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1. LEARNING, EDUCATION, SCHOOLING
1.1. The basic concepts

This is "a prelinimary study on the development of a
methodology for collecting comprehensive statistics on adult
education through measurements of the various inputs and outputs
that are to be found in a total delivery system of adult education".1
Unfortunately, it is impossible to approach this problem without
some definitions that preferably should satisfy some general
criteria: they should be simple, intuitively plausible, and clear
enough to delimit the area of this investigation.

More particularly, it is a question of having an understanding
of the relation between the key concepts learning, education and
schooling. This has been done many times before,2 and there is
probably general agreement that schooling is education, but there
are also other forms of education, just as education is learning,

but there are also other forms of learning. The gquestion is

what kind of learning constitutes education, and what kind of
education constitutes schoeling. This is central to our concern,
for it seems reasonable to refer to the type of education that

is not schooling as "non-formal education". And non-formal edu-
cation is the topic of this study, particularly when the learners
are adults.

To start with learning: it is any process through which one
or both of the following takes place:

- & durable change in the cognitive map the person has of the world
- a durable change in the action repertory of a person.
This is not the place to discuss the many intricacies of such pro-
blematic definitions.3 Suffice it only to point out that there is
an inner and an outer aspect to learning; a cognitive map that
may be referred to as "theory " and an action repertory that may
be referred to as "practice". One can have changes in one without
changes in the other. A person may learn a lot about family planning
without any change in action. But the opposite may also take place:
there may be a change in practice, relevant for family planning,
without any change in the theory, the "cognitive map". Often,
though, one will aswume that changes in one are related dialectically
to changes in the other. It is important to realize that they can
take place both ways in order to avoid the customary intellectual



fallacy of assuming that learning starts with more differentiation
of the cognitive map and/or restructuring,4 and then release into
more differentiated and/or completely restructured” action sequences.
It is the interplay between theory and practice, between learning

by studying and learning by doing, that constitutes full-fledged
learning - and education programs should probably be constructed
accordingly.

There are two types of learning: non-formal and formal,
and the latter will be referred to as education. Education is

the special case of learning where roles as teacher and learner
are defined. In other words, there is a consciousness in either
party that learning is going on, and even a social bond between
them which makes it very different from the random type of learning
that takes place whenever a person bumps into the environment -
social or non-social - in a new way, and it rubs off in the form
of "experience". But from this it should not be concluded that
education is necessarily from the teacher to the learner, because
the teacher knows more, possesses more learning (in either or both
of the senses defined above). This would only constitute vertical
education. In addition to that there are horizontal education
with teacher and learner at the same level so that they may either
rotate between the roles or become learner together, and self-

education where teacher and learner is the same person.6

There are two types of education: non-formal and formal,
and the latter will be referred to as schooling. Schooling is the
special case of education that prepares the learner for a new
status as graduate, which entitles him or her (but does not guarantee)
access to a job or:position as learner in another school. Thus,

schooling is a tie between the social sub-system of education, with
teachers and learners, and other sub-systems, particularly the pro-
duction system with its jobs. Schooling sorts students into social
positions, horizontally through fields of study, vertically through
exams and grading. As a special case schooling is a tie between
different schools, the graduates of one become students of the other,
a principle that leads to a chain of schools - so far known as
primary, secondary, tertiary. In principle that chain could be
extended (quaternary, quintenary etc.) throughout the life-time of
anybody, which could be one meaning given to the term "life-long
education".7 A society with automated production or a particularly
benevolent nature, itself producing and delivering renewable food
and energy, might conceivably have the whole population at school



at any time. Whether this leads to learning is an empirical

question not to be decided by analysis alone. But by definition
it produces graduates - and it is also known to produce learning
in how to cope with schools in general and exams in particular.8

There are two types of schooling: nén-formal and formal,
identifying the latter with hard core of education all over the
world, the primary-secondary-tertiary chain of educational insti-
tutions (=schools including vocational schools), and the former with
all other kinds of courses etc. that lead to some kind of certificate
that entitles the graduate to something, in other words any kind of
educational setting where the learner is a trainee for a specified
position in the job structure. This gives us a narrow concept of
schooling (formal schooling as defined above), and a broad concept
which would also include all such courses - for instance vocational
courses On the job,that have to be passed for a change of job in
general, and promotion in particular, to take place.

The relation between the three basic concepts, as con-
ceived of here is now clear:

Figure 1. Learning, education and schooling: their interrelstion.
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Thus, there are four types of learning according to this approach:
non-formal learning, non-formel education, non-formal schooling and
formal schooling. They may be referred to as four levels (level 0, 1,
2 and 3) - as indicated in the Figure - since that is the key vari-
able, of formalization. As one now descends down the learning-
education-schooling slope indicated in the upper part of Figure 1

there is increasing institutionalization. First, a role-structure




crystallizes (educétinn) as a way of bringing about learning,
“producing educated people; then a further goal is added, that

of producing schooled people, graduates;.withfa,staiﬁs'that en-
titles them to something; then this is formalized into the
schooling system which then proceeds much like an assembly line,
processing the unschnoled as. far as individual and social resources
perm1t.9 Thus, schooling does the allocation job for society,
being a machinery for horizontal and vertical sorting in addition
to being an institution for education and learning. 19 Whereas
non-formal learning and non-formal education know of no upper limit
there is a limit to both non-formal and formal schooling: the
absorbtion capacity of the rest of the system. The supply of
graduates from schooling has to be adjusted, at least within some
margin, to the demand for these graduates. This adjustment is

a two-way process: it is partly a question of adjusting the proces:
sing capacity of schools to the social demands (usually articulated
by those in command of the production process) by narrowing or
closing some channels and widening or opening others; partly a
question of changing the social structure so that all graduates
find jobs at least to some extent compatible with the content of
their field of study and in rewards rnughly proportionate to the
duration of schoolmg.11 Thus, the increasing "tertiarization"

of society is no doubt due to increasing output from higher
brackets on the schooling chain.

Increasing institutionalization leads to a well known
dynamism: it fosters its own negation. Churches produce sects,
parties produce splinter groups, schooling produces non-formal
education, and education produces non-formal learning. There
will be forces that press in the direction of formalization, down
the slope ("let us get it into the cnrrlculum.") and there will
be forces that press for deformalization ("deschool soc1etym12
"the best education is outside school”, "the best learning is from
experience"). Thus, one may learn to be school-wise as one proceeds
in formal schooling; then this{wisdam crystallizes and graduates
teach eager undergraduates how to act, then this becomes part of
the standard curriculum —'-j Thnr% is a flow up and down the slope
in Figure 1, and any soclety is 1n some ‘kind of mnving equillhrium
between the four forms of learning.

This glves us a doublevperspectiée‘anffhe two inter-
mediate categories: non-formal education and non-formal schoolinge.
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On the one hand they represent types of learning that for some
reason have become formalized (at levels 1 and 2), such as tourses
in "how to win friends and influence people" or in "concientizacidn,
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in (political) consciousness-formation". This does not mean that
learning did not go on in these fields before, only that it was
totally non-formal (level O). On the other hand they have not

become completely formalized (level 4). They are operating with

two fronts, so to speak, arguing the necessity of education in the
field, "the matter is too important to be left completely to itself";
on the other hand also arguing either that "this is so important

that it must get into curriculim" or just the opposite, that "this

is so important that schooling must not destroy it".14 Thus,
non-formal education and to some extent also non-formal schooling
are in a fighting position: something has come to the social
consciousness as a field of education, yet not reached the relative
peace of the school curriculum. Many, including the present authors,
would argue that this peace tends to be the peace of the cemetery
where dust sediments on top of the content, simply because of the
contradiction (often but not always present) between being educated
and being schooled. We mention this at such length because it

brings out the tremendous social significance of non-formal education
more clearly.

