increasing disparity between

countries where education is concerned. The rich, industrialized

nations will do their best to produce extremely well-qualified
elites to be at the top not only of their own systems for the
production of economic goods and political decisions, but also

at the top of globél institutions for similar activities - such
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- as multinational corporations and international organizations.

‘v,‘By now it will have become much more clear why we see edu-
cational eguality as a goal, even an important goal: it is simpl
bec&ﬁge educaticnal disparity is an important element in the so-
c;al;apd ecénomic inequalities between countries, within countri
gygn within factories for that matter. The thesis is not only
that we have an economic system, engaged in processing and based|
on division of labor (where processing is concerned) between

© countries, within countries - and within factories, and that we
have an educational system geared to this reality. It is also
that because we have this educational system and this reallty
of educational disparity, economic division of labor becomes a
necessity in order to employ the right quantities of the right
qualities of labor. The systems of economic and educational pro%
duction are geared to each other. Anyone concerned with decreasi
gap in one should also be concerned with decreasing gayp in the
other, for although the economic system is dominant, there is al
a causal arrow in the other direction - or so we assume.

L, Methodology

The empirical work is based on data collected by UNESCO,
Statistical Division, not with this particular project in mind,
but as part of UNESCO’s general data store. Much of it is pub-
lished in UNESCO Statistical Yearbook, 1971 (Table 1.4); some of
the data are not yet published. The fecllowing limitations have
to be taken into account:

- the data are only from nations that are members of UNESCO.

— from some nations we got insufficient or inadequate information,
which weaken the general quality of the data. AL times this
makes direct comparison between countries impossible. Data from
The 1970 census have generally not been available, which is a
major shortcoming of the study.

— we have only analysed countries with a population above 100.000.

With these limitations in mind we ended up with 86 countries,
distributed as follows:
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Europe: : 18

Africa: 16

North and central America: 16
“South America: 11

Asia: 23 ‘ e
Soviet Union: 1 . o
Australia: ' 1

Total 86

Some of the tables do not include the complete sample because
the data are too old or inadequate. The gaps have not been filled

in with other countries.

_ Generally speaking, the data from each country show the per-
centage for a given age group (sometimes also broken down by sex
and racial/ethnic belongingness) having attained a certain edu-
cational level, for some relatively recent point in time. This

leads us to three general methodological gquestions:

(1) What is the quality of the data?

(2) What is meant by educational levels?

(3) What kind of prarameters should be used to measure
educational level and educational dispersion?

(1) The quality of the data.

The quality of the data varies since UNESCO's member nations
have varying levels of statistical sophistication and use various
criteria to determine what should be reported in what way to
UNESCO offices. Little has been done to criticize or elaborate
the data. Some comparison with other:sources has been carried
out, but has not led to any change in the main features of our
analyses and theoretical development. Thus, as far as we can see,
the quality of the data are sufficient for our use. When submitted
to tests of sensitivity by which the data can be experimentally
altered, the results indicated that marginal errors and even sys-
tematic errors would not change the main tendencies in our findings.
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(2) TRducational level.

At the beginning we planned to use number of vears of formal

edvcation as a measure of educational attainment, because of its
simplicity and its mathematical attractiveness. But this measure
does not take into account drop-outs at different levels. Second,
we also found it unacceptable to equalize one year of education

ouvt of a total of three with one year of education out of a total
of twenty. Moreover, the use of such terms as "primary", "secon-
dary", and "tertiary" levels of education seem now to be so uni-
versal that we found it convenient to tie educational attainment
to a scale that expresses level rather than years. Thus, we re-

gard "completed primary education" as the same, regardless of

number of years.

The following scale of educational attainment has been chose
following the UNESCO tradition:

T No education

IT Incomplete primary education
IIT Complete primary education
IV Incomplete 1. cycle, secondary Jlevel education
Vi Incomplete 2. cycle, secondary level education
VI Post secondary education

It should be noted that no schooling at all is counted as

one step. This means nothing statistically, but is has a deeper J
" J

- . ‘,‘ . .
meaning: it serves to dispel the illusion +that no schooling is
W \ A P R
the same as no education. Obviously, people can educate themzelved
learn from the environment and particularly from others, making

"education" a much broader category than "schooling',

If the variable defined by the Roman figures above is thoughi
of in numbers of "steps" then it also makes some sense to treat
it as an interval scale variable. And the basic guestion in our
analysis, then, becomes: how many steps are there between the top
a% of a specified population and the bottom b%, and what happens ‘
to this number of steps over time?

Then there is the question of what population this measure

should be applied to. At a given time, for instance when a census
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is taken, it should not be too difficult to place almost every-
body in a country on this scale. The distribution this yields is
important in the sense that it tells us something about the amount
of "educational investment" in the country at that point in time,
and it tells us something about the educational environment for
any person living in the country. But it does not tell us much
about the structure of the educational production, for it is ob-
vious that this can only be understood by looking at the distri-
bution of the products of the educational system,'and children
have not yet been through the machinery.

One-simple idea in that connection would be to look at the
population age 25 and above: almost all of them have been through

the formal education they will get during their lifetime, at least
that part of the system that is reflected in this type of thinking,
and this will tell us something about the workings of the machinery.
But this machinery is rapidly changing for which reason one should
also focus on the more recent products of the educational system.

Hence, we also chose the cohort 25-34 years, since the bulk of
the countries had sufficient data for that interval. Theré are
good arguments in favour of either procedure, however, so we make
use of both of them.

(3) Choice of parameters.

Obviously the problem of measuring "educational growth" re-
duces to the problem of finding a measure of the central tendency

of the distribution of the population aged 25+ or the cohort
25-34 on the level of education, and the problem of "educational
disparity" becomes the problem of finding a measure of dispersion

for that distribution. There are many such parameters, and we
have to have some guidelines for the choice. One set of guide-
lines would be as follows: the two parameters should be of the
same parameter family; they should be simple; they should not go
beyond the mathematical nature of the variable (number of edu-
cational steps), and they should have a relatively clear inter-
pretation.

One idea was to use the Gini index (GI) as a measure of edu-
cational disparity, even though it is problematic when the vari-
able, as here, is less than interval level. By using the GI,
however, one gets a measure that explains the dispersion relative
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to the total quantity of formal education in a country at a given

point of time. When comparing different GIs the result will be a

comparison between the > distribution of the total educati

nai quantity in the paired councries¢ This is something else than

to measure disparity in education with reference to a comnon, absd

scale of educationsl attainment. For +the Gini Index the scale

n } 1 . - } é::\
does not matter, everything is converted into percentages.>

Taking all this into consideration we decided to make use of

percentiles, and more particularly of PSO’ the median, as a meanuyl

of educational growth, and P, 1 00~5, ~P,, the percentile difference,
= i S

L !

as a measure of educational rity between the top a®% and botd

b%. This means that the median NOULG be a number from 1 to 6,

indicating the midpoint of the educational distribution in terms |
of number of steps, in other words the point with 50% of that
group in the population below and 50% above. Similarly, the pwr-

centile difference would be an inter along this scale, indi-

cating how many steps separate the top a’% from the bottom b% of

the population. The only guestion is: how do we pick a and b?

Tentatively, we started with the traditi
range, QBMQI; using P75 P?) as a measure of disparity. But why

should we have a=b? This lead us to explo and P..~P.

