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FOREWORD

Today’ s shrinking world brings us closer to other nations through improved
communications, transportation, and an increasingly global marketplace. Many Americans now
agree that our nation’s ability to compete in the world economy ‘depends vitally on continuous
improvements not only at the workplace, but in our education system as well.

Education in States and Nations reflects two realities — increasing globalization and the
centrality of the states in American education. In Education in States and Nations, indicators
provide international benchmarks for assessing the condition of education in the U.S. states and
in the United States as a whole by comparison with many other industrialized countries for which
data are available. On six sets of education indicators — background, participation, processes
and ingtitutions, achievement and attainment, labor market outcomes, and finance — country-level
and state-level measures are arrayed side-by-side in order to facilitate that comparison.

The country-level data come from a variety of sources, but two sources are most
prominent: the second edition of international education indicators, Education at a Glance, of
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD); and the International
Assessment of Educational Progress, which administered a mathematics test to 13-year-olds in
about 20 countries and surveyed them and their school administrators about various aspects of the
education process. The indicators in Education in States and Nations correspond to as many of
the international indicators for which state-level data were both applicable and available.

This report is tire second effort of its kind; the first edition, produced in 1993, was based
on state and country data from the late 1980s. This edition, using data primarily from the early
1990s, is much larger than its predecessor. This reflects both a gteater availability of suitable
international indicators and state-level data, as well as a greater effort to find relevant indicators,
both domestic and international.

Like its predecessor, this edition of Education«# States and Nations may provoke
discussions over what it includes, what it does not include, and how the data are presented.
Thus, this report may raise some questions even as it answers others. That, however, should not
diminish its usefulness. On the contrary, it will be beneficial if Educationin States and Nations
sparks a desire in readers to better understand the education systems of other countries or to
improve on this set of indicators in future publications, This publication represents another step
in an evolving process, not the conclusion of a limited study. Assuch, NCES would welcome
comments or suggestions for future editions.

Jeanne E. Griffith, Acting Commissioner
National Center for Education Statistics
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NOTE ON INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS MADE IN THIS REPORT

Oneintention behind the design of this report was to make comparisons among “like-sized"
entities. Thus, whenever possible, the United States is compared to other countries with large
economies, such as those of the G-7, and the U. S, states are compared to countries with both large
and small economies, such as those of the OECD or those that participated in the TAEP. Each of
these ccuntry groupings is described below. The careful reader might also appreciate the clarification
of the status of Germany as used in this report, aso provided below, since data are used from both
before and after that country’s reunification.

The Group of Seven (G-7): This group is composed of seven nations with large economies, the
seven largest economies in the world at the time of the group’s formation. Officials of each country
meet periodically to discuss mutually beneficial agreements, most conspicuoudly in “G-7 Economic
Summits. ” The member countries are: Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United States,
and the United Kingdom.

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (QECD): The OECD is an
organization of 24 nations whose purpose is to promote trade and economic growth in both member
and non-member nations. OECD's activities cover ailmost all aspects of economic and social policy.
The member countries in 1991 were: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the
United States. Greece and Iceland did not participate in the data compilation used for this report,
whereas Czechoslovakia and Hungary, which had applied for membership in the OECD at the time of
the data compilation, did participate.

The International Assessment of Educational Progress (IAEP): In 1990-91, as part of an
international effort coordinated by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), 20 countries assessed the
mathematics and science achievement of their 13-year-old students. In addition, the students spent
about 10 minutes responding to questions about their backgrounds and home and school experiences.
School administrators completed a school questionnaire.~The participating countries inciuded: Brazil
(the cities of Sao Paolo and Fortaleza), Canada, China, England, France, Hungary, Ireland, Israel,
Italy (the province of Emilia Romagna}, Jordan, Korea, Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union,
Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Taiwan, and the United States.

Germany: [N 1990, the former German Democratic Republic (East Germany) acceded to the Federal
Republic of Germany. Some indicators presented in this report use data that predate the reunification
and use the country names "Germany (West)” or "Germany (East). " Indicators with data from the
entire reunified country use the country name “Germany.” Still other indicators use data from the
period after reunification but prior to the combination of the relevant education statistics of the two
former, separate countries. These indicators also use the country name "Germany (West)” to indicate
that the data refer only to the former territory of the Federal Republic, that is, West Germany

Other international organizations whose data are also used in this report include: Asia Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC), the European Community (EC), the Luxembourg Income Study
(LIS), the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCQ), and the
World Health Organization (WHO). International data collections of the American Federation of
Teachers, the National Science Foundation, and the Census Bureau are also used in this report.
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

In1983, when A Nation at Risk highlighted both
the state of American education and its essential
role in our nation’s prosperity, the report’s first
piece of evidence was international comparisons of
mathematics and science achievement. It appeared
then that U.S. students were being outperformed by
students in other countries, including some countries
that educate their students at lower cost. This report
from an independent commission appointed by the
Secretary of Education suggested that, at atime
when anation's power and prosperity were more
than ever before determined by the collective brain
power of its citizenry, the U.S. education system
seemed not to be performing as well as it could. ™

A few yearslater, in 1986, the National Governors
Association issued A Time for Results, a report
similar to A Nation at Risk in tone, in the nature of
its evidence, and in its recommendations. A Time
for Results asserted even more strongly than A
Nation at Risk that global economic competition
meant that the most appropriate benchmarks for
education system performance were now global as
well. This report by a national association of state
governors was at once an assertion that education
was a national concern, and that it was still
primarily a state and local responsibility.’

Since publication of A Time for Results, Americans
have seen much activity on education policy at the
interstices of authority between the separate
branches and levels of government. The Federal
government and the nation’s governors joined their
efforts formally at the Charlottesville, Virginia
“education summit” in 1989; and the subsequently-
formed National Education Goals Panel and
National Council on Education Standards and
Testing both included members from the Congress,
the White House, the U.S. Department of Education,
and the ranks of governors and state legislators.
Agreement on six National Education Goals
followed the Charlottesville summit. In1994,
Congress added two additional goals related to
parental involvement and teacher professional
development.

A commitment to.reaching world-class education
performance levels is explicitly expressed in
National Education Goals 5 and 6. Goal 5 declares
that U.S. students will be first in the world in
science and mathematics achievement by the year
2000. Goal 6 asserts that every adult American will
possess the knowledge and skills necessary to
compete in a global economy.’

By joining efforts with the Federal government, the
governors did not intend to share the management of
the public schools. However, they did agree that the
Federal government had an important role to play in
the collection and dissemination of comparative
data needed to manage the quality of American
education.

In1988, the U.S. Congress authorized the
establishment of a Special Study Panel on Education
Indicators for the U.S. Department of Education’s
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).
This panel was chartered in July 1989 and directed
to prepare areport, published in 1991, Education
Counts: An Indicator System to Menitor the
Nation’s Educational Health. The Panel’s report
recommended a variety of ways in which NCES
should increase its collection and presentation of
indicator data. Among the many recommendations,
the repdrt urged NCES to: strengthen its national
role in data collection and provide technical
assistance to the states; improve its capacity to
collect international data; and develop a “mixed
model” of indicators — international and national
indicators, state and local indicators. and a subset of
indicators held in common.

Two of NCES’s primary indicators projects include
The Condition of Education and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).’ The
Condition 1S an annual compendium of statistical
information on American education, including
trends over time, international country comparisons,
and some comparisons among various groups (by
sex, ethnicity, Socioeconomic status, and others).
However, the Condition contains very few state-by
state comparisons.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP)is.a congressionally-mandated assessment
of the academic achievement of American students.
Begun in the late 1960s, NAEP has been reporting
assessment results state-by-state, on atrial basis,
only since 1990. In that year, 37 states, the District
of Columbia, and 2 territories participated in a Tria
State Assessment program in eighth-grade
mathematics. In the 1992 Trial State Assessments
in 4th-grade reading and mathematics and 8th-grade
mathematics, voluntary participation increased to 41
states, the District of Columbia, and 2 territories.
The same number of jurisdictions participated in the
1994 Tria State Assessment of fourth grade
reading.

At the same time that U.S. officials began looking
outside our borders for education policy lessons and
performance benchmarks, officials in other
countries were doing likewise. The Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD), which had for years published indicators
0N macroeconomics, trade, industry, and agriculture,
began an effort in the 1980s to develop and collect
social indicators, starring with health care. Turning
its attention next to education, the organization
launched, in 1987, the Indicators of Education
Systems project (INES) in its Center for Educational
Research and Innovation (CERI).* CERI organized
severdl international groups of experts to develop
conceptual frameworks, to agree on definitions, and
to execute pilot studies to determine the set of
possible indicators that best illustrated the condition
of education in the OECD countries. IN1992, the
OECD published a set of indicators, employing data
from the late 1980s, in Education at a Glance.” An
updated second edition, Education at a Glance
(Edition 1993), was published in December 1993,
and athird edition was released in January 1995."

The first edition of Education in States and
Nations: |ndicators Comparing U.S. States with
the OECD Countries in 1988, produced in 1993,
served as alogical next step and a U.S. companion
volume to Education at a Glance, incorporating
U.S. state-level data from the late 1980s. It not only
alowed state-to-state and country-to-country
comparisons, but state-to-country comparisons as
well, For perhaps the first time, states could
compare their support for education, the
participation of their youth in the education system,
or their educational outcomes with those of a

number of industrialized countries, including som:
quite Similar in size or wealth. In other words, on
variety of measures, education in U.$. states could
now be compared internationally.

Why compare states to nations? In marry countrie:
public responsibility for education is vested in the
national government, in an education ministry.’ |1
the United States, however, public responsibility f
education rests primarily at the state level.’ In 19¢
state-level governments provided 46 percent of
revenues for public elementary and secondary
schools. This share of contribution ranged from 8
percent in New Hampshire to 90 percent in Hawai
In many cases, the most valid American
counterparts to other countries’ national ministries
of education are our state education departments.