We can now introduce age in the picture, using three
categories: children (pre-school), pupils (school age) and adults
(post-school), defining school age as the age of obligatory and
customary formal schooling in the country concerned. In some
countries this would include universities, in most countries not,
nor high schools for that matter. Leaving non-formal learning
and formal schooling aside - the former because it is almost iden-
tical with life itself (the person who no longer learns, no longer
grows, is hardly conceivable although the learning may take form
of contradiction of cognitive maps and action repertories rather
than expansion), the latter because so much measurement routine
already exists - it is clear that our concern is with non-formal

education and non-formal schooling for adults, including when there

are some non-adult participants in that education, or the adults
participate in educational settings designed for non-adults. What
we want to know is simply how much education goes on in society

in addition to the formal schooling, and we shall try to develop

answers that also might include the non-adult population.
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1.2. A discussion

Let us now look systematically at how the approach taken
in the preceding pages squares with the approach taken in the
document underlying this entire exercise.15 The basic approach is
the same, which is interesting since they were developed inde-
pendently of each other, but there are some important differences,
or emphases, that have some bearing on how one tries to get the
problem of measurement.

In the document communication plays a fundamental role
in the definition of education, and is defined as "the transfer of
information ("messages") by the transmission of stimuli ("signals")
from one person to another or others". 16 It is pointed out that
"communication may be direct or indirect, and may involve a wide
variet of channels of media". 17 There is no objection to this
definition, we would only like to emphasize that communication
doees not have to be by means of symbols (verbal symbols, spoken or
written: pictures etc.) but that the "signals" can also be the thing
itself, face-to-face demonstration of action sequences -~ for imi-
tation purposes. Nor does communication have to be from one who
has learnt more to one who has learnt less (vertical education),
it may be between people at the same level of learning (horizontal
education) and also between one person and him-or herself (self—
education). This is particularly important to keep in mind
because indirect communication, and not only through modern mass
media but also through books etec., tends to make the communication
process verbal and vertlcal for one cannot transmit action at
a dlstance, nor is it easy to establish the type of feedback that
makes the teacher a co-learner. Thus, it is important to see many
"modern" methods of education, particularly non-formal education,
as very special in their method and structure, and this should be
reflected in any measurement.

When it comes to learn ing the document does not make
the explicit distinction between the inner and outer aspects, the
cognitive maps (information, knowledge, understanding, attitudeS)18
and the action repertory (behavior, skill, capability)z8 which means
that one is less forced, by the corgeptualization, to explore the
dialectics between the two. On the other hand, the definition
emphasizes that learning refers to changes "which can be retained
and cannot be ascribed to physical growth or to the development of
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inherited (instinctive) behaviour,patterns".19 This is an important
qualification, and more or less coinsides with what we have tried
to express insisting on the term "action" rather than"behaviour".
Wle also strongly agree that learning can be "brought about both bY¥
response to stimuli from the environment and "may result from in-
ternal processes", and that random learning is not e&ucation.zo

Education is then defined as "organized communication
designed to bring about learning" 21 There is a dlfference here
when it comes to what is meant by "organization": we have used a
minimum criterion, the existence of roles as teacher and learner
(that may or may not coincide as roles and/or as persons); the
document feels that it involves "an educational-providing agency
which organizes the learning situation or teachers who direct the
commnication".’? We feel that the first clause will focus the
emphasis unduly on organized education, e.g. with a governmental
bureaucracy , . and the second clause tends in the direction of
vertical education only. This is brought out more clearly when
the etymolagieal reference is brought in: "e-ducare (lat.) implies
the existence of a 'leader' and followers".“” It should be noted
that this is more an ideology as to how education should take place
than a definition, and our argument would be in favor not of a
"value-free" definition (that hardly exists in social sciences),
but a more pluralistic definition that puts vertical, horizontal
and self-education on an equal footing.

The key border-line between formal and non-formal
educatlon is drawn at the point where "any of the learners is
enrolled or registered for a particular educational programme“.24
This is an important distinetion, and particularly frum‘the point
of view of measurement: it becomes more easy to measure when
learners are enrolled, and particularly when they are registered -
the problem is measure non-formal education. But the distinction
is not sufficiently fruitful theoretically, not énough,follows from
it - it is more of a technicality. Nothing really'crucial happens
when there is "recordlng of the student's name and other particulars
in a register, which is often used to record attendances or sub-
mission of written materlal"zs - it may merely reflect a general
tendency toward bureaucratization in the society. On the other hand,
we very much agree that the distinction between formal and non-formal
education should not be confused with informal methods of learning -
presumably referring to more emphasis on non-verbal education, and
on horizontal and self-education. For the latter the document uses
the term "self-directed learning" ("in which no educational agency

3



or teacher is consciously involved").26

The concept excludes
"students enrolled in correspondence, television or radio courses",27
with which we agree - that is indirect, symbolic and vertical edu-
cation. But the extremely important category of horizontal educa-
tion is given a somewhat peripheral five words treatment: /self-
directed learners/ "are never enrolled in groups for the purpose

of learning (e.g.classes), though they may meet together"(italics
ours).

The authors of the document have felt, that a reference
is needed to other characteristics of non-formal vs. formal education,
and three of them seem to be theoretically highly significant:
whether one is "enrolled according to prior educational experience”,
whether the curriculum is "oriented towards examinations and certi-
ficates", and whether the intention is to lay a foundation for
further studies, or to complete previous studies".29 These criteria
would land the education in what we have referred to as schooling,
as a link in the schooling chain, possibly the final link providing
the learner with a certificate that entitles him or her to compete'
for a job. On the other hand, the document has a definition of
"regular school and university education" ("the regular progression
or 'ladder' of formal education followed by children and young
people - -")30 that is identical with our definition of formal
schooling. It is pointed out that this type of education is gene-~
rally designed for a certain age group - 5-7 years old and onwards,
depending on how long the chain is - that it is both extensive and
intensive, generally full time and of long duration, that it takes
place in regular schools and universities, that the teaching methods
are adapted for that age group, that the teachers are generally
full-time professionals, and that the providing agency is a ministry
and/or the universities.31 The characteristics, however, are either
by definition (school and university education take place in schools
and universities) or a reading of today's situation which tomorrow
may no longer obtain. Thus, it is quite comceivable. that formal
schooling may be changed so as to mix age groups, spreading the
formal schooling throughout the life eycle rather than concentrating
it in the age bracket 5-7 to the early twenties, and that the
teachers and learners may coalesce and the teachers become less
professional. What makes it formal schooling is the control, the
correlation of the sorting with other sub-systems in society,
particularly the production process, This may not have to be done
by a central ministry, it can also be done at a more local level -



but there will always be an element of power involved.

Hence, the comparison leads té‘thequllowing
conclusion:

Table 1. A comparison of definitions.

Ours Learning = Education Schooling  Schooling
non-formal non-formal non-formal  formal
Document  Learning, Non-formal  Formal Regular school and
random and education, education, university
from experi- and formal, levels 1-7 education
- ence level 9 V o

The leveis that are brought in here are the levels of formal educa-
tion; level 1 being primary, levels 2-3 secondary, levels 5-7
tertiary education; so these would be courses;parallel to the
formal system, often designed for adults to provide them with a
parallel channel. The students woudd be enrolled according to prior
education experience, except for level 9, "education not definable
by level". Thus, there is agreement as to what to exclude at either
end: formalization levels O and 3 in our terms. But - there are
also some differences, although mainly in teim&nnlogy, when it comes
to the intermediate levels; This does mot matter so much since the
excercise .is about "statistics on adult education", and there is
complete agreement when it comes to how to conceive of "adults".