10
g AT d«
957750

!

ionel interquartile 11
[

e 1

as these measures Inay be much more meaningful in social te

Thus, P95 TFO gives us an indication of the difference between -
the top elite and the bulk of the population, and P, .-P a cor-|
responding impression of the difference between those on the top ‘
and those at the bottom of the educational ladder. (P =P might |
also be used.) Our results are expressed in terms of l
measures of disparity. Since there is no commanding reason :

prefer one to the otner, any hypcthesis should be confirmed for

all three of the the validity should be independent of a wide
ek
R =Y .

range of variation in a and b.

When calculating these percentile differences for the DPOPU~
lation groups 25+ and the cohorts 25-34 we found it fruitful to
explore in more detail the educational dispersion structures in
the countries under study. Behind any disparity there is a selec-
tion process - some continue and some do not - and it is importan

to find out at what level the bulk of the selection process takes
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place. ls it, in general, from primary level to secondary level,
or from secondary to tertiary level? The numbers are expressed in
%, calculated from the total amount of that particularlage group
for which the educational level has been set up. Since vocational
training at the second level is registered as normal secondary
level, and because some countries show overlap between different
levels, we at times get numbers above 100%. But the general mea-
sures used are simple encugh: Level 1 - Level 2 and Level 2 -
Level 3, ' ’

5. Kesults.

The information revealed by our data will be best seen in
graphical presentation,

In Grapns 1, 2, and 3 the countries are placed according to
educational growth and educational disparity for the population
abuve 25 years., we have tnree grapns because we nave used turee
aifilerent measures vi educational aisparity: PYD_PEb in urapu i,
}yj_fﬁo Ln urapn 2, and P95-Biu in uraph 3. Pbu - cvhe median - is
used as a measure of eaucational growtu in ai. uhree grapns, In
urapu 1, 10r sowe countries, we have data-from two different
points in time; the tendencies aver time are marked with arrows.
In Graphs 4, 5, and 6 the same variables are used, but now for the

cohort 25-34. Thus, our hypotheses are explored in six different

ways.,

The most obvious conclusion we can draw from these grapns
is their'similarity. They all basically amount to the same: _the
higher the educational gfowth, the higher the disparity. Coun-

tries with high educational growth show high educational disparity,
and countries with low educational growth show low educational
disparity - to some extent because they have illiteracy. This
conclusion holds for all three measures of disparity, and is not
affected by switching from one age group within the population

to another., In other words: educational growth as it is known

4n _the world today does not lead to educational eguality. Efforts

to tackle C-problems lead to D-problems -~ as in the economic field.
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Tnis gives rise to the following typology:

Table 2. A typology of educational systems,

Fducational
disnaritx .
/
high 1T ITT
low T IV
o . Fauvcational
. Low high TowEh

Roughly speekiig, the nations divide as follows:

rype Iz Developing countries in Asia and Africa,

Type IT: TNations in South America, and as an extreme case:
south Africa,

Type IiT: llore developed countries, headed by U.S.A, Canada,
Soviet Union, Isracl and Japan - high on both grow
and disparity.

Type IV: No nations observed iu this EL0UD.

The question now is: to what extent do these data confirn

our hypotheses to the effect that there is increasing disparity
in eaucational attainment between developed and developing nations.
dncreasing disparity in cducational attainment within develoved
nations and increasing disparity in educational attainment within
developing nations?

These hypotheses are aill of & dynamic character, postulating
increasing disparity in education in all the countries under soudy
and also between certain groups of countrics. vonsequently the
hypotheses should ideally be tested at a diachronic level, but
up to now our analyses have becn carried out at a biveriate,
synchronic level only. But our data nevertheless seem to support
the hypotheses, Ior

(1) to the extent that we have arrows indicating the aevelopmenta
direcivion tue main tendency is an increasing aisparity over

time, thus supporting hypotheses « and 3 (the arrows point
upward) .
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(2) +the data show that high educational attainment is related to
high educational disparity, with no exception (thus, type Iv
above is empty).

Let us then look at how the selection process takes. place.
In Graph 7 the countries are placed according to the relation
between drop-outs from primary level to secondary and from secon-.:
dary level to tertiary level. The obvious conclusion from this
graph is that Type I nations, low on educational growth and on
educational disparity as well, have the main part of their selec-
tions on the primary level. Moreover, for some nations this se-
lection takes place even before any formal education starts: if
you have made it to primary school, then you are on the way to
the top.

In Type III countries, high on educational growth and dis-
parity, the main part of the selection is found on the secondary
level. This explains to a certain degree the variation found
with different measures of disparity.

Another important matter is how the relation between edu-
cational disparity and growth is reflected in the frequency
distributions of educational attainment. Graphs presenting these
distributions give a relatively clear pattern, from which it is
natural to group the nations in 6 categories, as presented in
Graph 8.

Representative countries for each type are:

(A) The poorest nations in Africa and Asia.

(B) Developing nations in Africa and Asia.

(C) Rich developed nations in Asia and South America.
(D) South America, Southern Europe. '

(E) Eastern and Western Europe, Soviet Union.

(F) USA, Canada, Japan.

If we compare these 6 types with the 4 types mentioned above,
there is a clear correspondence. Frequencyg types (A) and (B)
include countries low on both educational growth and disparity,
frequency types (E) and (F) include countries high on both vari-
ables. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude that types A-F
constitute sequences in a development over time of educational
attainment - as the educational process is currently implemented,
and with the consequence of passing through types I, II and III

Ty 3 - ”~ - P . -



Thus, there seems little doubt that at present there is

pronounced correlation between educational attainment and

educational disparity. But that is merely a correlati
what brings it about? In the theory outlined in section 3
above a relation to the economic structure is indicated.

More precisely, the idea is very simnle:
J s Iy b

-the high
the hip

the proportion of the working force with
higher leve!:

the level of processing of raw materials,
G
ls of education

-the higher the proportion of the working force with
higher levels of education

(1) the higher the

average level of education
2) the higher the educational disparity
J

Stated like this it is so obvious that findings confirming
the hypotheses would certainly not come as a surprise -

findings disconfirming them would. Our model is simply this:

ECONOMIC STRUCTUR

EDUCATION STRUCTUR

&=

educaticnal education
growth dispari

Thus, higher level of processing forces higher levels of edu-
cational attainment, or vice versa, these higher levels may,
under certein conditions of economic autonomy, facilitate &
higher level of processing. As education creeps up the edu-
cational ladder, so to speak, the distance between top and
bottom increases, producing educational disparity. The lattez
however, is not necessarily true, as will be discussed in the
next section: the population might move up the ladder togethe
(as would be the case in a country where the level of process
was increased all over, in agriculture and_industry, at the s
time). And the former is not nec essarily true either: a high

L £y dd

level of process might be brought in from the outside

] ‘v

blue-prints, replete with standard

according to
operating procedures reguiring only a minimal education fronm
the local people operating the plant. Since this is a far fr

infrequent pattern in the world today we would n ot expect too

N ES <« Tevhuro o N £ oGt M Ao Ty oy ki
nigh correlations between level of processing and educational
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parameters - but we would expect some.

To test the hypotheses some indicators of the economic

- structure is needed. More particularly, we need indicators of
the extent to which the economic structure has grown'out of

the primary production pattern. There are several ways of
doing this. One would be to use the percentage of the labor-
force within the country engaged in non-primary activities, N.
Another would be to focus more on the relations between
countries and study the composition of import and export of

the country. One suggestion here is the trade composition index,
the TCI, which measures the extent to whi ch the country imports
raw materials and exports manufactured goods (a country with
that trade pattern would score +1 on the index, a country with
the opposite trade pattern would score -1).