Thisedition, Education in States and Nations:
Indicators Comparing U.S. States with Other
Industrialized Countries in 1991, is much larger
than its predecessor. This reflects both a greater
availability of suitable international indicators and
greater effort to find relevant indicators, both
domestic and international. The large size of this
volume was not a god in itself, but is coincident tc
others. Education in States and Nations/1991 bac
two goals:

1) To improve the quality of indicators, wher
possible, with better data; and

2) To expand the domain of indicators to
encompass more topics pertinent to
education policy.

With the addition of more topics and more and
better sources of data, this second edition of
Education in States and Nations offers more deptl
and breadth than did its predecessor.

The Content of Education in States and
Nations/1991

Education in States and Nations/1991 includes 37
indicators. They were chosen to take advantage of
the data available in Education at a Glance
(Edition 1993), from the International Assessment
of Educational Progress (IAEP), and from severa
other contemporary sources of international
education indicators. International indicators were
selected for use in Education ir States and
Nations/1991 if they were relevant to states ar
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comparable state-level data on the indicators
existed. The indicators are grouped into six
categories:

1y Background;

2) Participation;

3) Processes and Institutions;

4) Achievement and Attainment;
5) Labor Market Qutcomes; and

6) Finance.

Indicators were selected in an attempt to cover the
domain of the educationa enterprise. The
background and finance indicators could be
described as *‘stocks” or “input” measures. Both of
these groups of indicators are richly represented,
with background indicators relating to geographic,
demographic, economic, and sociological factors,
and with finance indicators presenting revenues and
expenditures viewed several different ways.
Similarly, the indicators for participation and for
processes and institutions could be described as
“flows” or “throughput” measures, which represent
aspects of the size, character, and practices of the
formal education system. Finally, the indicators for
achievement and attainment and for labor market
outcomes present the “product” or “output” of
education systems, as measured by degree
completion, educational attainment, and economic
benefits.

The data come from a variety of sources. The data
on countries come from the Indicators of Education
Systems (INES) project of the OECD, the
International Assessment of Educational Progress
(1AEP), the National Science Board, the
Luxembourg Income Study, Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation, the European Community, the World
Health Organization, UNESCO, the American
Federation of Teachers, and several other sources.
The data on individual states come from NCES, the
Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics,
the Department of Commerce’s Bureau of the
Census, the Department of Health and Human
Services’ National Center for Health Statistics, the
National Science Board, the American Federation of
Teachers, the Center for the Study of Social Policy,
and Child Trends, Inc. All these sources are
described in more detail in the “Sources of Data”
section in the back of the report. In addition, results
from the 1992 NAEP study of mathematics

achievement of American 8th-graders have been
statistically linked to results from a similar 1991
study of the mathematics achievement of 13-year-
old students in various countries. This linkage
alows comparisons of academic achievement
between states and countries.

The presentation of each indicator includes an
explanation of what it measures, why it is important,
and key results from a comparison of countries and
states. Throughout the report, comparisons are most
often made in the text among “like-sized” entities:
the United States to the other large and relatively
wealthy countries that compose the so-called Group
of Seven, or G~7 (Canada, France, Germany, Italy,
Japan, and the United Kingdom); and U.S. states to
all industrialized countries for which data arc
available, including the smaller and relatively less
wealthy ones.

It should be kept in mind, however, that these
comparisons are based on the data available. Not all
countries are represented here. Some countries are
not members of the international organizations
which collected the data. Other countries are
members, but did not participate in the relevant data
collections. Some countries participated in the
OECD’s data collection but not the IAEP’s, and vice
versa. If there is any systematic bias in such “data
driven” international comparisons, it iS probably
toward the inclusion of countries with a well-
developed public data collection and management
capability and the exclusion of countries without.

In additi®h to the explanations and key results, the
presentation of each indicator includes separate
tables for states and countries and a graph or set of
graphs that display states and countries together.
The graphs are, in most cases, Ssmple bar graphs
with the states and countries listed in order of
highest value to fowest. This type of graph
highlights the distributional aspects of the data —
where countries and states stand in relation to one
another and the magnitude of the differences
between them. Where appropriate, notes on
interpretation describe special circumstances
affecting an indicator that warrant particular
consideration in making comparisons. Data sources
arelisted at the bottom of each table and graph.
Because some of the terms used in this report may
not be familiar to all readers, a glossary is included
in the back. Finally, appendices include
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supplemental and technical information on how
various measures in the indicators were calcul ated.

In the remainder of the overview, we highlight some
of the more important concepts and results from
each of the six sections of the report.

Section 1: Background

Understanding the context in which education
systems exist is important to proper interpretation of
indicators. Each indicator in this report, while
measuring one particular aspect of education, is
affected by a host of other factors, some not directly
connected coeducation. The first group of
indicators in this report represent some of these
other factors that make up the context in which
education takes place. Indicators in this group are:

(1) Population and area;

(2) Youth and population;
(3) Labor force participation;
(4) GDP/GSP per capita;

(5) Percentage of population age 17 or younger
in paverty;

(6) Births to teen mothers; gnd
(7) Youth violent death rate.

A complete comparative understanding of education
would require a consideration of still more factors
not represented here, such as: differences in the
levels of development of education systems,
national and state education priorities and strategies,
and cultural differences. Nonetheless, the seven
indicators presented in the “Background” section
provide some understanding of the environments in
which education programs are set and should be
considered when evaluating data in the categories of
participation, processes and institutions,
achievement and attainment, |abor market
outcomes, and finance.

How closely do the states resemble other
industrialized nations demographically and
economically ?

In general, the industrialized nations selected in this
publication had higher population densities than the
U.S. states. However, the U.S states tended to be
wealthier, to have higher labor force participation
rates, and to have greater proportions of youth (i.e.,

persons 5- to 29-years-old) in the overall populatio
For every indicator, one can find individual states
closely resembling certain industrialized countries.
For example:

» Pennsylvania had a population just slightly
larger than that of Hungary (Indicator I), and
had the same percentage of 5- to 29-year-olds i
its population. (Indicator 2)

» Texas, North Dakota, New Zealand, and Italy
bad similar [abor force participation rates.
(Indicator 3)

» The gross product per capita in South Dakota
was only marginally greater than that in Japan.
(Indicator 4)

How closely do the states resemble other
industrialized nations sociologically ?

Thirty-eight of the US. states bad higher
percentages of children living in poverty than alll’
of the other countries to which they are compared.
Births to teen mothers generally constituted ahighs
percentage of all births in the states than in many ¢
the industrialized nations, but the range of ratesin
those nations was the same as that of the states. Fc
the most part, a greater percentage of youth died
violently from accidents, suicides, and homicides il
the states than in the nations. As with the
demographic and economic background indicators,
a comparison can be found between individual
states and nations for each sociological indicator
included. For example:

» With the exception of New Hampshire and
Connecticut, the child poverty rate was higher
the states than in Italy, France, the former Wes
Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, the United
Kingdom, and severa other countries — in
some cases several times higher. (Indicator 5)

The poverty threshold used is an approximation of
the U.S. average — 40 percent of median
household income — and other countries’ data are
adapted to it. These poverty rates are measured afte
taxes and transfers; that is, they account for the
effect of taxes and of governmental aid programs t
the poor. These data for nations come from the

L uxembourg Income Study’s collection of national
household surveys.

» The proportion of all births that were to 15- to
19-year-old mothers was similar in Alaba
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and Greece, 7.1 per 100 births. In 30 states,
fewer than 6 out Of every 100 births wasto a
teen mother, compared with 9 of thei2
European countries for which data are available.
{Indicator 6)

»  While only 3 of the 30 countries for which we
have data had violent death rates among youth
higher than 500 per million, 19 of the U.S. states
did. The rates of suicide and accidental death
among youths aged 5to 24 in Austria were
almost identical to those of Wisconsin; the rates
of homicide within the same age group were
slightly higher in Argentina and slightly lower
in the Soviet Union than they were in Oregon,
Kansas, or Kentucky. (Indicator 7)

In summary, economic, demographic, and
sociological characteristics of the U.S. states were
similar in marry cases to those of other
industrialized countries. While these similarities
between nations and states could almost always be
found, some overarching trends differentiating
states and nations are apparent. For example, the
states tended to have lower population densities,
greater wealth, and higher [abor force participation
rates than the other industrialized countries. Y ouths
aged 5t0 29 typically composed a larger portion of
the population in states than they did in other
countries. This high proportion of young citizens in
the states seemed to confront a relatively more
negative socia environment as well, manifested in
higher rates of violent death among youth, of births
to teen mothers, and of child poverty.

Section 2: Participation

Participation in formal education is influenced not
only by demand — the number of persons who can
and wish to attend school — but also by the supply
— the number of places available. In terms of
supply, preprimary (which includes both
kindergarten and pre-kindergarten programs) and
postcompulsory education arc more available in
some states and countries than in others. High
participation can reflect alarge public or private
investment in education, a high valuation of
education by society, or an economy dependent on a
highly trained workforce. Measures of the degree to
which young people participate in their state or

country ’s education system are included in this
section. Indicators in this group are:

(8) Participation informal education;
(9)  Enrollment in preprimary education;
(10) Secondary education enroliment;
(11) Entry ratio to higher education;

(12) Non-university higher education
enrollment; and

(13) University enroliment.

(International comparisons baaed on levels of
education can sometimes cause confusion because
the levels do not always have the same entrance
requirements or the same duration across countries.
To aid in understanding such comparisons, an
explanatory note is included in the supplemental
notes on page 231.)

How does participation in education change os
people move from childhood to aduithood?