The definition in the document seems impeccable; it is "out-of-school
education", "provided for the benefit and adapted to the needs of
persons not in the regular school and university system and generally
fifteen years or older".32 The only objection might be that age is
a less important variable than the level of formalization. The task
seems rather to be how much education goes on in a society in addi-
tion to the regular school and university system, not how much of
that is imparted in adults, generally fifteen years or older. The
document reecognizes this problem and lands on the idea of "out-of-
school'education" (French§ education extra-scolaire).33

We have gone to this length in devéloﬁing‘the taxonomy
and in comparing taxonomies because it is important for the purpose
of this study. The purpose of a good taxonomy is not only to develop
categories that can serve as receptacles for statistically oriented
data-collection. 'The categories also have to be theoretically related
so that the data collected become meaningful. Moreover, the categories
should also be politically relevant in the sense that they reflect
issues, debates. And there is a political issue underlying this
taxonomy: the more formal a learning system is, the more legitimate .
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is central control.

To see this more clearly and give more meat to these
cut-and-dried categories two studies have been prepared, as Appendix
1 and Appendix 2 to the present report - The Politics of formal/
non-formal Education: A Chilean Expérience 1972-73 (by Malva
Cifuentes) and Non-formal Fducation in Norway and Sweden: A Per-

spective (by Veslemegy Wiese). Being from developing and developed
countries respectively they should at least offer some insight into
the adequacy and the meaning of the definition offered.
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2. WHAT TO MEASURE
2.1, Our approach

We now proceed to the problem of measurement, noting
that it concerns "various inputs and outputs that are to be found
in a total delivery system of adult education".’® The formulation
points to twc,different,ways of approaching the problem, focussing
on "various inputs and outputs", and focussing on the "total delivery
system of adult education". There is an important difference be-
tween these two approaches: the input/output approach is in terms
of variables, many of them relatively easy to measure, others more
unapproachable whereas the system approach is essentially structurél,
an effort to conceive of the system in more holistic terms.
Structures, however, can also to some extent be expressed in terms
of variables, only that these parameters reflect geometrical pro-
perties rather than properties of statistical dlstrlhutlons.55
This difference is important, for the first perspective is more
compatible with an individualized, actor-oriented approach to the
study of society, the second more with a structure-oriented approach.
If one rides on only one of them there may be hidden ideological
biases - hidden because they are usually not evident to the rider -
so again we would argue in favor of a more pluralistic, eclectic
approach. What is meant by these ideological assumptions will be clear
in the following.

36

Then there is a second guiding principle that should
be made explicit. Although the focus is not on formal schooling
we shall develop measures that can also be relevant for that part
of the total education. More particularly, we shall try to develop
measures so that the conventional measures of formal schooling
found in educational statistics (such input measures as budget
appropriations, no. of teachers, physical facilifieS'awailable,
teaching material and such output measures as enrollment figures
for learners, number of graduates, perhaps aslo measures of their
"added learning") will still be there, but only as a part of the
total set of measures conceivable, and available with more or less
difficulty. It should not be too difficult simply to copy these
conventional measures for non-formal schooling‘anﬂ non-formal edu-
cation 3T _ but it is strongly felt that something is needed in
addition to that.

To start with let us not bother with "how do you get
data to measure that", but rather try to understand what we are
after so that available answers do not distort the question we ought
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to ask. This can be done in a very simplistic manner, proceeding
step by step. Thus, let us start with the simplest educational
situatinn possible, a vertical teacher-learner dyad:

Figure 2. Input/output and fhe teacher-learner dyad.

Input side TEACHER(S)
Output side LEARNER(S)

One could now ask questions about how intensive the education is
(how much exposure given to any one learner), how extensive it is
(how many learners participate, which would lead to questions

about output/input ratios, learner/teacher ratios38 that very often
are used - but do not really measure how much education is going
on, but possibly cost efficiency).

The picture becomes more interesting the moment one puts
a magnifying glass on either part. Let us start with the output
side, since that is the most important one - after all the goal
is education and that is output; the inputs are means toward that
end. We shall compare two situations, both involving one teacher
and six learners:

Figure 3. The output side, two images.
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In Situation A, a very conventional one, the teacher has six
learners, for instance in a class, and teaches all of them. In
Situation B he has only two learners, but three important ingredi-
ents are added to the vertical education of Figure 3A

- there is horizontal education between the learners

- there is self-education, within the learners

- there is a chain-effect, the learners became teachers and
stdrt teaching others.

In the Figure horizontal education could also have developed at

the second learner level, there could have been more self-education,
and there could be more levels; not only a second but a third,
fourth etc. learner generation.
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It should be emphasmed that thgse ttmee mportant pro-

.cesses may or may not take place at the same -tme as the teacher
commnicates to learners L, and L,. We are not so much thinking

0f horizontal education between LL1 ‘and :‘Ifz as a pedagogical technigue
they use in order to learn what the teacher has communicated, of
self-education as simple homework to be ‘controlled by the teacher
afterwards or of the chain-effect as a way of testing out (not to
mention of bragging about) new knowledge on outsiders. The crucial

‘point here is to what extent the education has engendered a process
of continued horizontal education, self-education or the teaching
of others vs. simply dying out the moment the teacher-learner
situation is dissolved. Without having anything but introspection
‘and intuition to build on: this seems precisely to be a basic
shortcoming in formal schooling - there is so little or no educa-
tional momentum beyond graduation. The graduates do not continue
studying what they studied at school, they do not seek each other's
company for further development in the same (or other) directions,
they do not bring the message to o¢thers. Thare ‘are proba.bly two
reasons for this: since the setting is predominantly like in
situation A they have not learnt how to engage in horizontal edu-
cation, self-education or the teaching of otheres, and since so
much of the focus is on graduation, on status rather than learning,
nor do they care. And ,this’ is prec:s»ely the reason why somebody
who has a message might prefer to launch it in a system of non-

formal rather than formal education (not to mention ifbma';l schooling)

simply because of the desire to engender these three processes
(which may or may not be inspired by scarce input resources).

The point is now,simply, that any measure that only reflects
situation A characteristics reflects an ideology of education as
vertical, defines the learmers as the final receptacles as know-
ledge and skills, and the social output as the sum of individual
learning outputs. This may be realistic as a reflection of what
goes on in formal schooling, but falls short of capturing non-formal
education. There is also in the measure a nertaa.n ‘pz:otﬁction of
the monopoly on education held by teachers , the assnmpticm being
that only teacheres can teach and that more is naeded to become a
teacher than simply to have been a learner, e.g8.,to be certified.

This should be contrasted with the way in which, for in-
stance, certain medical practices, including acupuncture,are
diffused .in the Chinese population: there are some centres where
teachers meet learnerd, learners are then taught how to proceed




with their studies, individually or together (e.g. practising
acupuncture on oneself and each other, thereby learning how it
works), and to bring the knowledge further.>? In Situation B

- there is also an indirect output to individual learners, and the

social benefit is more than the sum of individual benefits:
there is also a system benefit, education serves to induce a
richer social structure. Not only individuals, the total system
learns, adding up to a true learning society.

Let us then apply the same magnifying glass to the input
side. It becomes immediately more fuzzy, for it is impossible
to try to capture in simple diagrams the tremendous variation
found in such input systems. We shall therefore rely on specialists
in the field, assuming that they have captured the essential on
the input side of a "total delivery system"'4o '

Figure 4. The input side: some components.
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Just as there is more to learners. than what meets the open eye
of the teacher in the educational setting; there is more to the
teachers and their educational techniques than the learners
usually see. First of all, not included in the Figure: the
teachers may (or may not) also engage in horizontal education and
self-education -~ that they teach others is their raison.d'atre.
Just as learners should not be conceived of as a set of detached
individuals but as a (potential) - structure, so should teachers.
Second, teachers do not operate in vacammbut draw on stocks of
knowledge, on teaching material, they use physical facillties
even if only the shadow of a tree and some cardbqard to write on,
and there may be financial inputs. Third, on top of all this
there may or may not be an "overall managemént", at the local,
district and/or central levels; engaging in administration,
research, development.
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We can now apply ‘the reasoning we used on the output side
above to the input side, and ask the germauaquestion:41 to what
extent is this a structure, not merely a set of detached, uncoordi-
nated elements? It is well known that any level in the Figure
may live its own life, the bureaucracy may swell, feeding on itself,
without generating more inputs that through the teachers can reach
the learners. Thus, we have to know the elasticities of this
sytem: given, say, a ten percent increase in the overall manage-
ment (in terms cf;personnal), how many percent increase do we get
in the knowledge, software and hardware that the teachers can make
use of in their teaching - more than ten percent, ten percent,
less than ten percent,‘or the not at all incomceivable zero percent,
or even negative growth? Similarly for the financial inputs:
what is the effect of a ten percent increase? Ideally, the
elasticity should be above unity; it should at least not be
zero or negative. In general, the gquestion may be formulated as
follows: given x% increase in the inputs, what is the y% increase
in the other inputs, and above all, what is the z% increase in
the total teaching input to the first generation learners?