The results are as follows:

Table 3. Relations between economic structure and education
structure.

Rank Correlations

Percentage in Trade
non-primary Composition
sector Index
Educational 0. 67 0.5Y%
attainment, PSO
Educational
Educational : '
disparity, P95_P1O 0.58 0.43
Educational
disparity, P95-P50 - 0.31 0.21

First, there is the high correlation between the structure
of the economy and the educational attainment. This is well-
known - "developed countries" are "developed countries". It
 is less trivial that there also is a positive relation between
economic structure and educational disparity. And yet, the
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tendeqcles are clgq; an@,;n line with the hypotheses, althougl
some of the correlations are weak. As for the relation betwes
1*"ﬂ5ﬂn65iﬁdhal growth and educational. disparity it is quite clead
ﬂaﬁﬁz "ibs - the traditional interguartile range ~ best
‘«,ﬁnaptuﬁes the relationship we are looking for. This is perhaps

. rg;ot so strange, for many countries today have a-little 5%
©- educational elite at a distance from the rest, whereas only
- relatively few can muster as much as 25% elite of that kind.

. - On the other hand, a 25% (or more) bottom group is found
' everywhere -~ although the nature of the bottom group differs
from one country to the other.

Another aspect of the Table, worth pointing to, is the f&¢
that the correlations obtained for the trade composition inde
are consistently lower than those obtained for the non-primar
activity level. But this is not strange. The educational
structure and the extent to which the country is removed from
reliance on primary activity only both reflect the domestic
situation, whereas the trade composition index reflects the
international "division of labor". A country may have a pro-
duction structure with a high level of processing and yet impo
much manufactured goods and even export some raw material -
as is the case with the United States and even more with the
Soviet Union - both of them well shead in educational growth
and educational disparity. Conversely: the country mey have
a small industry for export only - even owned by a multinatio
corporation and located there for reasons of convenience -
dependent on raw materials from the outside. Needless to say,

the educational level may remain extremely low in this type of
country.

But such comments, necessary though they are, do not con
the major tendency: the countries tend to separate into those
that have a higher level of processing built into their econom
combined with educational growth and educational disparity, a
those that have a lower level of processing in their economies
combined with much less educational growth, but also with less
educational disparity. This is the mejor finding and it can %
summarized in one sentence: "economic growth" has not only bee

accompanied by economic inegquality (sometimes more, sometimes |
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usually about constant), but also by educational growth
and educational inequality - and the latter seems at present

to be increasing both within and between countries.

Let us now turn to a discussion of this.

Pe Emmmea: A e e e = RIS e . . WM s - W—"."




6. D ssior

If one looks at Graph 1 some kind of visual image of the
educational process that has taken place during the last centurie
can be formed. Clearly, the bulk of the countries is still found
down in the bottom left, in what azbove was referred to as Type I.
It is as if they are in some kind of bottle, with a pent-up energh

and out of this bottle explodes the educational spirit, like a
cloud, dispersing in space and time. }

This cloud has a structure, however, and it is

clear which parts of the world are left behind in the

o

That this is the o0ld distinction between " 3

more- develop

and "less developed countries" will surprise nobody . Wh?ﬁ is more

sent that

GJ

significent is that there is hardly any mechanicm at pr
can counteract this dispersion of the cloud. OF course, one could

imagine that there is a corresponding "bottle' in the upper right

-

hand corner of the graph where all of them eventually come to-
gether, high on educational attainment and high on dispersion.
But if this should happen it will obviously take much timz, pro-
bably several centuries, and the net result would still be tremen
educational disparity, if no longer between countries, at least ”

within them.

What happens right now seems rather to be that the countries
left behind by end large are "trailing behind at snail's pace',
along the same track where at the moment the two super-powers,

the United States and the Soviet Union are in leadine positions

D‘

(together with some others). Tor every move the bottom countries
make (for instance by making primary education obligatory in
practice, not only in theory; by having some small expansion at
the secondary and tertiary levels) the top countries would move:-
even more, into concepts of life-long education, j practically
speaking obligatory secondary education, tertiar Ty education for
more than half of the cohort, and quarternary education for a
sizeable fraction of the population. As we have argued in the
first three sections this stands in a significant, if obvious,

dialectical relationship with levels of processing in the pro-

duction systems.

The point here is that not only does partic cipation in inter-

national division of labor at a high level preguppose a corres-—
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ponding high level of education; this also holds vice versa.

As educational growth takes place, within all countries, elites
will emerge for whom only the higher levels of processing in the
production—system will be relevant, and it will be in their in-
terest to keep a certain percentage of national and international
populations relatively uneducated so that they can occupy-lower
positions in the same division of labor. Thus these two systems
feed into each other and constitute a vicious circle built around
the verticality of our present world system.

One could, however, imagine that this total system now runs
into such difficulties that there will be a fallout from the
cloud, a "precipitation" so to speak, down into the lower right
hand corner of the graph - the missing Type IV. Thus, there are
consistent reports from the most developed countries to the effect
that there is a certain fatigue, not only in connection with eco-
nomic growth, but also in connection with educational growth

9

for econocmic purposes. One could imagine that increasing numbers

will drop out of colleges and universities, particularly of pro-
fessional schools, and declare that "enough is enough". One could
also imagine that the idea of education would not be given up,
but would take other forms than schooling - and schooling is the
aspect of education that our data and our analysis capture, not
the much broader phenomenon of education as such, including self-
education, education with no professional purpose at all, educa-
tion for self-expansion, for self-enrichment.

At the same time one could also imagine that underprivileged
groups, educationally speaking, in the population will catch up
and that some type of stabilization will take place at a much
lower level of disparity than at present - causing the general
trend, the cloud, %o dip downward - forced down by its own heaviness.

If this should happen, what would then happen to the countries
still left behind in the bottom left, and those on the upward
slope of the curve? For some of them the Chinese approach to edu-
cation, the idea that nobody can, shall, will grow unless every-
body grows, may be applicable. In other words, there will be a
general, slow but simultaneous uplift of everybody, keeping dis-
parity low, bringing about higher educational attainment - but




this will not be on a curve that first goes up and then dips

down, but on a line more parallel to the growth axis; like a }
tunnel dug through the invisible mountain in the lower right '
hand corner of Graphs 1-6. |

%
In this paper reference has been made to the People'
lic of China. Being a recent member of the UNESCO her appro
o the problems of educational growth and educational disparity &
not reflected in the data reported in UNESCO statistical yearbool
Nor are they easily obtainable in Peking, 1t seems, but the Chine
system can be studied in detail on the spot, with visits to sever

schools, with extensive diﬁf938701)9 but impressions are based on

one such study tour, with no claims as to validity for China as g
whole. The educational strategies chosen by the Chinese after

the Cultural Revolution are, however, generally known, so what 1s
@

reported here are mercly the impressions of two more observers.

There is no doubt that the goal is to reduce educational
disparity. Educational growth shouvld take place in such a way
that this benefit is not obtained at the cost of increasing dis~
parity. Obviously, this can only be done by having people in
general grow together rather than educating very well a small elil

The Chinese, however, do not merely initiate some educational

strategies designed to obtain this, such as heavy emphasis on pre
school, primary school, also on secondary schools - but not so mu
on tertiary education. They also needed a theory of ability, and

a theory - indeed with practice - of economic structure.