Two different measures of enrollment are used in
this section: enrollment rates and enrollment ratios.
Enrollment rates represent the percentage of
studentsin a certain age group enrolled in a
particular level of education. Enrollment ratios
reflect the number ef students of any age enrolled in
aparticular level of education per 100 personsin a
reference age group, the ages typical of those
enrolled at that ievet. Although enrollment rates are
preferred to enrollment ratios, as they are not
inflatedly enrollments either outside the typical age
of enrollment or by periods of enrollment longer
than the typical duration, the requisite data needed
to calculate enrollment rates — enrollment by age
— areoften unavailablg

» For most countries #nd states, the ratio of
persons enrolled in formal education (total
enrollment divided by the population in the 5-29
age range) was between 50 and 60 (Indicator 8).

» Of the states, Nevada had the smallest ratio of
persons enrolled in forma education, with a
ratio of 52, which was higher than in 9 of the 22
other countries for which data are available.
(Indicator 8)

Preprimary participation rates are affected by the
relative value placed on early socialization of
children in society, the availability of low-cost or

Education in Sates and Nations/1991



Introduction and Overview

public preprimary programs, and the degree of
participation of women in the labor market.
Enrollment rates in preprimary education at ages 3
and 6 varied greatly across states and nations.
{(Indicator 9)

» In the G-7 countries for which data are
available, 1991 preprimary education
enrollment for 3-year-olds ranged from
approximatel y 20 percent in Japan to almost 100
percent in France. In the United States, about
one-third of 3-year-olds were enrolied.

» None of the states had an enrollment rate higher
than 39 percent among 3-year-olds, while 7 of
14 other countries did.

Inthe 50 U.S. states and in most industrialized
countries, participation in primary and lower
secondary education (the equivalent of grades1to9
in the United States) has become almost universal,
and in most cases is legally mandated. Upper
secondary education (the equivalent of U.S. grades
10 to 12) encompasses the final stage of compulsory
education in most industrialized countries. Because
the age at which students can legally leave school
typically arrives before their secondary education is
complete, participation rates for those age 16 and
older reflect the desirability and importance of
secondary education credentials (like the high
school diploma).

Furthermore, the nature of secondary education
varies across countries. For example, in Germany
and Austria, many vocational students obtain the
equivaent of apprenticeship training in abasic skill
while enrolled in secondary school. Some of them
even return to secondary school later, after gaining
severa years’ work experience, to obtain a second
credential, typically in a higher skilled trade. In the
U.S. states, participation in secondary education was
minimal beyond age 18, whereas enrollment rates
for 20- and 21- year-olds Weresignificant in some
countries. (Indicator 10)

»In9 of the 19 other countries, over 20 percent of
19-year-olds attended secondary school;
however, none of the U.S. states had enrollment
rates above 10 percent among 19- year-olds.
Likewise, among 21-year-olds, 7 of the 19 other
countries had rates above 5 percent, while none
of the U.S. states had rates above 3 percent at
that age. (Indicator 10)

Participation rates continue to drop off as seconda
students make the transition to non-university
higher education (the equivalent of U.S. communi
colleges) and university education (4-year college:
and universities in the United States), although sor
countries and states are higher than others. For
example, higher education enroliment rates are
generally much higher in the United States and
Canada than in other industrialized countries.
(Indicator 8) When students are counted at the
location of their higher education institution rathel
than at the location of their original residence entr
ratios into higher education at the entry reference
age ranged from approximately 74 percent in Nort
Dakota to 15 percent in Turkey. (Indicator 11)

In some countries, higher education is highly care:
oriented, and admission is often quite selective. Ir
the U.S. states, however, the higher education
system in general isless selective and is available:
amost any high school graduate. Many U.S.
students also enter higher education without
focusing on a particular career, while their peersir
many other countries focus exclusively on their are
of specialization from day one of higher education

» Among 18-to 21-year-olds in 1991, the Unite
States had relatively high full-time enrollment
rates in non-university higher education (7.5
perz‘:'ent), as did Canada and France. (Indicator
12).

» There was much variation in full-time
enrollment rates of 18- to 21-year-olds in non-
university higher education in both U.S. states
and other countries. The range was wider acros
the states, however, than across the countries.
The states ranged from 0.3 percent enrolled in
the age group in South Dakota to 18.3 percent |
Wyoming for a difference of 18 percentage
points, while the countries ranged from 0.7
percent in Denmark to 14.0 percent in Belgiurr
for adifference of 13.3 percentage points.
(Indicator 12)

» Inuniversity education, the U.S. states generall
had higher full-time enrollment rates among 1t
to 21-year-olds than did the countries for whicl
data were available. Full-time enrollment rate
exceeded 20 percent in 36 states, but did SO in
only 2 countries. The range of part-time
enrollment rates among 18- to 21-year-olds wa
wider across the states than across the cow
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Part-time enrolIment rates were 6.2 percent in
Alaska, and 2.3 percent in Australia, the country
with the highest rate. (Indicator 13)

[n summary, participation in formal education was
virtually universal in every state and country for
youths at the primary and lower secondary levels.
Enrollment rates in early childhood education
fluctuated across countries and states, with rates
ranging from 0 to almost 100 percent for each age of
preprimary enrollment. Early childhood enrollment
in the US. states was most prevalent among 5-year-
olds, with sparse enrollments among children aged 3
and 6 (most 6-year-olds in the United States are
enrolled in primary school). Participation was
nearly universal for only part of the upper secondary
years; enrollment rates dropped dramatically in
some countries beginning at age 16. Higher
education participation rates were highest in Canada
and the United States and more people enrolled in
university than non-university higher education in
every country except the Netherlands.

Section 3: Processes and Institutions

The indicators in this section measure two
components of the instructional arena — the
instructional process and the organization of
personnel serving students’ instructional needs. The
instructional process involves both the time spent in
the classroom — how students are taught and the
tools used to teach them — and the effort required
of students at home to reinforce classroom learning
Indicators in this group are:

(14)  Staff employed in education;

(15)  Number of schools and school size;
(16) Class size:

(17)  Students use of technology;

(18)  Student time spent doing homework and
watching television;

(19) Instructiona strategies in mathematics
courses; and

(200  Time in formal instruction.

How does the amount of time students in the United
States spend in the classroom compare o that of
students in other countries? Do students in the

United Sates spend more or less time doing
homework or watching television than their
international counterparts?

Although the number of days per year that U.S.
students spend in school is generally lower than that
in other countries, the hours of instruction per day
often are greater. For the most part, the U.S. states
had a higher average number of hours per year in
formal instruction than the other industrialized
countries. (Indicator 20)

» The average hours of instruction per year in the
United States (1,003) exceeded that of 13 of the
other countries for which data are available.
Only France, Taiwan, China, Switzerland, and
Scotland had more instructional hours annually;
the former West Germany and Israel had about
the same.

» U.S. states and most countries were fairly
evenly distributed throughout the range defined
by Ireland (931 hours of instruction per year)
and China (1,276 hours per year). Nonetheless,
7 countries bad less than 900 hours of
instruction per year.

When not in class, however, lower secondary
students in the United States reported doing less
homework than did their counterparts in most other
countries. Across the states, between 19 and 34
percent of public 8th“grade students reported that
they did 2 or more hours of homework each day.
Instead, U.S. students spent more time watching
television than did students in most other countries
for whichedata are available. Across the states,
between 72 and 90 percent of public 8th grade
students reported watching 2 hours or more of TV
daily. {(Indicator 18)

» The percentage of public 8th grade studentsin
the states who reported doing 2 or more hours of
homework daily was generally lower than it was
for 13-year-oid students in the other countries
for which data are available. Twelve of 18 other
countries had percentages above 40, whereas
none Of the states did.

» Among the states, only Utah, Wyoming, and
Colorado had |ess than 80 percent of 8th grade
public school students report watching TV for 2
hours or more daily. However, 12 of the 18
other countries had percentages that low.

Education in Sates and Nations/1991



Introduction and Overview

How do teaching strategies employed in
mathematics classrooms differ across countries and
states ?

Similar resources can be applied in quite different
ways to achieve desired educationa goals.
Sometimes the manner in which instruction is
organized derives from tradition or some other
cultural context; other times, it may result from an
explicit policy decision toadopt ope instructional
strategy over another. For'example, 8th grade
mathematics classes in U.S. public schools were
more likely to be organized by ability groups than
their counter-parts in other industrialized countries.
Ability grouping was used more frequently only in
England, Israel, Ireland, and Taiwan, [t must be
kept in mind, however, that ability grouping can
occur at the school, in addition to the class level.
School-level tracking (or streaming, asit iscalled in
England) occurs both in countries that allow greater
parental choice of schools and in those that assign
students to either vocational or academic lower
secondary schools based on their prior academic
performance.

» For the most part, a higher percentage of
students were in math classes based on ability in
the U.S. states in 1992 than in the other nations
for which data are available in 1991. Fourteen
of 19 nations, but only istate, had less than 40
percent of their students in math classes based
on ability. {Indicator 19)

Another instructional strategy is to have students
work in small groups within classes. In 1991,49
percent of U.S.13-year-olds reported working in
such small groups in their mathematics classes each
week. A higher percentage of students reported
working in small groups in 8 of thel8 other
countries for which data are available. (/ndicator
19)

» In 13 of 18 other nations, over 40 percent of 13-
year-olds reported working in smail groups in
their math classes at least once a week. In only
4 states did 8th grade public school students
report working in small groups that often.

Relative frequency of classroom testing is another
form of instruction for which cross national data are
available. U.S.13-year-olds were more likely to
take math tests or quizzes weekly than their
counterparts in amost all of the other nations

included — only Taiwan and Jordan had equal or
higher frequencies. (Indicator 19)

» In11of 18 other countries. 40 percent or fewer
of the 13-year-olds reported taking math tests o
quizzes at least once a week. |n every state, at
least 40 percent of public 8th grade students
reported being quizzed that often. Louisiana,
Taiwan, Mississippi, and Alabama had
percentages greater than 80.