At this point, however, it should be remembered that inputs
are means, the goal is the output in the sense of "added learning",
to individuals and the system. IEven if the teaching input in-
creases by z% the learning output may be below z%, even zero or
negative simply because of limited absorbtion. capacity, satura-
tion and fatigue effects. In some countries the problem may not
be too little but too much education, too many programs calling
for the serious attention of learners = finite both in numbers
and capacity to absorb. The result may be a solid crust of
apathy,42 - a not unreasonable defense'against too much non-formal
education - and it will show up asvery low, zero or negative
elasticities across the output/input border in the "total delivery
system". And this actually brings aut an important aspect of
formal schooling, certainly positive to many: in that system
education is circumscribed, one knows that somebody has a legiti-
mate demand on one's attention, but one also knows the limitations
of that legitimacy. It is wvery clear when one steps in and out
of the role as learner. It is also clear under many forms of non-
formal education, but particularly due to the mass media it is
possible for teachers to force people into: learners by creating an
artificial learning environment for them. The major examples here
are, of course, commercial and political propaganda 43 _ and it may
be that one shauld add to’the definition of non-formal education
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not only that theré is a role as»learner (and teacher) but also
that the decision to enter that role is a (relatively) free one .4

We have now explored the input side, the output side,
the input-output relation and time has come for the fourth component
in a picture of the total structure: the output-input relation:

Figure 5. The total education structure

side
I‘ TEACHERS
Z

¥ LEARNERS

OUTPUT
side’

How can the learners not only react on themselves and other lear-
ners, but on the whole input side, and have an impact On it?

This depends, of course, on which inputs on the 1nput 31de.7 In the
first run one may ask what feed-back provisions there are from
learners to teachers, meaning simply the p0331b111ty of asknng
questions of clarification, then enter into a dialogue, ultlmately
even reversing the teacher-learner relationship. The question is
of crucial significance not only because of the pedagogical impor-
tance for the learner but for the teacher to develbp:further rather
than stabilizing as an unopposed source of learning - and because
of the structural implications. A structure where the teacher-
learner relation remains vertical for lack of feed-back and because
there is always a fresh supply of unspoilt (untaught) learners to
play the underdog role when the former have reached the stage where
they could "hit back" and left the role ("I am through with the
course, nothing more to get there") is a mirror reflection of a
stable, vertical society and as such an ideological message.45

For we assume, paraphrasing MacLuhan,46 that for education "the
structure is the message" - not the whole message for sure, but a
substantial part of it.

Then there are the other inputs and the possible impact
the learners can have on them. Can they affect the knowledge pool,
e.g. by generating knowledge in the education process that becomes
a part of the stock, in the form of learner experiences (student
term papers and exam papers in the conventional university) that
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are then used later in an ongoing learning process? Can the con-
tribute to the educational software, encouraged or unencouraged,
be their teachers? Can they contribute to the hardware, through
volunteer work on the buildings etc., and the closely related

question: can they contribute to the financial inputs, directly
through fees, indirectly through taxes, perhaps by .other contri-
butions as well? And finally, the highly important question:

is there any way in which they can reach the overall management,
questioning them, complaining, criticising, advising, and so on?

¢ Many would object to these questions that (1) they are
ideological, (2) they have nothing to do with education. Imagine,
however, that the answers were in the affirmative to all the
questions in the preceding paragraphs. This would mean a "total
delivery system'where the learners and the teachers:

- can communicate to the teachers ’
- can enter into a horizontal dialogue with them

- can have occasions where the learner/teacher»roles are reversed

- can contribute to the knowledge stock

- can contribute to the educational software
- can contribute to the educational hardware

- can contribute to the financial inputs

- can 1nf1uence the overall management.

One might then say that in this case the total structure would be
a signal conveying a message of horizontal education and relations
in general, and a message of comparatiye decentralization;
compared to the opposite message: thaf of a totally vertical struc-
ture where the management, particularly‘the central part of it,
generates or makes available the knowledge pool, the educational
software and hardware and the financial inputs, instructing the
theachers how to teach so that they in turn can imbue the learners
with the educational message. We would argue that if the eight
points above are ideological so are, indeed, their negatian and
that an evaluation/measurement procedure that fails to reflect
these characteristics glosses over an 1mportant issue. Not to

reflect it is as ideological as to reflect it; when it is reflected

in the data one can always argue what is better, the more vertical
or the more horizontal structure. There is hardly any doubt where
the authors' sympathies are located, and one reason is precisely
cducational: the conviction that learning in a horizontal, dialo-
gical, subject to subject setting is of a different quality,

>
. .
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deeperand more of a preparation to personal growth and social
participation than learning that takes place in a vertical, one-way,
subject to object setting.47

The points just made become of particular significance

when they are used to evaluate, critically, many forms of non-formal
education based on indirect communication - written communication
through books, magazines, correspondence courses, oral communi-
cation through the electranic mass media and movies. First of all,
all these forms tend to fragment the learners and bring about the
situation depicted in Situation A in Figure 3 - without even loops
of self-education, as argued above. Of course, the output-input
ratio is considerably higher - one author or speaker can reach
thousands, millions - a good indicator of how this measure (derived
from an economistic approach) tends to direct our attention in very
special, even blatantly wrong direction. Second, seven of the eight

questions in the preceding paragraph usually have to be answered

in the negative (the eighth being the question of the possibility

of contributing to the financial inputs - it is granted, there are
usually fees to be paid or at least the price of the book).

Of course, there are well known remedies: the encouragement
to study further; the organization of readers' or viewers' or
listeners' study groups to discuss and develop further; the possi-
bility of spreading the message through a two-step (or many-step)
flow of communication;48 the possibility &6f writing the author/
teacher, institutionalized in the correspondence course or the
Open University type of TV education; not to mention the more
recent innovation of a write-in book that can be returned to the
author with comments (or special pages that can be torn out for
that purpose);49 the possibility ¢f sending ideas to the author
and the mass media, even of influencing it substantially through
citizens' channels etc. Thus, the point is not that the situation
is irremediable, only that these are important issues and that
any educational setting should be evaluated/measured in terms of

its ability to meet with these reguirements. In so doing one will

also encourage new ways of horizontaliging any form of education,
e.g. more of a push in the direction of two-way TV channels, more
use of TV education with call-ins over the telephone, two-way radio
in poorer districts, and forms we do not know today - if we knew
them we probably would already have them.
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Having said this much about indirect non-formal education
one might turn to direct non-formal education to take note of its
great (at least potential) advantages relative to the indirect form
and relative to the formal schooling. If it is operating locally,
is not so richly endowed' as to afford indireet communication and im-
pressive software and hardware, learners and teachers may form a
closely knit, even very horizontal and multilateral group, parti-
cularly if the knowledge distance between teachers and learners is
not too excessive. At this local level of the ujamaa or sarvodaya

50

or People's Commune villages, things are possible because the

economy is labor-intensive, and they quickly disappear in a more
capital-intensive economywm But these potential virtues can also
disappear at the poor micro level provided a highly vertical struc-
ture is adopted, often in an unreflected manner, simply transplanted
from structures found in politics, economic life and - above all -
in formal schooling. We mention this partly in order to make the
point that this is a field where non-formal education may score very
high even when it is neither particularly intensive, nor extensive -
and a field where formal schooling may score low regardless of how
impressive it is along those dimensions.
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2.2 A discussion

Again, to highlight better what is said in the preceding
pages, let us make a very brief comparison with the approach taken
in another document underlying- this exercise.51 We have been drawing
on that document, but have also departed from it, for reasons that
will be indicated below. ' '

| Very fruitful in that'approach‘is'the idea of learning as
a system, clearly illustrated in the figures accompanying the
verbal presentation.52 >H0wever, there is a disagreement and a
rather fundamental one: the learning system as conceived of in
that approach somehow does not seem to include the "primary clients
of the system", the learners themselves. Rather, it looks as if
the entire learning system, richly endowed with feed-back arrows,
is squatting on the top of the backs (or the heads) of the learners,
injecting them with inputs of various kinds. In so being it looks
more like a conventional formal schooling system where the influence
of the children on the school authorities is certainly minimal -
and not like a system of non-formal education for adults.