As to the theory of ability some excerpts from an extensi
interview with leading members of the R>volutjonary Committee of

Ty ohe

a middle school in Peking might serve as an example of thinking:

"or course, pe onio ability. Dut a student who

is weak in one fie "fronw in another fiel d And
these abilities arec =hn¢ro innﬁto and unchanging.
Abilities &row when _ ade use of 711* ugh practi
Practice is not only a way of testin qv developing theo
b7u a way of dcveLﬁDan abilitj. BT’CLDCL arises out of
the challenge of a ntradiction, and the 1mn rtant thing
is that everybody should have acecess cha ]op”D and

practice -~ and grow accordingly.

S T S

As abilities grow by being used they are not constant, an
it does not make sense to say that a ﬂnven individual has
50 and so much ubl ATy . 2 We do n have final 1l
ations and diplomas with grades on them in our school. H
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we do make use of examinations during the school year,

as a pedagogical method, as a check on students and
teachers. Many of these examinations are collective,
group examinations as the purpose is not to pass judge-
ment on individuals. When students leave school they

get a certificate of attendance, almost all of them get
this, so that they leave as equals. They are not graded."

Underlying this seems to be the idea that whatever genetic
differences there may be these are small relative to how much
abilities can grow by being challenged - in other words, they
will "wash out" in a society that (1) gives sufficient challenge
to the members and (2) gives this challenge in relatively equal
amounts to all its members. ZEither of these two conditions is of
little significance without the other.

And that brings one straight to the theory/practice of
economic structure. The important point seems to be the extent
to which challenge is equalized. There are several ways in which
this is done in présent—day China, and one way of expressing it
may be as follows.

In the societies known in the West, from the United States
to the Soviet Union, it makes good sense to divide the population
horizontally according to sector of economic activity and vertically
according to such indicators as salary, power, prestige and also
degree of challenge built into the job (although these indicators
are by no means perfectly correlated). Thus, one gets a society
that looks something like this:

.Table 4. Two social models

Primary Secondary Tertiary

High
Middle | — ’ ]
Low ////’/////

"Moderd' Society Commune

The differentiation into nine cells is particularly pronounced in
societies that still retain a landholding structure with big land

owners. In general, however, it seems valid to assert that the
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diagonal drawn in the left part of the figure is heavily correla
with educational attainment, with the most educated working at ¢
top of the tertiary sector and the least educated tilling the so

Thus, there is tremendous discrepancy, not necessarily so much iz
objective challenge as in the "Spielraum" given to the individua
when it comes to converting challenge into a practice that tran-

scends given circumstances.

The Chinese have turned their backs to this type of
society, partly by rotating individuals between what might remai
of the cells, partly by reconstruc

-
CTLI

1g the entire system of pro-
duction in such a way that the whole scheme becomes meaningless

Thus, a People's Commune also has Ffactories and everybody seems

to work all places, inclucding administration. A factory worker

also works in a commune. An engineer works as a worker, some day
a week, one week a month, two months a year or some such formula
a worker can get a one year theorctical course to become more 1il
an engineer -- till they both meet as worker-cngineers. At the
same time there seems to be considerable flexibility in society,
decentralization and delegation of author ity downwards (if that
term is still meaningful) so as to leave to individuals and group
chances of oonvertiﬁg challenges into practice. In short, change
are being undertaken in the economic structure, and have already
proceeded very far, of such a kind that tra ditional division of
labor between those who solve problems (the ma nagers, the pro-
fessionals) and those who implement the solution (fUqu7OJuTTC
workers) is if not totally obliterated at least Dblu: rred, less

sharp, less full of implications for differential growth.

With this theory of abjli%y and this Ty
economic structure the major Chiness educational :tf Legles
become meaningful.

By and large these strategies seen relatively clear:
(1) Very much emphasis on universal kindergarten, pre-school anda
elementary school (5 years), possibly also on the middle school
(5 years).
(2) In all schools heavy emphas on challeng
group work.

e, on practice, on
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(3) No emphasis on sorting of individuals according to assumed
ability, hence no exit examinations.

(4) Little emphasis on universities; low number of students
(Peking University has only 5.000), short duration of study (3 years).

(5) Much emphasis on schooling-for adults so that they are not
left behind, e.g. courses for workers (1 year duration) at univer-
sities.

(6) Very much is done to tear down walls between schools and
society in general,
- by having pupils work in factories or People's Communes
two months every year - using factories as school

- by having factories inside the school, e.g. to make
transistors - using schools as factories

- by having "outsiders", e.g. local workers' organizations
represented on the Revolutionary Committee of a school,

- by having "outsiders" come in to teach

(7) Very much emphasis on generally available educational efforts,
e.g. posters everywhere with detailed descriptions of production,
of past history etc., apparently studied by everybody. In short,
by making society more like a school, available for all.

However, it should be strongly emphasized that all these
educational measures, where the general idea is that of "growing
'up together", have their counterpart in the economic structure
with the corresponding idea of reducing, as far as possible, any
division of labor between those who solve problems and those whose
task it is to implement solutions. The entire Chinese theory and
‘praotice today, after the Cultural Revolution, are very conscious
negations of the structure depicted in the figures in section 3
above. And fhis raises the very important problem of whether it is
meaningful at all to change the educational structure without also
changing the production structure. We shall not develop this theme
here, except to make one little point: we simply do not know. The

burden of proof - in theory and/or in practice - rests on the person
whose answer is a clear yes or clear no. Our own answer would be
"perhaps" - depending on the circumstances.
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7. Conclusion.

There are three types of conclusions one might want to draw
from this exercise: in clearly political terms, in theoretical
terms - and more oriented towards methodology and future research
in the field.

The field is understudied, of that there is no doubt. A
search of the literature reveals practically speaking nothing abo
educationeal inequality. In fact, the field is so understudied th
even specialists tend to confuse the provlems of inequality and
injustice (and inequality of opportunity), and tend to regard the
latter as the real problem and the Fformer as a non-problem. In.
sense this is easily understood: the entire Western theory and
practice of education are centered on the twin ideas of individusa
and differential abilities, with the implication that the educati
invested in an individual should be somehow proportionate to the
individual ability; if for no other recason because it should be
proportionate to the capacity to absorb. "Ability" is seen as an
individual property, not as something that develops in a social
setting. The individual is the target of education, not the
collectivity. Hence, to gquestion these twin assumptions comes
close to questioning not only Western social structure, but even
Western culture.

And yet it has to be done, because of the rapidly decreasi
disparities made possible in a world where - after all -~ increasi
proportions of the productive surplus are allocated to individual
targeted education. Anyone interested, even concerned with the
problem of the increasing gaps will have to direct some of the co
in the direction of education, and start questioning the whole
pattern so clearly depicted in Graph 1. It gives additional food
for thought to censider the circumstance that two big societies
often considered not only different but antithetical - the United
States and the Soviet Union - here coms out very much in the same
positionA- heading the race towards srowth with increasing dis-
parity. To challenge this system, hence, is to also challenge
both superpowers.