Are U.S. students more or less likely than their
counterparts in other countries to use computers
and calculators in the classroom?

Some educators argue that technology, effectively
employed, can assist students in developing higher-
order thinking skills. Two of the more common
technologies utilized by teachers and students are
calculators and computers. The use of calculators ir
class was relatively common in the United States in
1991, with 54 percent of 13-year-olds using them in
school. Although this rate was about average for th
countries, it was significantly lower than that in
France, where 94 percent of the students used
caculators in school. (Indicator 17)

» In 1991, 90 percentage points Separated the
countries with the highest and lowest rates of in
school calculator usage among 13-year-olds:
Frarfte at 94 percent and Korea and Brazil at 4
percent. Half of all the nations for which data
are available reported percentages of less than
50 percent. Across the U.S. states in 1992,
calculator usage rates among public school 8th
graders ranged from at |east 87 percent in
Minnesota and Maine to 47 percent in
Mississippi.

In every U.S. state, at |east a quarter of the
students used computers for homework or school
work. Half of the nations reporting data had lower
rates of computer use. (Indicator 17)

» About a quarter of public 8th grade students in
Tennessee reported that they use computers for
school work or homework. Although this
percentage was the lowest among the states, it
was higher than in 9 other countries, including
the former Soviet Union, Spain, and Taiwan.
The students of Maine matched those of
Slovenia in the highest rate of computer usage.
(61 percent)
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The instructional process is also affected by the way
in which resources are organized in different
education systems. Do the states and nations
organize their instructional and non-instructional
effortsdifferentiy? The organization of students
and staff is the subject of the following three
indicators: staff employed in education, class size,
and the number of schools and average number of
students per school.

How do the states and nations compare in their leve!
of staffing ?

A large proportion of the labor force employed in
education reflects an extensive education system.
Among the several industrialized nations for which
data are available, teaching and non-teaching staff
employed in education comprised between 3 and 7
percent of the total labor force. In the United States
this proportion was 5.6 percent, slightly below
France’' s 5.9 percent, but well above Japan’'s 3.1
percent. Countries vary, however, in the degree to
which socia and other non-instructional services are
provided directly by the schools. In the United
States, for example, school districts commonly pay
directly for school-based health services, school
cafeterias, pupil transportation, vocational and
psychological counseling, building construction and
maintenance, and administrative management of the
schools. In other countries, many or al of these
services are either provided by non-education public
authorities (such as the Ministry of Health) or by the
private sector. The United States had the largest
non-teaching staff in education, as a percentage of
the total labor force (2.9 percent), of the7 countries
reporting data. (/ndicator 14)

» The range across countries in the percentage of
the total labor force employed in teaching was 3
percentage points: from about 2 percent in
Turkey to over 5 percent in Belgium. This
exceeded the range across the states of 1.4
percentage points: from 2.2 percent in Florida
to 3.6 percent in Alaska.

» For the 6 countries other than the United States
for which data are available, teaching staff
outnumbered non-teaching education staff.
Teaching staff outnumbered non-teaching staff
in18 of the 49 U.S. states for which data are
available.

How do the states and nations compare in their
class sizes?

The number of students a teacher faces during a
period of instruction — measured as average class
size— isan indicator of the typical teacher’s pupil
load. Small classes may allow students to receive
more persona attention from their teachers. Large
classes, however, can be |less expensive and do not
necessarily hinder instruction. Depending on
teaching style, student behavior, and other factors
— such as the opportunity for students to meet with
teachers outside of class — large classes may
function as effectively as small ones.

» The countries reported a wide range of average
class sizes, from 18 in Switzerland t0 49 in
Korea. That range is three times wider than the
range across the states, from19 in Wyoming
and Vermont to 30 in Utah. (Indicator 16)

How do the states and nations compare in their
school sizes ?

School size may be determined by population
density or a more deliberate organizational policy.
The prevailing educational philosophy in the United
States for the past three decades has been that large
schools could offer more comprehensive curricula
and awider variety of programs at lower cost.

Small schools, however, may have beneficial effects
upon student participation, attendance, satisfaction,
and achievement. (Indicator 15)

» Students were organized into larger schoolsin
the Upited States than they were in most other
countries. Only Taiwan and Korea, among 12
other countries, had larger schools on average
than did the United States at the preprimary
through secondary level. Only Germany,
Taiwan, and Korea, of 10 other countries, had
larger schools at the higher education ievel.

» The average number of students per preprimary
through secondary school in Taiwan was 873, a
figure more than five times greater than those of
Finland or France, the countries with the
smallest averages (at156 and 166, respectively).
For the most part, the schools in the U.S. states
from the preprimary through secondary levels
were larger than those in other countries:
schools in 28 states, but only 2 countries —
Korea and Taiwan — averaged above 400
students
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» The U.S. states generally had higher average
numbers of students per school at the higher
education level than did the other countries.
Five states, but none of the countries, bad
averages above 6,000; whereas half of the other
countries, but only 15 of the states, had
averages below 3,000.

In summary, although students in the United States
spent fewer days per year in school, they received a
larger number of instructional hours per day than
students in most other industrialized countries. U.S.
students, therefore, received more instructional
hours per year than did students in the mgjority of
industrialized countries included here. The type of
instruction students receive in class and the
prevalence of student adoption of common
instructional technologies varied across countries
and states. U.S. lower secondary students were
more often placed in math classes according to
ability than were students in other nations. U.S.
lower secondary teachers also tended to give math
tests or quizzes more often than teachers in other
countries; 68 percent of U.S.13- year-olds reported
taking a math test or quiz at least once a week.
Work in small groups was also more common in
lower secondary math classrooms in the United
States than it was in math classrooms in other
countries. Calculator usage was of average
prevalence among U.S. math students (54 percent)
compared to that among students in other
industrialized nations, where, in12 of 17 other
countries, calculator usage was either above 70
percent or below 30 percent. However, the use of
computers for homework and school work was more
common among students in the United States than it
was among their international counterparts. At least
25 percent of public school 8th-graders in each U.S.
state claimed to use computers for school work or
homework.

Outside of class, students in other nations generally
reported spending less time watching television and
more time doing homework than students in the
United States. Only 29 percent of 13-year-olds in
the United States did 2 hours or more of homework
each day — a percentage lower than that in all but
4 other countries included here. Eighty-four percent
of U.S. students watched TV for 2 hours or more
daily.

In the United States, teaching and non-teaching staff
employed in education accounted for 5.6 percent of

the total workforce, an average proportion in
comparison to that of other countries. The
percentage of the total workforce employed as nc
teaching educational staff, however, was higher il
the United States than in any other industrialized
nation included here. In no other country reportit
data, but in almost two-thirds of the U.S. states,
non-teaching staff outnumbered teaching staff.
Compared to other countries, the organization of
education personnel in relation to students resulte
in larger schools for the most part (at both the
primary-secondary and higher education levels) k
smaller classes (at the lower secondary level).

Section 4: Achievement and Attainmen

There are many outcomes of education. The siX
indicators in this section provide information on
educational attainment; completion rates for
programs of study; and exhibited academic skills
and knowledge. They are:

(21)  Educationa attainment of the
population;

(22) Educational equity for women;
(23)  Secondary school completion;
(24)  University completion; and

(25 Mathematics achievement
(experimental).

The organization of levels of education in the
United States is often quite different than it isin
other countries. In most countries the end of
compulsory education is the completion of lower
secondary education which is roughly equivalent-
8 or 9 years of education. In the United States,
compulsory education is described in terms of age
or the completion of high scheol. For example,
most states require young people between the age
of 6 and 15 to be enrolled in school. In many
countries, upper secondary education is
differentiated; that is, several different types of
programs are available. Some programs arc
designed to prepare young people to work in a
particular occupation; others are designed to prep:
young people to pursue studies at a university. In
the United States, almost ail high schools (grades
to 12) are comprehensive, providing both academi
and vocational courses; however, the latter is rarel
of great -depth.
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Despite differences in the organization of education,
it isuseful to compare the educational attainment of
the population in states and countries in order to
compare the investment people in these states and
countries have made in their own education.”

How well educated are the citizens of the states and
theindustrialized countries?

Although there was considerable variation among
U.S.states, most had higher levels of educational
attainment than most of the other industrialized
countries. (/ndicator 21) For the most part, the
percentages of 25- to 64-year-olds who had finished
high school in the states were greater than the
percentages of 25- to 64-year-olds who had
completed upper secondary education in other
countries — for the purposes of internationa
comparisons, high school completion is regarded as
roughly equivalent to upper secondary completion.
University completion rates (a bachelor’s degree or
higher in the United States) for this age group in the
other industrialized countries ranged from 3 percent
in Portugal to 17 percent in Canada, while the
percentage holding this level of education in the
states ranged from 14 percent in West Virginiato 31
percent in Massachusetts and Connecticut.

Included in the age range of 25 to 64 are many
people who grew up in an era when educational
opportunities in their countries, particularly for
higher education, were |less available than they are
today. It is, therefore, illustrative to compare levels
of educational attainment of older and younger
members of the working-age population. For all
countries and all but 3 states, high school (upper
secondary) attainment levels were higher for
younger people (25- to 34-year-olds) than for older
people (25- to 64-year-olds). This indicates that
over time larger and larger percentages of new
cohorts are finishing high school or its equivalent.
(Indicator 21)

» Across the states, the percentage of 25- to 34-
year-olds having attained at least an upper
secondary level of education (high school or
more) ranged from 77 percent in Mississippi to
93 percent in Minnesota and North Dakota.
Across other countries, the distribution was
wider, ranging from 22 percent in Turkey to 88
percent in Norway, Germany, and Switzerland.