Further, the outputs of the system are conceived of in
individualistic terms; only individuals learn ("outputs: the actual
"added learning" the participants carry away from the programme
over and above what they brought into it'.‘)s3 Thére is no bonoept of
structure that somehow learns by changing, becominglmore autonomous,
horizontal, multilateral - no concept of system-oriented outputs.

Of course, this is in a sense only a more general way of restating
the argument made in the preceding paragraph - both of them aiming

- at the same underlying "actor-oriented" ideology - of which the

author may not be aware himself.

But apart from these objections the conceptual apparatu®
developed was found very useful, particularly in a somewhat simpli-
fied version.54 ‘Amdng the many illuminating inSiéhts that we feel
any measurement syétem’should try to take into'account we would
like to emphasize the following:

(1) Too "heavy reliance on full-time professionally trained
 personnel for local-level instruction".?” This tends to
create bottlenecks, the problem how to start a process
that creates its own "professionals" - and we doubt that
this can be done in a system where the individual learner

is considered the final receptacle of knowledge.



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

The principle of opportunity costs: that the learners may
lose something by attending when they have to "assemble at
a particular place and regular tima:"% is iinpor*tant,,. and
should be taken into account. |

"The classroom setting and didactic teaching methods are

often far less motivating and conducive to learning than
more realistic settlngs and more dynamlc pedagogical appro- .
ach.es"57 - again a way of pointing to how non-formal education
often may be superior if it manages to get the lea;mara out
of the ghetto of the school, and put an end to the sharp
division between school and work found in most societies.

The multi-media, multi-methad approach that gives an "opportu-
nity for learners and instructors alike to benefit from a
constantly replenished stream of fresh knowledge and stimulation
through other m&ia:?’ﬁs‘ - here one might simply count the

number of "pedagogical channels used" if somebody could estab-
lish a good typology. On the other hand, mass media also have
their shortcomings. 22

The significance of evaluation, that statistics on non-formal
education should be a part of an evaluation process, and that
evaluation should be demystified®® - which should imply an
open discussion of the goals of non-formal education. What
kind of individual change? ("Did they get a job utilizing
their new occupational skills, or get a promotion and higher
wages? n61 is the type of individual-oriented criterion that
takes existing society for granted. "Have they passed their
new learning to othersz?"‘m is befttnr, it includes the system-
oriented dimension - but we are still left with the baffling
problem of whether the learning deserves being passed on at
all.) What kind of system change? - is it the conventional
technical-economic growth medel of development that will be
the implicit or explicit evaluation criterion, e.g. higher
productivity?, If not, what do we have to offer?

Many "critical relationships" for possible measurement/evalu-
ation are mentionedez : relation between program and objective
needs; between program's content and technology and its objec-
tives and clientele ( but we object to the term "clientele");
to what extent the chosen educational technology is used
effectively; the relation between input cost and outputs
(cost-effectiveness); the relation between input costs and



corresponding benefits of all types (cost—benefit; the
relation to other educational programs; the "relation
between the size of the clientele actually served and the
total clientele that could presumably benefit from the
programme"63 and so on.

(7) Finally, we would like to draw the attention of the excellent
recommendation that evaluation should be decentralized64 - -
that ways and means should be found so that it could be
carried out without the participation of highly skilled
social scientists - almost inevitably playing into a reliance
on central authorities and their criteria.

The problem now is to get as many as possible of these and other
useful ideas carried over into concrete suggestions for measures.



2%

3. HOW TO MEASURE
3.1. A survey of the approaches,

Essentially there are only two approaches to the measure-
ment of education, any form of education: a fragmented, atomized
approach in terms of measuring input and output variables, and a
more holistic, molecular approach in terms of measuring structures.
According to the former approach education can be seen in terms of
a set of inputs and outputs, each to be measured separately;
according to the latter these sets constitutes an input structure,
an output structure and a total structure - and measures should
be developed precisely of the extent to which these sets are
structures, not merely sets of unrelated elements. For that pur-
pose there are two approaches to be recommended: the elasticity
approach and the graph-theoretical approach. We shall give some
indications on all three - the variable, elasticity and graph-
theoretical approaches, and conclude with some additional remarks
on how to get the data, and on future research priorities in this
field. '

3.2. The variable approach.
(1) The input side.

Any form of education bears some similarity to production:
capital and workers and knowledge (either in its frozen form as
"capital goods" or in its more dynamic form as "skilled workers")
are brought to bear on raw materials in order to produce processed
goods. In the present case the capital is the nonformal education
appropriation split into many components; the workers are the
teachers at various levels; the knowledge takes the form of
" educational hardware (buildings, equipment) and . educational
software (programs) . Behind these three is an entire structure
for producing this knowledge: training establishments for teachers
of adults, research institutes for adult education, administrative
and other support services for adult education, publicity and market
research and statistical services.65 The "raw materials", then,
are the learners; the"processed goods" are the graduates. - only
with the rather important difference that they are not only able to
but indeed have?fight to decide over their own '"processing". The
metaphor, explicitly or implicitly drawn upon by most people working
in this field, serves to order our thinking about the inputs into

three categories: total budget, total manpower and the machinery
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available to develop and administer budget and manpower.

One might now simply go ahead finding data on capital
and manpower inputs at all levels in a pyramid with a local
base, a district intermediate level and a national central level.
At the lower level would be the teachers, at the intermediate
level, say,the institutions for training the teachers, and at
the top level the institutions that generate programs for teachers
and for the teachers of teachers, and the respurces for the edu-
cational hardware and software. One might also develop an index
giving more WGigthéynfin@uts at the top level on the assumption
that such inputs would have a higher multiplier effect (this,
however, depends on the extent to which one is dealing with a
system, and the elasticities of that system, see 3.3). No doubt,
these data should be available, but we would nevertheless warn
against the approach as an unreflected carry-over from the corres-
ponding approach for the measurement of the amount of formal schoo-
ling.

66

The reason is simply that this would tend to favor a view
of nonformal education as something separate from the rest of
social reality. A much better approach, it would seem, would be
to find out to what extent existing social situations are made use
of for their educational potential. Take security precautions at
work: where are they*best taught, at work, or in a separate setting?
When taught at work the teachers/learners are already there, the
educational hardware is there -- in other words, there are hidden
resources to draw upon, capital-wise as well as manpower-wise.