Theoretically studies of this kind should make us understand
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better the nature of post-industrial, neo-modern societies. They
seem to bé based on the concurrence between differentiated edu-

cation and economic division of labor, on a strong alliance
between two forms of verticality. Gradually the educational !
aspect seems to become more pronounced, possibly even to the '
point of becoming a causal factor of some significance. And
that problem would, of course, be a major focus of interest for
future studies.

But we are not quite there_yet. There is a need for many
more studies of a more exploratory character. Just to indicate
some of the problems that could already today be studied profitably: -

(1) Replication of the present type of study, but with better -
above all more up-to-date - data. It would be of particular
interest to repeat the study when a sufficient amount of data
from 1970-71 census have entered the UNESCO data stbre.

(2) More diachronic studies, trying to analyze the trajectories
of some countries over time, using as basic variables educational
growth and educational disparity. Thus, it would be of some
interest to know how the relative growth rates vary through time
-~ what grows fastest, attainment or disparity?

(3) More variation in the methodology of the study. Thus, there

is the problem of the parameters and the variables chosen. Using

the Gini index the picture changes, and although we feel there

are important arguments against the Gini index there are also some
arguments in favor. The same applies to the measure of attainment:
should it be by level of education attained? by number of years

of schooling? should there by some type of correction to standardize
the measures? and so on.

(4) More particularly: in addition to studying the distribution of
schooling in the population 25+ and/or in cohorts one could also
study the school structure, simply looking at the number of
positions (as student/pupil) available at the various levels at

a given point in time. In other words, one could study the
machinery rather than the product, and in that connection also
look at plans, intentions, educational ideologies etc.
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(5) Very important in this connection would be further studics
of the relationship between education and the economy. There
are many ways of doing this, and one way would be to g0 more
deeply into the problems of division of labor and particularly
to what extent learning is instrumental, and to what extent it
merely serves to sort and separate pupils and students so as to
serve as a pretext for verticality.

(6) Tast but not least: as the only country significantly diflfer
Tfrom the general trend is the People's Republic of China it is
much to be hoped that in-depth studies of how this system funcvi
might be carried out - by the Chinece themselves, in cooperation
with researchers from other parts of the world.
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N O T E S

* This project was carried out in 1973 under a contract with
the UNESCO, Division of Statistics on Education, Office of
Statistics, Communication Sector. We are deeply indebted to

Leo Goldstone of that Division for encouraging us to undertake
the study, for helpfulness in making data available, and for the
useful comments from him as well as from his colleagues. The
responsibility for data analysis and interpretation, however,
rests with the authors alone.

1. TFor a more complete presentation of such goals, and par-
ticularly the difference between equality and justice, see Johan
Galtung, The True Worlds: A Transnetional Perspective, chapter
2.2, forthcoming.

2. This type of debate seems to be particularly prominent in US
and English intellectual debates. Important recent publications
are Inequality, by Christopher Jenks and others and IQ in the
Meritocracy by Richard Herrnstein (both published in Britain by
Allen Lane, The Penguin Press). Then there is The Inequality of
Man, by Hans Bysenck (published by Temple Smith). Bxcellent
reveiws of the books are found in The Times, 8 November 1973

and The Sunday Times, 11 November 1973.

5. For more details on this, see Johan Galtung, "Structural
Pluralism and the Future of Human Society", Second International
Futures Research Conferences, Kodansha Publishing House, Tokyo,
1971 .

4. . We are indebted to Pumiko Nishimura for this metaphor. That
degree of challenge and stimulation should have something to do
with ability growth seems rather like a truism; it would be
surprising if it could be proved to be otherwise. For that
reason the following little report in TIME Magazine (26 February
197%) has a ring of the naive:

"Kangas found an unexpected variation between IQ changes

in men and women: among men those with the highest IQs as
children showed the greatest increase in IQ scores as adults.
But among women, those who were brightest as youngsters made
the smallest gains in adulthood. Most of the female subjects
were housewives or held undemanding jobs, while all of the
males had stimulating careers. For this reason, Kangas
attributes the male-femele IQ differences to his subjects'
Jobs - or lack of them. Though he admits that he cannot
prove it, he theorizes that performing menial tasks may

not only bore some women, but may even hold them back
intellectually".

It should be added that an hypothesis of this kind cannot be tested
in any society. It can only be effectively tested in a society
where the social structure is organized in such a way that challenge
is sufficiently evenly distributed, e.g. among men and women.

5. For some elaboration of this, see Johan Galtung, "A Structural
Theory of Imperialism", Journal of Peace Research, 1971, pp. 81-117
and Johan Galtung, Economics and Peace Research, mimeo, 1973.




6a. The problem with the GINI index is that it does not reflect
the absolute distonce between high and low in society. It tells
us something avout what percent ol the population has what per-
cent of the total amount of education found in society, but
would yield crxectly the same measure of the scale of educatim
was multiplied by ten, running from a difference of three years
from minimum to maximum, to a difference of ten years. But we
went a measure that reflects the gliﬁwnce between the upper and

lower levels, not only the percentare distribution - although
the latter may alco be of interest.

An example might meke this more clear. Imagine two countri
A and B, with the same population, but 4 has 200 and B 1000 unit
of education, distributed as follows on the population:

Level ‘5 of the Units of education
population (vears)
A B
High 10 200 100
Medium 30 400 60
Tiow 60 400 40
Total 100 - 1000 200

This will give: Gla less than GIb (0.22 - 0.41). That means more
cduvcational ineguality in B than in A; A has "better distributio
when measured this way.

If, however, we use a freguency distribution expressing
cducational attainment of the two counmtries with reference 0
the same scele, this could give something like this:

% of the population
N
100

B

50

\educatio
7attainme

I IT ITT Iv v VI

411 absolute measures of dispersion, such as percentiles, diffe
between percentiles, standard deviations, and the like, would yi
larger educational disparity in A than in B. ’

mducetional disparity A B

P95 = F10 17 9.9
- 4

P95 PBO 12 9

F75 - Fog 8.5 5.7




]
e el e .

And it seems to be more valid to interpret educational disparity
in the latter way for it tells us more about the distance within
the society. Besides, GI gives too much emphasis to the extreme
values, thus weakening further its adequacy when comparing
countries with different quantity of education.

6b. This is the methodological strategy of replication. For

the strategy to be of any value there has to be some correlation
between the indicators (here dispersion measures); high enough

to warrant the conclusion that they reflect some of the same
property, low enough to warrant the conclusion that if a hypothesis
is confirmed "across the board", then this is not a trivial result.
When correlating the three measures of disparity we get: '

Population 25+ Cohort 25-%4
T r
Fo5=F10r Py5=Pog = 0,78 Po5=F10r Pyg=Fog = 0.69
T _ ro o
Pos=P10s Pgs=Psg = 0,70 Pgs-P1gs Pgs-Psgy = 0.45
T

0,66 Tp 0.82

Po5P50r Prg=Pos = 95~ F500 F757Fo5 =
These coefficients of correlation indicate obvious relationships
between the three parameters. However, they are not so closely
correlated that they cannot be said to measure somewhat different
aspects of disparity. Hence a replication of our basic finding
across the parameters would not be trivial.

1. Thus, four out of five arrows connecting data from the 'sixties
with data from 1970 and 1971 point towards higher disparity - as ’
measured by P9 —PFO, for the population 25+, But if we look at

the cohort 25—%4 £or the same period and the same disparity measure
we get a trend towards lower disparity. The data are extremely
unsatisfactory, however, so we would rather not draw any conclusion
at all - only venture the hypothesis that whereas disparity may be
increasing in the population as a whole it may be declining within
a cohort. This should definitely be explored further.