The same trend is not as prevalent for college
completion. In2 of 21 countriesand in 18 of the
U.S. states, the proportion of persons in the older
age cohort completing university education (a
bachelor’s degree or higher in the United States)
exceeded that in the younger age cohort. (/ndicator
2h

» University completion rates were generally
higher for U.S. states than for other
industrialized countries. The percentage of 25-
to 34- year-olds holding bachelor’s degrees
ranged from 14 percent in Nevada and West
Virginiato 34 percent in Massachusetts, while
university attainment rates in other countries
ranged from 5 percent in Spain to 18 percent in
Canada.

Is there a gap between the levels of educational
attainment reached by women and men in the
nations and states ?

To illustrate whether or not women share in the
educational opportunities available to their male
counter-parts in their nation or state, the percentage
of various educational attainment groups who were
women are compared across countries and states.
Because women represented about 50 percent of 25-
to 64-year-olds in each state or country, percentages
above 50 percent suggest women were over
represented in the group, and percentages below 50
percent suggest they were underrepresented in the
group. [N general, U.S. women seem to have fared
better thag.women in other industrialized countries
relative to their male counterparts in attaining upper
secondary and university levels of education.
Across al nations and states, however, women
continued to compose a smaller proportion than men
of the population having attained a university
degree. (Indicator 22)

» In15 of the 20 other countries represented here,
over half of women 25to 64 years old had not
completed upper secondary education.
However, women comprised that large a
proportion of high school dropoutsin only 2
U.S. states.

» Inevery country or state, women comprised less
than half of 25- to 64-year-old university
graduates (college graduates in the United
States). In 14 of the 20 other countries
represented here, the percentage of college
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graduates who were women was 43 percent or
less. However, in only 3 of the U.S. states was
the percentage who were women that small.

How well do American students compare to students

of other nations in mathematics achievement ?

To compare the performance of students in states
and nations on mathematics performance, an
experimental indicator was developed. The
mathematics proficiency scores of participants in
the Second International Assessment of Educational
Progress (IAEP) were mapped to a scale used to
report scores of U.S. students in the National
Assessment of Educationa Progress (NAEP). This

cross-linking allows comparisons of the average and

percentile scores of 13-year-old students in selected
industrialized counties (not all of them OECD
members) to 8th graders from public schoolsin

selected U.S. states. (Indicator 25) The NAEP scale

for mathematics ranges from O to 500. The
supplemental note to Indicator 25 addresses the
conceptual issues surrounding the task of linking
two different assessments and the effects of
aternative methods of linking assessments on the
results.

» Among the 7 largest countries (who assessed
virtually all age-eligible children) the average
proficiency score of 13-year-olds ranged from
262 in the United States to 285 in Taiwan. The
average proficiency score was 273 in France
and 270 in Canada.

» The range in average mathematics proficiency
across states was similar to the range across
countries, Average proficiency scores for
public 8th grade students in 1992 ranged from
246 in Mississippi to over 280 in Iowa, North
Dakota, and Minnesota. Average scores for 13-
year-olds studentsin 1991 ranged from 246 in
Jordan to over 280 in Taiwan and Korea.

» Over 25 percent of 13-year-olds in Taiwan and

Korea scored above 300 in 1991, while about 10

percent of students of the same age scored
above that level in the United States. However,
in 4 states 25 percent or more of U.S. 8th grade
public school students (who are generally older
than 13 years) scored above this level in 1992.

To help interpret these differences, it iSuseful to
consider another type of comparison: differences
within the United States bet ween the mathematics

proficiency of better and poorer performers of the
same grade level. The 10th percentile of
mathematics proficiency among public 8th grade
students in Mississippi was 201, and the 90th
percentile was 291, a difference of 90 points, whi
ismore than twice the 39-point difference betwese
the average Taiwanese 13-year-old and Mississip
8th grader. This suggests that variation among
students within countries is far larger than variati
in averages between countries.

In summary, the population of 25- to 64-year-old:
the United States generally had higher levels of
educational attainment than did their internationg
counterparts. The proportion of this age group th
completed lower secondary education or less was
smaller in the United States than it wasin 18 of tl
20 other countries included here. Inversely, of al
the countries for which data are available, the
United States had the second highest percentage
this age cohort that attained an upper secondary
education, and the second highest proportion that
attained a university education. However, much «
the gap in educational attainment between the U.!
and other countries has narrowed considerably in
recent years, as one can see by looking at the
educational attainment rates in the younger age
EIOUPSe

Section 5: Labor Market Outcomes
Although the four indicators in this section also

= measure educational outcomes, they focus on lon;

term outcomes, such as unemployment rates and
earnings among graduates of various levels of
schooling. and gender differences in earnings. T
labor market outcome indicators are:

(26) Unemployment and education;
(27) Earnings and education;

(28) Gender difference in earnings; and
(29) New scientists and engineers.

What are the long-term economic effects of
educational attainment in states and nations?

In general, higher levels of educational attainment
are associated with lower rates of unemployment

and higher earnings. In the United States in 1990,
the unemployment rate for 25- to 64-year-olds wh
did not complete high school was 5 percent:
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points higher than for high school graduates. In19
countries and all 50 U.S. states, the unemployment
rates for university graduates were lower than for
those with only the equivalent of a high school
education.

The relationship between education and earnings
can beillustrated by calculating the mean annual
earnings for a particular level of educational
attainment as a percentage of the mean annual
earnings Of workers who completed just upper
secondary education. FOr example, in 46 states and
7 of 12 countries university-educated males had
mean earnings percentages of 150 or greater on this
measure; that is, they recelved a 50 percent
premium in earnings compared to their counterparts
who only completed upper secondary education.
The strength of the earnings and education
relationship is indicated by the difference between
the earnings premium of being a university graduate
to the earnings disadvantage of completing, at most,
lower secondary education. In general, the
relationship between earnings and educational
attainment was stronger in the U.S. states than in
many other countries.

» Almost without exception, higher levels of
educationa attainment were associated with
lower rates of unemployment. Switzerland was
an exception. Although their unemployment
rates were generally very low, they were
somewhat higher among university graduates
than among those with lower educational
credentials. (/ndicator 26)

» Inthe United States in 1990, the unemployment
rate for people who had not completed high
school (10.4 percent) was more than double that
for those who had completed high school but
not gone on to college (5.1percent). A large
difference in unemployment rates between those
two education levels (lower and upper
secondary) also existed in Canada (5 percentage
points), but was not quite as large in France,
Germany, or the United Kingdom (each 4
percentage points). (Indicator 26)

» Inall countries and all states in the early 1990s,

higher levels of education were associated with
higher mean annual earnings. (Indicator 27)

» For university-educated females, 45 states and 9
of 12 countries had earnings ratios of 150 or
greater. Similarly, for university-educated

males, 46 states had ratios of 150 or greater. as
did 7 of 12 countries. (Indicator 27).

» Inall the countries represented here, not having
completed an upper secondary education
resulted in the lowest earnings ratio. IN1991,
Portugal had the lowest earnings ratio among
the countries for the lowest level of educational
attainment: below 70, for both males and
females. Not having finished high school by
1990 resulted in earnings ratios that low for
males in California, Louisiana, and Texas, as
well as for females in those three states and also
Colorado, Delaware. and Virginia. (/ndicator

27)

How well have women fared relative to their mole
counterpartsin earningsin the statesand i n the
nations ?

AS Indicator 22 illustrated, not only did women still
constitute a smaller portion than men of those
having attained a university level of education in
states and nations, but earnings within that
attainment population were also unequally
distributed when broken down by gender. U.S.
women seem to have fared better than women in
other industrialized countries relative to their male
counterparts in attaining upper secondary and
university levels of education. But, they were
generally paid less than women in other
industrialized countries relative to their male
counterparts at these levels. (Indicator 28) Included
in the agesange 25 to 64, however, are marry people
who grew up in art era when occupational
opportunities for women were less available than
they are today. Thus, even if selection for jobs is
made equitably from this point forward, the
disparity in earnings would take some time to
dissipate.

» Inall countries and states, the average annual
earnings for females aged 25 to 64 was less than
that of males of the same age cohort and level of
educational attainment.

» Half of the other countries included here
reported ratios of mean annual ear nings of
women to men of 64 or morein 1991, All of
the U.S. states had lower ratiosin 1990. A
similar pattern held for three of the four levels
of educational attainment: half the countries had
ratios of mean annual earnings of women to
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men higher than the ratio of the U.S. state with
the highest ratio.

Do more students in the United States pursue
careers as scientists and engineers than in other
countries ?

At first glance, it would appear that the U.S.
education system puts more emphasis on science
and engineering training in its higher education
system than do the education systems in other
countries. Science and engineering graduates
generally comprise alarger proportion of their age
group (at a typical graduation age — 22 years old)
in the United States than they do in other countries,
(Indicator 29) But, then, as was mentioned
previously, the U.S. graduates more personsin the
typical age group in general, regardless of the type
of degree. When the number of science and
engineering degrees in a nation or state are counted

as a proportion of all degrees, the U.S. proportion is

much lower than that in most countries.

» In 1991, the number of U. S, university students
who graduated with science or engineering
degrees amounted to about 5 percent of the
population of 22-year-olds. Among the G-7
countries in various years between 1988 and
1991, only Japan and Canada produced higher

percentages of science and engineering degrees.

German y's percentage was about the same as
the United States'.

» Four out of 30 other countries (Finland,
Bulgaria, Japan, and South Korea) had
percentages of science and engineering degrees
among 22-year-olds of 6 or above. Twenty of
the states had percentages that high.