The unit is an educational situation, a pedagogical opportunity
not lost; not an accauntlng'unit or a manpower unit multiplied
with "level". If nevertheless some input should be measured it
should be all kinds of inputs that would stimmlate the awareness
of peoplesin any work situation, of such pedagngicalpappot%uﬂitias
in order to identify them and know how to make use of them. Much

more important than night courses for workers in separate facilities

(e.g. off-hours use of schools) would be seminars injected into the
working routine of a factory, even stopping the factory for that
hour. When our thinking is so easily steered in the direction of
separate inputs for any type of education it is probably because
we tend to see work as sacred and education somehow as its hand-
maiden. Work is too important to be "disturbed" by education.
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Admittedly this does not lead to any easy answer as to
quantity and quality of inputs - but then it may also be that the
gquestion is wrong because it is not formulated as a system level.
Maybe the problem is that we should rather think in terms of a
teaching society where people, all people,are trained to share
knowledge and skills and where the social setting in itself is
more conducive to learning. Thus, there is much more to learn
in an artisan setting than in a routinized factory setting, so
the problem may well be to what extent society itself, particularly
- in the form of work, offers éufficient challenge ("uncertainty!,
"entropy") to stimulate teaching/learning.67 It may also well be
that the entire search for nonformal education, deeper seen, is
little but an effort to compensate in verbal ways for what has
been lost in recent generations through the routinization of work.
And this idea, in turn, would lead to ask the‘following basic
question about inputs: what proportion of jobs in a given society
have challenge (to be met) and uncertainty (to be overcome through
understanding and decision-making) built into them? /

Needless to say these two approaches to 1nput variables,
in terms of resources (capital and manpower at various levels)
and built-in challenge do not exclude each other. There are things
that can be learnt fromwhich there is no existing-structure in
society, at least not in work-51tuatlons, and even when there
are such settings somebody usually has to p01nt it out and go some
initial teaching about the teaching. Hence, all the measures
indicated in the beginning of this sectdon on input variables are
relevant as long as one does not stop there. But there is still
one important problem to be tackled: how shall the costs be cal-
culated, relative to what; if we assume that manpower can be
translated to costs - for sake of simplicity - through the mecha-
nism of salaries?

Of course they can all be stated in absoluté terms, at
constant prices. They should probably not be stated in per capita
terms, relative to the population of the country, nor relative
to the number of learners. In most cases a nonformal education
system is endowed with considerable flexibility and could easily
absorb many more learners - as would be the case for most programs
making extensive use of mass media. This, however, should make us
think more in terms of costs relative to the need,if possible

 translated into the number of potential learners, than cost rela-
tive to the actual number of learners. For the case of formal
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schooling one has for a long time evaluated inputs (and outputs,
enrolled and graduated) relative to the cohort rather than rela-
tive to the total popﬁlation. In this case with more or less
obligatory schooling, it is obvious who are the potential learners;
for nonformal education it is often the whole society - for instance
the case of insight into what the future might bring.®® There is
the big virtue of such measures that division by the number of
potential learners emphasizes even more fully how little is done,
how little is"invested". o

Another problam worth mentioning has to do with opportunity

cests, the costs born by participants if they could have used that

time "profitably" in some other way. If one really wants to get
an impression of the total costs this has to be 1nc1uded. But
‘there is also another point involved: opportunity costs are‘like¥y

‘to be lower the closer the integration between education and work.
Take a labor-intensive economy: has anybody calculated the costswhen

society is deprived of the working power of everybody 7-15 years

01d? (not to mention the obvious reverse question - to what extent

is the idea of formal schooling a‘wa§¢;edncingVthe“manynwer’stock
so as to bring less pressure on an increasingly capital-and research—
1nten31ve economy?)

,Stlll another problem: we have put‘the 1earner§‘Un the
output side, but the correct formulation (as will be pointed out
below) would be learning; what goes on inside and among learners?

Learners a® "raw material" are on the input side and that raises

an important question very easily forgotten: not only how many
learners are put into the education machinery, but which ones -
quality in addition to quantity? Are they‘representative of the
groups and classes of society, or does the machinery favor some
parts of society and disfavor others? For instance, are the oppor-
tunity costs  borne individually (or by the family) of working
class or rural families so high that they cannot afford to parti-
cipate? In short, what is the social cumpositian of the learnmers
in any form of non-obligatory education?

Finally, it should be pointed out that all these input
variables are related tb’each,other, at 1east‘potentiaily. The key
question is not only how much knowledge input,but how much knowledge
is generated by the system and fed back to the knowledge-store -
as pointed out above, and to be translated into measuring strategies
below (in 3.3).

(fw
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(2) The output side

Again, there is the difficulty in saying anything
non-trivial. The output side is the society, it consists of
individuals and structure and culture. The learners are supposed
to learn as a result of their participation, the structure to
improve, the culture to grow. Hence, one has to find out whether.
there is any"added" learning, any impact of the course on the
cognitive map (knowledge, understanding, attitudes) and/or the
action repertory (skills, capabilities), and any change in the
structure. A bad indicator here would be how many learners there
were and for how long; +the total number of learner-hours of
instruction and of independent study. As a matter of fact, this
indicator should probably rather be on the input side - it dis the
learner input in the educative effort. The output must be in
terms of what was learnt, and one indicator would be the number
who passed the course and complied with the requirementsi. But
this presupposes that there are such requirements. In the case
of formal education there are, almost by definition, a rite de
passage before one is "born anew", holding a new status, but
this is not necessarily the case for non-formal education.

However, even if there were, there is a dimension of
retention in learning that would not be reflected in the number
of graduates, even when weighted by their examination grades,
but is reflected in the insistence on "durable" change in the
definition of learning in 1.1. On the contrary, there is even
the suspicion that the more emphasis there is on examination,
the more distortion will there be in the learning process in the
direction of coping adequately with exams, and both intention
and retention would suffer. Hence, there should be some measure-
ment after a certain period, say, one year, of how much (and what)
added knowledge is retained and how many (and which) skills have
been modified. The trouble with this is that it almost has to be
a before-after study, subtracting the level of learning before
the exposure from the level retained after a certain period.

In addition to this, however, there is the dialectic
between the two aspects of learning. It might be worth while to
measure not only knowledge and skills separately, but also to
what extent added knowledge has been converted into new skills,
and modified skills are supported by modified knowledge. In short:

has the theory been practiced, and is the practice understood -
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not necessarily the way intended by the teachers in accordance
with their "pﬁda.go'gis che Zielzetzung", but in some way meaning-
ful +to the learners themselves? Here it may be objected that
this interrelation does not belong to the definition of learning.
But the hunch is that even if it does not it should: since man
has the capacity both of symbolic manipulation and of action, and
the capacity of reIa:l;ing them to each other, he should be evalu-

ated in terms of his potential - not merely as a computer memory ’
or as a robot. For learning that remains within the individual
as a change in the cognitive map does not reach the social level, 2

and learning only in the form of added skills can not so easily
be communicated to others.

3.3. The elaSlC:ltL appraach.

Common to this approach is the idea of testing to what
extent the set of variables or factors just mentioned constitutes
a system by measuring the degree of interdependence. This, thén,,
is done by measuring what effect an increase of one variable has
on any other variable, both changes measured in percent of the
base value. A time period, for instance a year, has to be speci-
fied. In the beginning of the period there is an increase of x%
on the first variable, usually brought in by administrative fiat;
by the end of the period one reads off the change y% on the second

variable. The ratio y/x is the elasticity over that time period

(and in that variable range); the crucial intervals and points are

(a) greater than unity: one reaps more than one sows

(b) uni x' : one reaps as much as one sows
(c) less than unity: one reaps less than one sows
(a) zero: no added harvest, inelasticity

(e) less than zero: the change was cmtmfa&nctive

If the finding is (c), (d), not to mention (e) the cancltmmn

should be that there is something fundamentally wrong with the system, "
- it is weakly connec:ted, unconnected, or counter-connected -

or at least that it has come to/is close to its saturation point.