8. The data are found in the Appendix of the article "A Structural

Theory of Imperialism", see footnote 5.

9. Ivan Illich's Deséhoolinq Society is now already becoming a
classic in the field.

10. From Johan Galtung and Fumiko Nishimura, Learning from the
Chinese, mimeo, 1973, section on education.
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ear State P P P P P P, _-P P _-P P, ._-P

10 25 50 75 95 75 " 25 g5 " 10 85
S. AMERICA
0 Argentina 1.33 1.77 2.42 3.09 5.15 1.32 3.82 2.73
0 Bolivia 0.63 0.86 1:21 1.74 3.80 0.88 3.17 2.69
0 Brasil 0.74 1.09 1.82 2.90 4,83 1.81 ‘4,05 3.11
0 Chile 1.00 l.64% 2.40 3.47 5,12 1.83 4.12 2.72
1 Columbia 0.73 1.07 1.66 2.28 4,10 l1.08 3.37 2.44
 2 Ecuador 0.76 1.16 1.80 2.43 4,50 1.27. 3.74 2.70
0 Rep.of Guyana 1.27 1.83 2.50 3.14 4,63 1.31 3.36 2.13
1 Paraguay 0.88 1.u45 2,22 2.99 4,86 1,54 3.98 2.64
1 Peru 0.73 1.08 1.82 2.93 5.01 1.85 L,28 3.19
3 Uruguay 1.20 1.74 2.29 3.13 4,47 1.39 3.27 2.18
1 Venezuela 0.70 1.01 1.53 2.41 4,08 l.4o 3.38 2.55
1 ASIA
$5 Bahrein 0.62 0.81 1.11 1.42 4,79 0.61 4,17 3.68
.ﬁB Ceylon 0.81 1.27 1.95 2.95 5,06 1.58 4,25 3.11
fO Cypros 0.85 1.37 2.42 3.18 4,95 1.81 4,10 2.53
‘6 Hong Kong 0.78 1.19 2.20 3.44 5,58 2.25 4,80 3.39
1 India 0.65 0.83 1.16 1.49 3.25  0.66 2.62 2.09
1 Indonesia 0.632 0.83 1.16 1.49 3,09 0.66 2.46 1.u4
6 Iran 6.6 0.77 1.03 1.30 2.53 0.53 1.92 1.51
655 - Irak 6.61 0.77 1.03 1.30 1.58 0.53 0.97 0.55
bl Israel 1.02 1.78 2.96 4.50 5.99 2.72 4,97 3.03
67 Japan 1.80 2,30 3.12 4,32 5,59 2.02 3.79 2.46
61 Jordan 0.63 0.82 1.13 1.45 4,23 0.63 3.60 2.43
55 Rep of Korea0.84 1.34 1,96 2.58 4,26 l.24 3.42 2.30
61 Kuwait 0.70 1.01 1.52 2.14 3.69 1.13 2.99 2.17
60 Malaysia 0.62 0.81 1.12 1.43 3.Y40 0.62 2.78 2.28
60 Sarawak 0.62 0.80 1.09 1.39 3.39 0.59 3.77 1.40
57 W.Malaysia 0.67 0.93 1.35 2,00 4,27 1.07 3.60 2.91
61 Nepal 0.60 0.76 1.01 1.27 1.u47 0.51 0.87 0.u8
61 - Pakistan 0.62 0.79 1,08 1.37 2.40 0.58 1.78 1.32
60 Philippines 0.80 0.95 1.u46. 2.07 5.70 1.12 4.90 4,30
60 Ruyuku 1.11 1.3% 3.72 4,865 5.15 3.31 b.,0u 1.43
Islands
60 Syria 0.64 0.83 1.15 1.48 2.60 0.65 1.96 l.45
60 Thailand 0.71 1.02 1.64 2,93 3.74 1.91 3.03 2.10

50 Turkey 0.61 0.80 1.10 1.40 3.55 0.60 2.94 2.45




3
Year State P P, P p P P, .-P P P P {

lo 25 50 75 95 75 25 95-" 1o 95
EUROPE ear
61 Austria 0.82 1.31 2,14 2,98 4,28 1.67 3.46 2.1
56 Bulgaria 1.07 1.55 2.15 2.80 4.77 1.35 3.70 2.
61 Tsjekkoslovak.1.72 2,08 2.08 3.28 §.19 1.20 - 3.40 2.456
60 Finland 0.83 2.02 2.80 3.24 5,20 1.22 4,37 2.u50
62 France 0.84 1.34 2,18 3,00 U4.u48 1.66 3.64 2.352
61 Greece 0.88 1.45 2.40 3.13 4.89 1.68 4.01 Q.uZi
63 Hungary /b7 2.01 2.60 3,18 5.12 1.17 3.u5 2. .
60 Island 0.84 1.48 2.25 3,10 5.23 1.62 4.39 2.9
66 Ireland 1.76 2.49 3,49 L.66 5.40 2.15 3.64 1 9?7
61 Italy 1.38 1.88 2.55 3,25 4,9y 1.37 3.56 2.3£Z
60 Norway 0.86 1.39 2.32 3.21 5.06 1.82 4.26 2.74
60 Poland 1.54 1.96 2.66 3.45 5,12 1.49 3.58 z{ufs
60 Portugal 0.72 1.05 1.61 2.59 3.48 1.54 2.76 1.8f9
6 Romania 0.85 1.u42 2,33 3.25 5,21 1.83 4,36 2 8355
60 Spania 0.91 1.51 2,22 2.93 3.41 1.42 2.50 1.14
60 Sveits 1.79 2.22 2.98 .07 5.97 1.85 b.,19 2.9%,
50 U.X. 2.25 2.84 3,26 3,60 L.u4o 0.76 2.15 1.140
61 Yugoslavia 0.83 1.57 1.98 2.39 3.80 0.82 2.97 1 Bﬂal
59 U.S.S.R. 0.93 1.90 3.31 4.55 5,y 2.65 4.51 2.19g3
66 AUSTRALTA 1.55 3.59 L4.36 L4.98 5,49 1.39 3.94 1.1953
mmmmm 5
61
160
60
70
51
62
161
63
161
65
{63
o
650

50



£ Appendix B. Percentiles for the cohort 25-3u
' (from UNESCO Stat. 'Yearbook 1971, Table 1.4) .