Insummary, educational attainment exhibited a
strong correlation with labor market outcomes as
measuredly unemployment and earnings.
Educational attainment was positively associated

with annual earnings and negatively associated with

unemployment rates in all states and al countries.
except Switzerland.

Gender differences in earnings indicate that women,

in general, earn less than men. The ratio of mean
annual earnings of women to men varied across
states and countries, but in all cases, women earned
less than men having the same educational
attainment. [N the United States, the ratio of

earnings of women to men was lower at every lev
of educational attainment than that of most of the
other industrialized countries reporting data.

Section 6: Finance

This section includes the following indicators of
education finance:

(30) Current public expenditure on educatio
as a percentage of GDP/GSP;

(31) Current public expenditure on educatio
as a percentage of total public
expenditures;

* (32) Current public expenditure per student;

(33) Current public expenditure per student
a percentage of GDP/GSP per capita;

(34) Distribution of current public expenditt
on education;

(35) Teacher salaries;

(36) Sources of funds for primary and
secondary education; and

(37) Sources of funds for higher education.

Through most of this section, the focusis on
expenditure from public sources, rather than on tc
investrient in education, which would include
money from private sources. In SOme cases,
expenditure from private sources amounts to a
substantial portion of total educational expenditur
However, financial data on private education are |
available from some countries."

Which countries and states provide the strongest
financial support to education ?

Financial support for education can be viewed fro
several different angles, each of which focuses on
certain factors and not on others. For example, to
expenditure on education is useful for determinin
who spends the largest sum of money on educatio
but may be misleading when comparing small
countries or states to larger ones, for asmall coun
may spend less in the aggregate but may spend m
per-student. Likewise, a poorer country may sper
as much per student as aricher country, seeming t
make a greater effort to educate its citizens;
however, that would not be apparent by looking
only at aggregate spending or per-student spendin
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Because there is no universally superior measure of
public financial support for education, several
indicators are presented here. The first, current
public expenditure per student ({ndicator 32),
presents the amount of public financial support for
one student’s education in each country or state.

» At the primary through secondary level, the
United States spent more public money per
student ($4.,605), and at the higher education
level, the United Kingdom ($10,228) and
Canada ($8,555) spent more per student, than
the other G-7 countries.

» For the primary through secondary level,
Sweden ($5,825) had the highest level of per-
student public expenditure among the countries
for which data are available; and Alaska,
Connecticut, New Jersey, and New York had the
highest levels among the states (all above
$6,400). Japan, Australia, Spain, and Hungary
all spent about the same or less than Mississippi,
the lowest spending state ($2,648).

» At the higher education ievel. public
expenditure per students varied greatly across
both the countries and the U.S. states. The
United Kingdom had the highest level of per-
student expenditure among the countries
($10,228), although Alaska and Hawaii spent
more. Spain and Japan both spent less public
money per student on higher education than
New Hampshire, the lowest spending state
($3,624).

An advantage of using per-student expenditure as an
indicator of a nation’s or state’s financial effort to
support education is that it takes into account the
size of the student population. On the other hand,
one disadvantage is that much of the variation
between states and countries may in fact be caused
by the relative wealth of that state or nation. The
second finance indicator, current public education
expenditure as a percentage of GDP/GSP (Indicator
30), is a measure of what states and nations spend
on education in terms of the economic resources
available to them.

» Of the G—7 countries, only Canada had a higher
level of current public expenditure as a
percentage of GDP (6.1 percent) than did the
United States and France (both 4.6 percent).
Canada’s proportion was almost twice that of
Japan’'s (3.1 percent).

» The distribution of levels of expenditure across
states and countries was quite similar. Montana,
Canada, West Virginia, Vermont, and New
Mexico had the highest levels of educational
expenditure as a percentage of GDP/GSP (6.0
percent or above). The lowest levels were
found in Japan, Nevada, West Germany, and
Delaware (3.3 percent or less).

Another disadvantage of the simple per-student
expenditure measure is that much of the variation
between states and countries may in fact reflect the
relative size of the public sector in a nation or state.
The third finance indicator, current public education
expenditure as. a percentage of total public
expenditure (Indicator 31), attempts to show what
states and nations spend on education in terms of the
size of their public sectors generally.

» Finland, Canada, and the United States had the
highest level of education expenditure as a
percentage of total public spending among the
countries represented here; West Germany and
Italy, the lowest.

» TheU.S.states’ figures on this measure
generally exceeded those of the countries
represented here. Two-thirds of the countries
reported levels of current public education
spending as a percentage of all public spending
to be lower than that of Virginia, the state with
the lowest level.

The second and third finance indicators provide
measures of anation’s or state’s spending on
education in relation to its available resources or in
relation to its total public spending, but education
spending is also highly influenced by the size of the
student popuiation. All other factors being equal, a
country or state with arelatively small student
population is likely to spend a smaller portion of its
GDP/GSP or of itstotal public spending on
education than a country with alarge student
population. Thus, the fourth finance indicator,
current public education expenditure as a percentage
of GDP/GSP per capita (Indicator 33), provides a
measure of fiscal effort to support education that
takes into account both a country’s or state’s
available financial resources and the size of the
student population. It is calculated by dividing the
first finance indicator, public expenditure per
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student, by anation’s Or state’s per-capita gross
product.

On this measure, some states and countries with
higher per-student expenditure (Indicator 32)

appeared to be not so high when their available
resources were taken into account (Indicator 33),

» For example, of the 4 states — New Jersey,
New York, Alaska,and Connecticut — with
the highest per-student expenditure at the
primary through secondary level, New lersey,
New York, and Connecticut remained among
the states with the highest ratios of per-student
expenditure to per-capita GSP. Alaska,
however, fell below 43 other states, moving
from the highest on the first measure to near the
bottom on the second.

»  On the other hand, among countries for which
data were available, those with the highest per-
student expenditure at the primary through
secondary level — Sweden, Denmark, the
United States, Norway, and Canada —
remained the highest ranking countries even
when available resources were taken into
constderation. However, the United States fell
lower when education expenditure was divided
by gross product per capita.

Do states and countries differ in the relative
proportion of public expenditure devoted to different
levels of education?

Many factors affect this “balance,” including the
relative size of student populations and system-wide
education goals and strategies, For example, some
countries or states may choose to invest heavily in
higher education in order to increase the number of
professionals and managers, while others may feel a
more pressing need to focus on basic education for
the larger populace by providing mote primary and
secondary schools. It is important to note, however,
that this indicator does not give a complete picture
of the distribution of total resources between the
two levels, since some countries (such as the United
States, West Germany, and Japan) had considerable
private funds going to education (see tables S3
through 86 in the Supplemental Notes for examples
of the relative size of private expenditures across
countries).

Regarding the balance of expenditure between
levels of education (Indicator 34}, the United States’

expenditure on the primary through secondary le
as a percentage of all current public education
expenditure lay in the bottom half of the range
among all the nations represented here. Of the C
nations, Japan, Italy, and France devoted a largel
share of current public expenditure to this level.
West Germany's large “undistributed” proportiol
were alocated entirely to the primary-secondary
level, its primary-secondary shams might exceed
those of the United States as well. Hungary, Spa
and Sweden had the highest percentages of curre
expenditure at the primary through secondary le\
(without counting the undistributed proportion).
New Jersey, New Hampshire, and Vermont, the
highest-spending 1.8S. states, spent a slightly lar¢
share at that level of education. At the higher
education level, Australia, Canada, Utah, North
Dakota, New Mexico, and Hawaii reported
relativel y high proportions of spending,

Where does the funding of education originate in
each nation or state? What isthe balance betwe
public and private financing or among the levels
government ?

Two more finance indicators trace the path of all
education expenditures back to their origin amor
the levels of government and between public and
private sectors. The initial source of money for
educatton sometimes differs from the ultimate
spender. For example, though local school distri
in the United States generally operate and fund tt
local public schools, much of the financing arrive
in the form of transfers from state governments.
Some of the state money, in turn, arrivesin the fc
of transfers from the Federal government. The
initial sources of those transferred funds, then, ar
state and Federal governments. Likewise, the ini
source of funds spent on public schools can be
either public or private. Student tuition and fees
one example of a private source of public
expenditure. Funding by private firms of youth
apprenticeship programs in Germany and Austric
another example. Moreover, the initial source of
funds spent on private schools can be either publi
or private. Unlike the United States, most other
OECD countries maintain large numbers of
privately-operated schools that are mostly or
entirely publicly funded.

Tracking funds to their initial source illuminates
where responsibility is actually assumed in a natis
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or state for financing education, either at the
primary through secondary level (Indicator 36) or at
the higher education level (Indicator 37).

» Of thell other countries reporting public
elementary and secondary expenditure data by
level of government, only Canada raised less
money for education at the national level than
did Mississippi, the U.S. state that relied the
most on the Federal government for funds.

» Inthe United States, local government provided
aportion of public higher education funding
higher than that in any of thel 1 other countries
reporting data (6 percent). Conversely, the
percentage of funds derived initially from the
central government was lowest in the United
States among all the nations. The United States
and Belgium were the only 2 nations in which
the share of public funding of institutions of
higher education from the regional, or state,
level exceeded 50 percent.

How much are teachers paid across nations and
states ?

Teacher salaries are an important indicator of both
the level of investment in and the quality of a
nation’s or state’s education system. Without
exception across nations and states, teacher salaries
constitute the greatest portion of education
expenditure. The amount of money paid to teachers
isaprimary factor in attracting and retaining top-
quality candidates to pursue careers as educators.
Therefore, salaries influence the level of quality and
experience with which students are instructed. This
indicator (/ndicator 35) presents data on average
salaries for teachers for the United States and its
states and for secondary school teachers with
approximately 15 years of experience in other
countries. The ratio of teacher salary to country or
state per capita gross product is also included.