This approach can now be applied to the input side, the
output side, and to the total system. Applied to the input side
it would tell us something about, for instance, the capacity of the
system to generate more teachers given a certain increase in the
overall management or the financial input; or to generate more
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educational software given the same changes‘in key inputs. Applied
to the output side it would tell us something about the capacity
learners have to generate more learnmers: with an x% increase in
‘the number of first generation learners, what is the increase in
the number if second generation learners? (Of course, it may be
zero in any case - Situation A in Figure 3. - and hence also show
a zero percent 1ncrease) In this case the second generatlon of
learners may mean two different things: ideally it would mean lear-
ners trained by former learners (in which case this would be a
measure of the chain effect) but it could also mean learners
attracted by former learners. Incidentally, in either case it
should be remembered that the ideal output measure is not number

of learners Dbut amount of learning. '

Then there is the major application, to the system as a
whole. What increase in input generates what increase in output?
It is a rather important question for this is the way of finding

- the key input variables,which is one apporach to the'bottleneck

problem!. What generates more additional learning, 10% increase
in the overall management, in the knowledge stock available, in
software, 1n hardware or in the financial inputs (to the extent
that they can be isolated from the other factors)? If one knew,
input variables could be ordered according to the size of the
elasticities and this would at the same time be a catalogue of
strategic significance. However, the ordering may certainly differ
from one country to the other, from one course to the other, and
for the same course over time: the level of diminishing, even
negative returns may be reached for the first variablé on the list
and one would have to turn to the next. | ’

The difference between the output/input ratio and the
output change/input change ratio should be noted. The. former is
static and tells us how much output we get for a unit input; the
latter is dynamic and tells us how much change we get in output
for a change in input. There is no simple relation between the
two: one may be high and the other low, and vice versa. One
measures the cost efficiency, the other how the system is connected
as a structure. Both mey be useful as measures, but we repeat the
warning against the former: it tends to point in the direction
of a type of short-run efficiency that may be counterproductive
in the longer run, because of the structural poverty is usually
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3.4. The graph-theoretical approach

Essentially this is exactly an effort to measure the level
of structural richness/poverty in the total system. As an example
compare again Situation A and B in Figure 3: in both cases there
are seven "elements" (teachers/learners), but B is certainly richer
than A in terms of relations linking these elements to each other
and themselves. If each arrow stands for "communication", then
there are six such communication links in A (from the teacher to
each one of the learners)} and twelve in B - six for vertical
education, two for horizontal education and four for self-education.
But whereas six is the minimum number (in general n-1, if n is the
number of elements), twelve is certainly not the maximum number;

49 is (each one communicateés:to everybody, including himself), or
in general n2. That number also includes the possibility of
learners communicating to the teacher, not included in the figure.
Hence, one simple measure of the level of saturation of a teacher/
learner structure would be: '

m, - (n-1.

n - (n- ,
where m is the number of links found (one might also have separate
measures for each type of'link). The measure varies between 0 and
1 for minimum and maximum saturation, and in Situation B attains the
value of 0.39. Needless to say, if n is high the measure will not
attain high values: one cannot associate with all.

‘ On the input side this or similar measures can be used to
evaluate the relation among the teachers, on the output side among
the learners, and in the total system the relation among all of them
- as indicated above. Hwever, there are also other elements on the
input side, such as "knowledge", "education software" and so on.
They could be included in the graph and the link counted, but it
would be artificial since this would no longer be an inter-human
link of communication. Hence, there is another and very simple
method: +to look at the last five questions in the list given in
3.1 above, answering them simply in terms of yes/no (or weighted
by the number of learners/teachers for whom the answer is yes),
adding up the score. It may be objected that they should not be
given equal weight, which may be true, but which weights should
they then be given? In the absence of any good answer to that
question we would prefer equal weights - or a study of the horizon-
talization profile - comparing one course with another or the same
course over time.

LA
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~%.5. How to get the data.

Three types of data are needed to carry out the measurement/
evaluation described in the preceding three sections:

- data on the inpuf and output variabled
- data on their change over time v
- data on the internal structure of the educational settings.

To get at these data we first have to find out what are these
"educational settings". To the extent that they are courses with
enrolment, even registration of learners it should not be too
problematic. To the extent that they are not, one would have to
find out what goes on of non-formal education in society, and this
can only be done, it seems, by asking a sample of inhabitants a
number of probing questions about what they learnt "last year"

in order to find out what learmer (and possibly also teacher)
roles they had (at formalization lecels 1, 2 and 3) - but also
how much learning actually too place by testing for retained know-
ledge and skill.

Once the educational settings have been identified, tenta-
tively referred to as "courses", one would have to proceed collec-
ting data on the input variables. Again, this would have to be
done on a sampling basis (except for courses with enrolment/regi-
stration) one cannot possibly hope to cover all courses offered
in a country. But some should be studied in more depth with a view
to estimating elasticities) and observed with the type of methodology
known to a social anthropologist to get at the structure of the
total system in terms of the various feedback and loops described
above.

Thus, there would be two phases in the data-collection:
a first phase where individuals in the country/district/locality
are sampled with a view identifying the total volume of education
going on, as well as the total amount of learning that takes place
(here a before-after study would be ideal, but one might also rely
on the reports of the respondents); and then a second phase where
courses are sampled with a view to measuring the input variables,
the output variables for as many participants as possible, their
relation over time and the inner structure of the course. From

these samples, then, estimates would be made of the total activity

in the statistical universe,
In short, we tend to agree with the strong emphasis in
the document prepared for UNICEF on case studies rather than a
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general statistical machinery for the whole country.69 The reason
for this is clear from what has been said so many times above:
there may be an incompatibility between measurement and the non-
formal nature of this education.70 Requirements that would facili-
tate valid measurement might make the system less valid as educa-
tion precicely because it might become ' more formal (more regi-
stration, more emphasis - on completion of courses, more separation
from real-life situations).

In short, we very much doubt that a "methodology for collec-
ting statistics on these elements"71 should find its inspiration
in what goes on in the ministries of education and central bureaus
of statistics when it comes to statistics for formal education,
particularly for formal schooling. Unless the goal of nonformal
education is ultimately to become formal education (like the guerilla
army that wants to become a conventional army, or the religious sect
yearning to become an established church) the goal of statistics
on nonformal education should not be to become like the statistics
on formal education. Rather, it should search for inspiration from
softer social sciences, from the case studies known to sociologists
and anthropologists, with a very open eye and ear for the truly
nonformal elements - not devising a statistical grid whereby only
the formal elements in such educational settings can be captured.

Such case studies should then be well analyzed for their
implications, e.g. along such lines as indicated by the present
exsercise. But the results should not be permitted to be filed away
but should become a part of public debate in order to highlight
such issues. The more ome could make use of the learners, and the
teachers, themselves to carry out such studies, the better. It
should not be too difficult to develop an inventory of questions
to be asked of any course, detailed enough to provide a basis for
systematic comparison between countries, between courses and for
the same course over time (as pointed out above)., open-ended enough
to give ample opportunity to the researchers themselves to add new
dimensions of inquiry more able to reflect the particularities of
a given setting.

And this is also our research recommendation: research
into what really goes on in nonformal education in the only way of
getting not only statistics, but real insight in what happens so &s
to improve it further; - all the time staying true to the idea
contained in the expression nopformal - which asks for nonformal
methodology and nonformal statistics.
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* This study has been prepared for the UNESCO; Department of
Education, under contract. Johan Galtung drafted the main\text,
Veslemoy Wiese (Social Pedagogy, Department of Education, University
of Oslo) worked as a research assistant on the project and prepared
Appendix 2; Malva Cifuentes (Chair in Conflict and Peace Research,
University of Oslo) prepared Appendix 1. We would like to express
our gratitude to the UNESCO for an interesting task.

7.

The formulation is taken from the contract, Dept. ref. 506 754.

Thus, we shall have many occasions to.-refer to the working
document prepared by the UNESCO, Office of Statistics: Proposals
for the Collection of Adult Education Statistics (COMA?Z?IEGEﬁ 5).

For instance, do we really accept all changes in ideas and prac-
tice as learning, or do we have some hidden assumption that they
should be, somehow, beneficial changes? Hilgard (Introduction

to Psychology, 4th edition, New York, 1967, p.270) touches this
problem: "Learning could be defined more simply as profiting
from experience, were it not that some learning does not "profit"
the learner: useless and often harmful habits are learned as-

~well as useful ones". We mention this because it is impossible

to discuss learning, education and schooling from a completely
value-neutral perspective, particularly when one wants to relate
these concepts to "development.