ean State p p p p P.. P, -P._ P __-P. P__-p

lo 25 50 75 g5 75 25 95 " 1lo 35 “5¢
AFRICA o
$6 Algerie 0.62 0.80 1.10 1.40 3.024 0.60 . 2.62 2,14
0 Ghana 0.62 0.79 1.08 1.38 3.05 0.59 2.43 1.97
2 Kenya 0.68 0.94 1.38 2.42 g3.41 1.48 2.73 2.03
6 Lesotho 0.93 1.55 2.22 2.90 3.4y 1.35 2.51 1.22
y Libya ©.63 0.82 1.13 1.45 2.87 0.63 2.2y 1.74
6 Malawi 0.66 0.90 1.30 2.18 2.27 1.28 1.61 0.97
7 Réunien 0.77 1.18 J,85 2.58 4.37 1.40 3.60 2.53
0 S. Africa  0.72 1.06 2.00 3.69 5.14  -2.63 .40 3.1y
6 Sudan 0.61 0.79 1.07 1.36 2.40 0.57 1.79 1.33
6 ~ Swaziland  0.67 0.92 1.37 2.15 4.13 1.23 3.46 2.79
9 Zambia 0.69 0.98 1.47 2.25 3.99 1.27 3.30 2.52
_Fs Zaire 0.62 0.80 1.lo 1.40 2.37 0.60 1.75 1.27
- EMERICA N
%0 Antigua 2.25 2.58 2.99 3.32 4.70 0.74 2.45 1.71
= Br.Honduras 1.3% 2.52 2.91 3.30 5.29 0.78 3.95 2.37
= 3 Canada 2.01 2.84% 4,03 5.10 6.17 2.26 4,16 2.14
= K Céosta Rica 1.10 1.68 2.20 2.99 5.35 1.31 4,25 3.15
o953 Cuba 1.00 1.62 2.21 2.92 4.32 1.30 2.32 2.11
5 Haiti 0.61 0.78 1.06 1.34 2.68 0.56 2.07 1.62
1 Honduras 0.68 0.94% 1,37 2.07 2.50 1.13 1.82 1.13
0 Jamaica 1.27 1.80 2.44 3.07 4.28 1.27 3.01 1.84
0 U.S.A. 2.45 3.69 4.55 5.40 6.28 1.71 3.83 1.73
AMERICA S
70 Brasil 0.73 1.20 2.04 3.07 5.02 1.87 4,25 2.98
51 Colombia 0.79 1.21 1.82 2.36 3.18 1.15 2.38 1.36
62 Ecuador 0.82 1.30 1.93 2.49 L.72 1.19 3.80 2.79
Bl - Peru 0.81 1.27 2.18 3.16 5.25 1.89 y.y2 3.07
653 Uruguay 1.61 1.94 2.49 3,44 4,9y 1.50 3.33 2.45
61 Venezuela 0.77 1.18 3.21 1,9 2.,7a 1,52 3.64 2.51
ASIA
65 Bahrain 0.63 0.83 1,17 1.50 5.24 0.67 4.61 5,07
163 Ceylon 0.93 1.54 2.1y 3,73 5,18 2.19 4,25 3.04
0 Malaysia 0.62 0.82 1.14 1.46 3.83 0.64 3.21 2.60

=1
€

0 Sarawak 0.63 0.81 1.13 1l.u44 3.86 0.63 3.23 2.




Appendix B - s. 2

fear State Pio  Fos  Too Tos Fas o TosPos PagtPig P
(25-39)
60 Cypros 1.39 2.08 2.84 3.41 5.20 1.33 3.81 2,
61 India 0.64 0.85 1.20 1.76 3.386 0.91 2.67 2.
61 Indonesia 0.65 0.86 1.24 1.87 3.30 1.01 2.65 2
56 Iran 0.61 ©0.78 1.06 1.34 3.11 0.56 2.50 2.
65 Irak 0.61 0.78 1.05 1.33 3.14 0.55 2.80 2.
61 Isracl 1.10 1.88 2.99 4,46 £.01 2.58 4.91 3
67 Japan 1.92 2.57 3.77 L4.84 5.98 2.27 4.08 2
61 Jordan 0.65 0.86 1.22 2.18 4.70 1.32 4,05 3
55 S.Korea 1.17 1.76 2.41 3,15 L.64 1.39 3.47 2
60 W.Malaysia 0.71 1.03 1.64 2,82 4.4y 1.79 3.73 2
61 Nepal 0.60 0.75 1.02 1.26 1.46 0.51 0.84 0
60 Ruykya 2.16 3.51 3.96 4.4l 5.37 0.90 3.21 1
Islands
60 Syria 0.64 0.86 1.22 1.80 3.35 0.9y 2.71 1.
60 Thailand  0.95 1.67 2.72 3.17 4.15 1.50 3.20 1
50 Tyrkia 0.63 0.83 1.16 1.50 14.01 0.67 3.38 2
66 AUSTRALIA 2.37 3.59 L.30 4.98 5.72 1.39 3.35 1
EUROPE
61 Austria 0.83 1.32 2.i4 2.96 4.51 1.64 3.68 2
50 Bulgaria 1.62 2.00 2.62 3.15 5.56 1.15 3.94 2
61 Tsjeck.  1.76 2.16 2.86 3.50 5.4l 1.34 3.68 2
60 Finland 0.85 1.38 2.29 3.14 5.71 1.76 4.86 3
62 France 0.90 1.50 2.49 23,17 4.95 1.67 4.05 2
61 Greece 0.96 1.64 2.65 3.26 5.16 1.62 4,18 2
63 Hungary 1.71 2.08 2.71 3.33 5,50 1.25 3.79 2
66 Iceland 0.90 1.5 2.51 3.59 5.72 2.08 b, 82 3
61 Italy 1.61 2.02 2.71 3.40 5.13 1.38 3.52 21
60 Norway  0.90 1.48 2.46 3.44 5.35 1.96 b.us 2
(25-49) .
60 Poland 1.73 2.14% 2.82 3.50 5.41 1.36 3.68 2
60 Portugal 0.83 1.33 2.12 2.94 4,12 1.61 3.29 2
66 Romania 0.95 1.62 2.74 L.04 5,38 2.42 4.43 2
60 Schweitz  1.81 2.25 3.00 4.27 6.05 2.02 y.25 3
50 U.K. 2.63 2.84 3,18 3.60 u4.u9 0.76 1.86 1
59 U.S.S.R. 1.06 1.90 3.31 4.55 5.59 2.65  4.53 2
66 Ireland "1.90 2.49 3.48 4.64 5.75 2.15 3.85 2.




Appendix C.

Some recent percentile data

(UNESCO unpublished data)

State Plo Fas  Pso  Pgs  Pyg  PygtPog Poo-Pi o Po-Poo
Tyrkia 1.08 1.97 2.80 u4.78 3.27 1.30 3.70 1.98
11 +
Bulgaria 1.81 2.50 3.0%°-5.82 3.90 1.u40 4.01 2.76
25-34 :
Ungarn l.64 1.94 2,40 5,4 3.2 1.26 3.76 3,0
7 +
Polen l.0 2.30 3,0 5,6 3.66 1.36 4,60 2,6
29 +
Spania 1.85 2.59 2.97 5.47 3.37 0.78 3.62 2.50
25-34
Indonesia 0.73 0,9 1,8 4,0 2.55 1.65 3.27 2,2
10 + '
Hong Kong 1.32 2.26 3.26 5.72 4,72 2.46 4,40 2.u46
25-34
Algeri v
25-34 0.62 0,82 1.14 3,5 1.47 0.65 2.88 2.10
25 + 0.61 0.79 1.09 2.89 1.39 0.60 2.28 1.80
Japan
25-34 1.95 2.69 3.56. 6.12 4,96 2.27 b,17 2.56
25 + 1.80 2,3 3.12 5.98 4,43 2.13 4.18 2.86
Kuwait
25-34 0.74% 1.11 1.84 5,5 3.45 2.34 4.76 3.66
25 + 0.71 1.01 1.50 5.48 2.49 1,48 u.,77 3.98
Bulgaria
25 + 1.67 1.98 2.48 5.33 2.25 1.47 3.66 2.85
Polen
25-34 2.56 2.93 3.38 5.96 4.55 1.62 3.40 2.58
Spania
25 + 1.26 2.42 2.886 5,- 3.25 0.83 3.74 2.14
Dom.Rep.
25-34 0.73 1.07 1.66 3.26 2.31 1.06 2.53 1.60
Paraguay
25 + 0.87 1.44 2,22 4,44 3,05 1.61 3.57 2.22