» The average teacher salary in the United States
for the school year 1991to 1992 was about
$34,000. That was the median among the G-7
countries for mid-career secondary school
teachers. The mid-career salaries in former
West Germany, France, and Canada were
highest (almost $40,000 in former West
Germany). The mid-tamer salaries in England,
Japan. and Scotland (representing the United

Kingdom), and Italy were lowest (less than
$22,000 in Italy).

» The range of mid-career secondary school
teacher salaries was slightly wider across
countries than the range of average salaries for
teachers across states. Teachers in Connecticut,
the state with the highest salaries, received
twice the income of their counterparts in South
Dakota. Secondary school teachers in
Switzerland, the country with the highest-paid
teachers, received amost two-and-a-half times
the salary of Italian secondary school teachers.

» Theratio of ateacher's average salary to per
capita gross domestic product was about 1.5 in
the United States. That was higher than Italy’s
ratio for secondary school teachers (1.23) but
lower than the ratios for other G=7 countries
{England and Scotland as proxies for the United
Kingdom). The ratios for France, former West
Germany, England, and Scotland were about
one-third higher than that of the United States.

In summary, a comparison of 1991 public education
expenditures across countries finds that the United
States spent more public funds per student at the
primary through secondary level than did any of the
other G-7 countries. At the higher education level,
the United States spent more public money per
student than the other G-7 countries except Canada
and the United Kingdom. When public education
expenditures are measured as a percentage of gross
product, only Canada’s ratio, among all the G-7
countries, exceeded that of the United States,
whereas France's was about the same. Finally,
combining two of the previous measures into a
single measure of fiscal effort — current public
education expenditure per capita divided by per
capita gross product — finds Canada on top again,
ahead of Italy, France, and then the United States
among the G-7 countries.

Comparing the U.S. states to all the countries
represented here (rather than just the G-7),
sometimes presents a different picture of the relative
level of public education spending in the United
States. Particularly because some smaller northern
European countries spent at higher levels, the
distribution among states was more uniform than
that among countries.
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The proportional allocation of public education
funds from among different levels of government
varies widely across nations and states. The United
States relied more on both state and local
governments than did other countries.

Other related NCES projects

This second edition of Education inStates and
Nations continues a series of occasional reports
comparing the education systems of different states
and countries. This series, however, is just one part
of an overall NCES international effort. NCES
serves as the representative for the United Statesin
the OECD’s INES project mentioned earlier. In
connection with the INES project, NCES
commissioned two reports to improve the
comparability of education finance data across
countries: The fnternational Expenditure
Comparability Study and I mproving the
Comparabhility of International Expenditure Data.
These studies have reviewed ten countries’
statistical reports and interviewed their officialsin
order to identify differences in the content and
categorization of expenditures, both in national
finance statistics and in data submitted to the OECD
and UNESCO. The studies have developed revised
estimates of countries’ education expenditures that
adjust for deviations from an international standard.
These reports should be available soon.

NCES has a so sponsored another project to clarify
the content of indicators published in international
comparisons. Education Indicators: An
International Perspective presents a set of
indicators for the United States and other countries,
along with additional information about the
education systems in those countries. The various
structures of the education systems and other
contextual factors help to explain the structure of
the indicators, and help U.S. readers understand the
indicatorsin al their complexity

These projects and others comprise a major ongoing
effort to not only compare education systems across
states and countries, but also to improve the
comparability of data and to deepen understanding
of the context of the data.

In addition to these indicators and research projects,
NCES continues to work in cooperation with its

counterparts in other countries to administer
international assessments and collect and analyze
their data. These projects include: the Internatioi
Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) Reading Literacy Study,
conducted from 1989 to 1992; the IEA’s Third
International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS). being conducted now; the pilot testing
the OECD’s Cross-Curricular Competency Test i
1995; and the International Adult Literacy Surve:
conducted in 1994. The International Adult
Literacy Survey (IALS) was a collaborative effor
by seven governments and three intergovernment
organizations (UNESCQO, Eurostat and the OECL
to fill the information gap on literacy in
industrialized countries.

NOTES :

lM;my observers atiribute the.. ging of the curment wave ot education reform
the United States to the 1983 publication of 4 Nation at Risk. Other observet
trace the origins 1o the late 19705, when the first of many states passed studen
minimum competency requirements. The National Commission on Excellenc
Education. which wrote A Nation at Risk. and many others, however, would
distinguish the “"minimum competency movement” as an carlier, scparate, and
failed effort to reform education (see. for example, pages 19 10 21of A Nation
Risk).

zThe explicit mission of the commission that wrote A Nation at Risk was 10 st
“the quality of learning and teaching in our nation’s schools.” Since then.
education reformers have often employed the language and methods of the
historically paraliet quality management movement. /adicators are needed in
10 monitar processes and measure progress oward goals. Quicome measures
as importaf® as input measures. Goaly and standards should be universally
accepted by stakeholders, clear enough 10 serve as a common focus, measurab
und challenging. Standards. ot henchmarks, from outside one’s own organizat
serve to ground plans in a reality n o | defined by vested interests.

It should be recognized that, in this publication, the meaning of the word “stal
the 11. 8. version, a su b-national. regional jurisdiction. National jurisdictions a
calied “countries” or “nations” through out,

“The o ther original National Education Goals were: 1) All children will start
school ready to learn. 2) The high school graduation rate will increase to at le:
90 percent. 3) Students will demonstrate subject area competency at grades 4
and 12 and be prepared for good citizenship, further learning. and productive
employment. 7) Every school will be free of drugs and viclence and offer a sz
di sciplined environment conducive to learning.

The two Natienal Education Goals added in 1994 are: 4) Teachers will have
access (o programs to improve their skills. 8) Schools will promote parental
involvement.

5Since 1991, the Natonal Education Goals Panel has developed education

i ndicators that pertain to progress toward the National Goals, which are publish
in the unnuul Natiomal Education Geals Report. Other organizations making
similar national efforts include the Council of Chjef State School Officers, the
National Science Board. and the Education Commission of the States.

1] - .
The i ncreased dernand for i. formation on education and the need for improve:
knowledge on the functioni ng of education systems raised many questions not

for data collection but also the organization, FEPOLNG and interpretation of the
data. These questions led authorities in the member countries of the OECD 1o

consider new ways of corparing their education systems. Agreement was rea
onthe feasibility and utility of d-eloping an imernational set of indicators that
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would present 1n statisti cal form the key features of the education systems of the
member countnes

The Centre for E¢ucational Research and Innovation responded to this demand
for comparative jnformation by initiating the Indicators of Education Systems
Project (INES). This project grew out of two preparatory co nferences: one hosted
by the government of the United States in November 1987, and the second by the
French authorites in March 1988. A meeting to review progress and discuss the
plan of work was subsequently convened in Austria in September §989. The
resualts achieved during the initial phases of the project were presented at an
international con ference in Lugano, Switzerland in Septemtber 1991.

7The nations of the QECD include Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmurk,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, [relund, [taly, Sapan, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, New Zealund, Norway, Portugal, Spain. Sweden, Switzerland,
Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Because Greece and Iceland
did not participate in the OECD's Indicators of Education Systems (INES) project,
data on these countries ure not included in this report. Data for several OECD
observer countries, such 15 Hungary and the former Czechoslovakia, are included
as data are available.

'Educﬂiou at a Glance was the product of. collective effort to improve the
gathering and reporting of comparative in formation on education in the OECD
countries. In the process of developing the indicutors, CERI established an
international consultati ve mechanism for exchanging viewpoints and creating a
common undemanding of issues related to the definition, measuresnent, and
organization of the indicators. Education at. Glance thus represents the
combined effort of several networks and technical groups composed of policy-
makers, administrators, and researchers.

The indicators were in fluenced by the concerns of the different parties that were
involved in their development. Three principles guided the work. The first was
that the indicators be targeted to a broad audience. Second, total coverage through
alarge and compiex set of measures was not the uim; rather, the indicators were
selective and intended to be policy-relevant, providing information usefut for
decision-making and evaluation. Third, in addition to being reliable and valid at
the national level, the indicators were standardized in a way that makes them
comparable among the OECD countries.

,Seveml other OECD countries have federal systems like the United States’ in
which a major responsibility for education rests with regional {provincial or state)
governments. These © © yperieg are Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.

w, . . .
Agnin, internationa) comparisons based on levels of education can sometimes
cause confusion because the levels do not always have the same entrance

requirements of the S4ME duration 41088 countries. To aid in understanding such
comparisons, an explunatory note is included in the supplemental notes, starting on

page 231,

" See supplemental note on private higher education expenditure in Japan and the
United States on pages 236 to 242,
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Background

Indicator 1. Population and area

A country’s or state’s population and area influence both the organizational structure and the
infrastructure of its education system. Countries or states with large populations tend to have
large numbers of school-age children and face a greater demand for educational services.
Countries or states with large areas face greater challenges in providing educational services since
they must spread them over a wider geographical domain. High population densities may make it
more efficient to support a wider range of specialized education and training opportunities. Each
of these factors may influence the degree to which an education system is centralized and its
ability to provide awide range of services, but may only become critical in cases where
population, area, or density is either extremely large or extremely small. Otherwise, factors such
as culture, history, and economics may have a stronger influence in determining the structure of
an education system. In this indicator, the sizes of the U.S. and its fifty states are compared to
those of most of the current and prospective members of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development.

» Three OECD countries — the United States, Canada, and Australia — have
extremely large areas. Of the remaining countries, none has an area as great as
one tenth the area of the United States.

» The United States was by far the most populous OECD country in 1991, with a
population over twice as large asthat of the country with the next largest
population, Japan.

» While no state has an area near the sise of one of the three largest OECD
countries, Alaska, Texas, and California each have areas greater than at least 18 of
the 23 other nationsincluded here.