The category of "restructuring" is important. Learning has a
quantitive aspect, the filling in of more details in an estab-
lished form ( a "paradigm") and a qualitative aspect, the change
of the cognitive form (paradigma change). In science the former
is known as accumulation, the latter as a scientific revolution
(Thomas Kuhn); and everyday learning does not differ from
science in this regard.

the difference between knowing how to utter more words, and
how to formulate sentences and new types of sentences is basic
in language learning. ~

This category should not be confused with the pupil doing his
homework; for}him the teacher isrmerely absent for the moment.

But the warnings against any such definition are clearly voiced
by leading educators. Majid Rahnema, for instance, (in Reno-
vation of Educational Structures, Paper presented for Syfposium
"Renovation of Educational structures") points out that "The idea
of life-long education - - should not be mythified or pursued
as a goal in itself. In oppressive societies where schools and
"educational” institutions are instruments for strengthening
structures of domination or domestication, life-léng education
has become an even greater threat to man's humanity" (p.6).

In Learning to Be (Paris, UNESCO, 1972) the warning is in less
political more generally "developmental" terms: "Education from
now on can nolonger be defined in relation to a fixed content
which has to be assimilated, but must be conceived of as a pro-
cess in the human being, who thereby learns to express himself,
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to commnicate and to question the world - -" (p. 143).

Society tends to develop quickly; that whiehis taught at school
becomes less relevant, and more quickly so . than changes in
educational curricula., (For that reason the title of the UNESCO
book should have been Learning to Become) .

As Rahnema points out (op.cit., p. 9) : "Students and Society
at large should not consider school as an institution whose
objective is to provide them with diplomas and certificates of
privileges". Should not, but the trouble is that they do -
and that learning to cope~with school and exams is rather im-
portant in societies to a large extent built on a basis of
schooling.

This is developed much further in Johan Galtung, Schnallng and
Future Society (Chair in Conflict and Peace«Rssearﬁh, Papers
no. 7). \

Consequently, schooling has some of the same function in "modern"
society as birth and birth order in more frozen caste and class
societies; it sorts people.

For the latter it is important that schooling is somehow seen

as a sacrifice, e.g. as either painful or a way of foregoing
gainful employment or both. Some of the tedium of schooling
should be seen in this perspective: if schools were more fun,

to put it in simple terms, it could be more difficult to claim
compensation in the formoof higher salary to the more thorouhgly
schooled.

This, of course, is Illich' famous slogan in Dkschna"' Society.
His points can roughly be summarized as follows: schools give
formal competence rather than knowledge, they often have mnnnpoly
on giving that formel competence, they also make themselves
indispensable by teaching people how important it is to be
schooled, and schools tend to alienate and martinalize lower
class children by making them feel that only school knowledge

is real knowledge. Learning to Be (pp. 20-21) quotea such

points without necessarily endorsing them.

This, of course, is Paulo Freire's basic purpose in The Pedagogy
of the Oppressed. One of his basic points is that concienti-
zacidn cannot be developed by means of propaganda, WHich 1S a
vertical concept. Consciousness-formation can only come through
dialogue between those concerned, not as a gift from revolutio-
nary leaders. Rahnema equates this with education: "Education
is conscientization; it is a liberating process which addresses
itself to both the.individual.and aacialudimansinna«mf‘man".

This has very often been the senior author's argument in connec-
tion with "peace education" - to get it into the schools would
kill it.

The document quoted in footnote 2 above, paras 48-60.

Para 49

Para 49

A1l these terms axe<takzn.£zum 50 wharaathay are mixed
together; we have preferred to &istingnlsh,between the idea

‘and practice aspects af learning.

I3



19, Para 50.

20. Para 50, and Para 55,

21. Para 51.

22. Para 51.

23, Para 51.

24. Para 52.

25. Para 53.

26. Para 54.

27. Para 54.

28, Para 54. It is felt that the document's hostility to self-
education and horizontal education may simply be due to the
fear that acceptance of such concepts would bring one into
very unknown territory when it comes to data-collection about
them.

29. Quoted from the very useful Table 1, p. 54, rows 6, 7 and 10.

30. Para 56

31. Also from Table 1, p. 54, but from the less useful rows 1-5,

32, Para 57.

3%, Para 57, note 1.

34, Quoted from the contract.

55. The basic link between geometrical structures and the figures
known to everybody in arithmetics is provided through the
brand of mathematics (topology) known as the theory of graphs.

36. These concepts are developed at length in Johan Galtung,

The True Worlds: A Transnational Perspective, Chapter 3
(in press).

37. This is to some extent done in 3.2 (1) in the text.

38. We prefer learner/teacher ratios rather than the other way
round so that a higher ratio means more output per unit input.
Adult education, generally more extensive, would lead to a
more favorable attitude to high rgtios and one might then in-
vert the ratio.

39. In China these aspects of acupunvture seems to be considered
as even more important than the precise technique and the theory
as to how it works.

40, The figure is a crude simplification of the very stimulating
thinking developed in Philip Coombs, Non-formal Education:
Building new Strategies for Rural Education (UNICEF dralit re-

port 1974, chapter 5.
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Op.cit., para-78.

I am indebted to my friend Horacio Godoy for this important
observation, which may also provide some leverage for under-
standing why what must be the world's most schooled and most
educated country, the US, does not necessarily serve as a good
case for a clear-cut relation between educatim/schooling and,
for instance, healthy political practices.

We are thinkirg particularly of commercial propaganda located
spatially and temporally between news items (and other items
of general interest) in printed mass media and in radio/TV,
and of political propaganda that cannot be switched off,

for instance in trains, streets, squares and other public
places - in short,of the use of captive audiences.

This of course, raises a basic problem about obligatory schooling,
since it can never be entirely free from political propaganda.

See Johan Galtung, "StructﬁralnPlnralism,andyth& Future of
Human Society", Proceedings from the Second International
Future Research‘ﬁﬁﬁféisnn&;‘Khﬁanshaa Thkyn§_Tqﬂi.v

The Medium is the Message.

This, of course, iS‘hasiC‘in.th&“entirezFreire‘aypraach,

The idea is taken from the famous research by Paul Lazarsfeld
and Elihu Katz from the 1950's in patterns of communication:
One person, in a household or on the job or elsewhere, gets
hold of a news item and then passes it on - often with con-
siderable multiplier effect - but also with considerable dis-
tortion. The problem is how to get multiplication and feed-
back, and dialogue; distortion being less important since
that concept presupposes that the point of departure was
correct knowledge.

Peter Menke-Gliickert of the World Future Studies Federation
is currently experimenting with the publication of books of
that type. : . ‘

Tn all three the ideas of autonomy, decentralization and
horizontality can be found.

SeestOtnote 40 above.
Figures 5.1-2 pp. 124-5, Figure 5.3 p. 158.
Para 8 (3).

Our Figure 4 can be seen as that simplified version, of the
document's Figure 5.3.

Para 32 (1).

Para 32 (2).

Para 32 (4) | )
Para 32 (5). |
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60.
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62.
63.
64 .
65.
66.

67'

68.

69.
70.

T1.
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Some of them are mentioned in Para %8, others are mentioned
by the present authors in 1.2. above.

Paras 91-105, particularly para 95.

Para 103,

Para 98, major summary of the document.

Para 98 (8).

Para 109.

These dimensions are taken from the contract.

Figure 5.3 gives such a presentation - in the UNICEF document;
realistic in its hierarchy, possibly not in its feedback

arrow.

This theme is developed further in Johan Galtung, Industrial
Organization and Future Society (Chair in Conflict 8nd Peace

Research, Papers MNo. 27).

For a study revealing the lack of future consciousness in the
populations at large see Ornauer, Sicinski, Wiberg, Galtung eds.
Images of the World in the Year 2000 (The Hague, Mouton, 1974).

Paras 110-112.

In other words, some kind of Heisenberg principle of nonformal
education!

Contract formulation.