Appendix D:

Some economic background variables
(Journal of peace research 1971)

State % innone primary Trade composition
occupation index
Africs
Ghana 42,0 -0, 750
Liberia 19,1 -0, 754
Libya 64,3 -0,871
S. Africa 70,5 -0,3%86
Sudan 14,2 ~-0,718
Americn N
Canada 87,9 -0,258
Costa Rica 50,9 —0,989‘
11 Salvador 39,7 -0,52¢9
Honduras 3%,2 -0, 759
Guatemala 34,6 -0,659
Jamaica 63,9 0,480
Mexico 45,2 -0,608
Nicarazua 40,3 -0,783 ~
Panams, 55,8 -0,524
USA 95,0 -0,705
America S
Argentina 82,2 -0,667
Brasil 48,4 ~-0,510
Columbia 52,8 ~0,710
Lcuador 44,4 -0,766
Guyana 70,4 -0,675
Peru 50,7% -0,545
Venezuela 67,7 -0,893
Asia
Ceylon 51,1 -0,375
Indiae 27,1 -0,044
Iran 55,1 -0,812
Israel 88,0 -0,076
Japan 19,4 ~0,707
S. Korea 48,2 -0,144
Kuwait 98,9 ~-0,486
Pakistan 31,2 -0,337
Phillippines 47,5 -0,608




i

(Appendix D cont.)

State % innone primary Trade composition
occupation index

Syria 43,0 -0,449
Phailand 18,0 -0, 606
Turkey 28,8 ~0,705
Furope a
Austria 79,9 0,021
“FPinland 64,5 --0,039
France 8%, 4 0,158
Ireland 69,2 ~-0,3%3%2
Italy 76,7 0,384
Norway 81,5 ~-0,207
Poland 52,3 0,037
Portugal 66,5 ~0,068
Spain 67,2 ~0,131
Switzerland 92,2 0,152
Yougoslavia 43,1 ~0,045
Avstralia 90,6 ~-0,576




Appendix E

Gross School Enrollment Ratios for the First, Second and Third
Levels of Education. (Unesco Statistioal Yearbook 1971, Table 2.7)

Year/Country 1 level 2 level 3 level 1-2 level 2-3% level
P B R C B N T
- AFRICA
68 Algeria 70 9 0.98 61 8,02
69 Botswana 78 7 0] 71 7
70 Ghana 56 5 0.65 51 4.35
68 Kenya 60 8 0.67 52 7.3%
69 Lesotho 95 6 0.4% 89 5.57
69 Liberia 64 11 1.23 53 S.77
69 Libyan Arab Rep. 104 2% 2.47% 81 20.57
68 Malawi 37 3 0.21 34 2.79
69 Réunion 153 43 1.84 110 41.16
65 South Africa 92 50 3.82 62 26.18
68 S. Rhodesia 112 7 0.24 105 6.76
69 Sudan 25 9 0.87 16 8.13
69 Swaziland 81 16 0.18 65 15.82
69 Uganda 54 4 0.18(65) 50 3,82
69 Zaire 108 11 0.68 97 10.%2
69 Zambisa 74 14 0.39 60 13.61
NORTH AMERICA
63 Antigua 145 96 1.16 49 94 .84
69 Barbados 112 75 3.01 37 71.99
68 Belize 110 22 0.95 88 21.05
69 Canada 120 53 25.50 67 27.50
69 Costa Rica 113 55 8.42 18 26.58
69 Cubsa _ 130 2% 4.65 107 18.35
69 1 Salvador 94 23 2.96 71 20.04
69 Guatemala 59 9 3 .40 50 5.60
66 Haiti 40 4 0.37 36 3.63%
69 Honduras 91 11 1.63 80 9.37
69 Jamaica 110 22 2.82 88 19.18
69 Mexico 101 22 4.57 79 17.43
69 Nicaragua 78 20 4 .81 58 15.19
69 Panama 106 39 6.04 67 32.96
69 Trinidad & Tob. 110 22 2.45 88 19.55
59 USA 110 101 48,06 9 52. 94




1 level 2 level % level 1-2 level 2-% level

S. AMERICA

63 28,01

69 Argentina 105 42 13.99

69 Bolivia 96 13 6.92 83 6.08
69 Brazil 128 25 4.36 103 . 20.64
69 Chile 106 34 8.96 2 25 .04
68 Columbia 95 21 4.98 14 16.02
69 Ecuador 95 24 6.46 71 17.54
469 Rep. of Guyana 100 " 46 1.81 54 44,19
69 Paraguay 105 15 3.64 90 11.36
68 Peru 101 38 10.60 63 27.40
6 Uruguay 118 56 8.89 62 47.11
69 Venezuela 98 38 8.82 60 29.18
ASTA

69 Bahrain 110 60 1.7 50 58.30
69 Sri Lanka 89 31 1.08 58 29.92
69 Cyprus 86 52 1.05 34 50.95
69 Hong Kong 119 45 5.89 T4 29,11
65 India 56 15 2.65 41 12.35
60 Indonesia 60 6 0.53 54 5.47
69 Iran 62 24 2.90 28 21.10
69 Irak 68 26 4.49 42 21.51
69 Israel 94 56 19.78 38 35.22
69 Japan 99 88 15.82 11 12,
69 Jordan 70 30 2.21 40 27.79
69 Korea 104 28 7.19 66 %0 .81
69 Kuwait 92 69 1.75 23 67.27
69 Sarawak 87 2% 0.4% 64 22 .57
69 W. Malaysia 89 35 1.89 54 5% .11
69 Nepal 31 7 1.87 24 5.13
68 Pakistan 44 16 3.60 28 12.40
68 Philippines 112 45 20.19 67 24 .81
70 Ryukyu Islands 104 86 11.40 18 74 .60
69 Syria 8% 36 7.63 47 28.37
68 Thailand 80 13 1.55 67 11.45
69 Turkey 112 26 6.74 86 19.26
68 Austria 106 84 11.09 22 72.91
69 Bulgaria 101 66 14.20 35 51.80

69 Czechoslovakia 96 37 11.02 59 25.98



1 level 2 level 3 level 1-2 level 2-% level

EUROPE con't.,

69 Finland 98 72 12.99 26 59.01
69 France 120 70 15.93 50 54.07
69 Greece 109 60 10.98 49 49.02
69 Hungary 100 61 6.76 39 54.84
.68 Iceland 101 80 9.10 . 21 70.90
69 Ireland 104 52 12.07 52 39.93
69 Ttaly 106 56 16.03 50 %9.97
69 Norway 107 70 15.41 37 54 .59
69 Poland 104 46 12.14 58 3%.86
69 Portugal 95 60 6.80 35 53.20
69 Romania 107 62 10.14 45 51.86
69 Spain 81 45 775 36 37.25
69 Switzerland 103 58 8.09 45 49.91
69 Gr. Britain 106 71 9.75 35 61.25
69 Yugoslavia 94 45 14 .61 49 30.%9
69 Soviet Union 105 67 26.52 38 40,48
AUSTRATTA

68 Australia 107 81 17.04 26 63.96