» California was the most populous state in 1991, with 12 million more persons than
New York. Other states with populations greater than 10 million included New
York, Texas, Florida, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Md Ohio. Seven states had
populations of less than 1 million.

» The range of population densities across the states paralleled the range across the
OECD countries. At the low end, Alaska, Wyoming, Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakeota, Australia, and Canada aft had population densities lower than 10
persons per square mile. At the high end, New Jersey, the Netherlands, Belgium,
and Japan aft had population densities higher than 800 persons per squar e mile.
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Figure la: Population density, by country and state: 1991
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Figure 1b: Area, by country and state: 1991
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Figure 1c:
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Table 1a: Population, area, and population density, by country: 1991

Population

density

Population Area (persons per

Country {thousands) 1square miles) square mile)
Austraia 17,288 2,941,285 6
Austria 7,666 31,942 240
Belgium 9,922 11,672 850
Canada 26,835 3,660,219 8
Czechoslovakia 15,726 48,440 325
Denmark 5,133 16,359 314
Finland 4,991 117,942 42
France 56,596 210,668 269
Germany 79,548 135,236 588
Hungary 10,558 35,653 296
Ireland 3,489 26,598 131
Italy 87,772 113,621 509
Japan 124,017 152,411 814
Luxembourg 388 298 389
Netherlands 15,022 13,104 1,146
New Zealand 3,309 103,734 32
Norway 4,273 118,865 36
Portugal 10,388 35,382 294
Spain 39,385 192,819 204
Sweden 8,564 158,927 54
Switzerland 6,784 15,355 442
Turkey 58,581 297,591 197
United Kingdom 57,515 93,278 617
United States 252,502 3,639,227 71

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1992, Table 1359.
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Table 1b: Population, area, and population density, by state: 1991

Population Area Popuiation density
State {thousands) (square miles) {persons per square mile}
Alabama 4r089 52,423 78
Alaska 570 656,424 1
Arizona 3,750 114,008 33
Arkansas 2,372 53,182 45
California 30,380 163,707 186
Colorado 3,377 104,100 32
Connecticut 3,291 5,644 594
Delaware 680 2,489 273
District of Columbia 598 68 8,794
Fiorida 13,277 65,758 202
Georgia 6,623 59,441 1M
Hawaii 1.135 10,832 104
idaho 1,039 < 83,5674 12
lllinois 11,543 57,918 199
Indiana 5,610 36,420 164
lowa 2,795 56,276 50
Kansas 2,495 82,282 30
Kentucky 3,713 40,411 92
Louisiana 4,252 651,843 82
Maine 1,235 35,387 35
Maryland 4,860 12,407 392
Massachusetts 5,996 10,555 568
Michigan 9,368 96,810 97
Minnesota 4,432 86,943 51
Mississippi 2,692 48,434 54
Missouri 5,158 69,709 74
Montana 808 147,048 5
Nebraska 1,693 77,358 21
Nevada 1,284 1#0.567 12
New Hampshire 1,105 9,351 118
New Jersey 7.760 8,722 880
New Mexico 1,548 121,598 13
New York 18,068 54,475 331
North Carolina 6,737 53,821 125
North Dakota 6356 70,704 9
Ohio 10,939 44,828 244
Oklahoma 3,175 69,903 45
Oregon 2,922 98,386 30
Pennsylvania 11,961 46,058 260
Rhode Island 1,004 1,645 650
South Carolina 3,560 32,007 111
South Dakota 703 77,121 9
Tennessee 4,953 42,1486 118
Texas 17,349 268,601 66
Utah 1,770 84,904 21
Vermont 567 9,615 59
Virginia 6,286 42,769 147
Washington 5,018 71,303 70
Waest Virginia 1,801 24,231 74
Wisconsin 4,955 65,603 76
Wyoming 460 97,818 5

SQURCE: U.S5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1992, Tables 25 and 340.

Education in States and Nations/1991



Background

Indicator 2: Youth and population

The percentage of persons aged 529 is an indicator of the potential demand for school
enrollments in a country or state. That percentage also is an indicator of the potential demand on
national or state budgets for educational funding. The percentage is not an exact measure of the
proportion of students in a population, however, Since some persons within the age range of 5 to
29 will not be students and some students will be outside the age range. A relatively higher
percentage of persons in the 5 to 14 age range may indicate both a higher current demand for
educational services at the primary and lower secondary levels. as well as a future demand on the
higher levels of education.

» The United States and Canada had a larger proportion of young people in their
population than did most OECD countriesin 1991. Y oung people aged 5 to 29
comprised 37 percent of the population of the United States and Canada — 4
per centage points higher than in Germany, one of the countries with the lowest
per centage of young people.

» U.S. states tended to have higher proportions of young people in their populations
than did the OECD countries. Youth aged 5to 29 comprised more than 35 percent
of the population in 45 of the U.S. states, whereas only 12 of 22 other countries
represented here recorded proportions that high.
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Indicator 2

Figure 2: Percentage of population aged 5to29, by country (1991) and state
(1990)
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Background

Table 2a: Percentage of population aged 5 to 29, by country: 1991
Age groups in population

Country 5-29 5-14 15-24 25-29
Australia 39 15 16 8
Austria 35 12 15 9
Belgium 34 12 14 8
Czechoslovakia 38 16 15 7
Canada 37 14 14 9
Denmark 34 1 15 8
Finland 33 13 13 8
France 36 13 15 8
Germany 33 11 13 9
Hungary 35 14 15 6
Ireland 43 19 17 7
Italy 36 12 16 8
Japan 35 13 16 7
Netherlands 37 12 16 9
New Zealand 40 15 16 8
Norway 35 12 15 8
Portugal 44 16 18 11
Spain 39 14 17 8
Sweden 32 11 14 7
Switzerland 33 11 14 8
Turkey 50 22 20 8
United Kingdom 36 13 15 8
United States 37 14 15 8

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-cperation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at & Glance,

1983, Table C3.




Indicator 2

Table 2b: Percentage of population aged 5 to 29, by state: 1990

Age groups in population

State 5-29 5-14 15-24 25-289
Alabama 38 15 15 8
Alaska 40 17 14 9
Arizona 38 15 14 ]
Arkansas 37 15 15 8
California 39 14 15 10
Colorado 37 15 14 g
Connecticut 35 12 14 9
Delaware 37 13 15 9
District of Columbia 37 10 17 16
Florida 33 12 13 8
Georgia 39 16 16 9
Hawaii 38 14 - 18 g
Idaho 39 18 14 7
Illinois 37 14 14 9
Indiana 38 15 15 8
lowa 36 15 14 7
Kansas 37 18 14 8
Kentucky 38 18 18 8
Louisiana 40 17 18 8
Maine 36 14 14 8
Maryland 3z 13 14 9
Massachusetts 37 12 15 9
Michigan 38 15 15 8
Minnesota 38 15 14 9
Mississippi 40 17 16 8
Missouri 37 14 14 8
Montana 36 16 13 7
Nebraska 37 16 - 14 8
Nevada 36 13 13 9
New Hampshire 37 14 14 9
New Jersey 35 13 14 9
New Mexico 39 17 14 8
New York 36 - 13 14 9
North Carolina 38 13 16 9
North Dakota 38 16 15 8
Ohio 37 14 156 8
Oklahoma 37 15 14 8
Oregon 35 4 13 7
Pennsylvania 35 13 14 8
Rhode Island 36 12 15 g9
South Carolina 39 186 16 9
South Dakota 38 17 14 8
Tennessee 37 14 15 8
Texas 40 16 156 9
Utah 46 21 17 8
Vermont 37 14 16 8
Virginia 3B 13 156 9
Washington 37 15 14 8
West Virginia 36 14 14 7
Wisconsin 37 15 14 8
Wyoming 39 18 13 8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of tha Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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Background

Indicator 3: Labor force participation

The labor force participation rate is the percentage of the total population aged 25to 64 that is
either employed or actively seeking work. Differences in participation rates between countries
and states are the results of several factors, including (1) the percentage of the population
enrolled full-time in education, (2) the number of people who have withdrawn from the labor
force after being unable to find work, and (3) the continued prevalence in many societies of the
tradition of women not working in order to care for their families.

» Among the five G-7 countries in 1991 that are represented here, the United
Kingdom had the highest |abor force participation rate, 79 percent. The United
States’ and Canada’s rate was 78 percent; Germany and France’s, 75 percent.
Two noen-G-7 countries — Czechoslovakia and Sweden — had rates of 85 percent
or higher.

» In all countries represented here, the labor force participation rate was higher for
men than for women. The highest female participation rates (above 70 percent)
and the smallest gaps between rates for men and women (below 15 per centage
points) were in Czechoslovakia, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and Norway. The
United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom had the next highest rate for
females, 69 percent, which was 20 per centage points lower than the rate for males
in the United Kingdom, 19 per centage points lower in Canada, and 18 per centage
pointslower in the United States.

» The U.S. states tended to have higher total labor force participation rates than the
countries. More than half of the countries had rates at or below 75 percent,
whereas only seven states — Alabama, Arkansas, Kenticky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
New Mexico, and West Virginia — did.

» Asin all the countries, labor force participation rates in all the states were higher
for men than for women. This difference was=greater than 20 percentage pointsin
12 of the 20 other countries, whereas only 3 of the U.S. states recorded differences
thislarge.

» In all countries and all states, the labor force participation rate was higher among
university graduates than among upper secondary school graduates. Likewise, the
ratein all cases was higher among upper secondary school graduates than among
those with lessthan an upper secondary degree.

States Nations/1991 1A



Indicator 3

Figure 3a: Labor force participation rates for persons aged 25 to 64 whose
highest level of educational attainment is upper secondary, by country
(1991) and state (1990)
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Background

Figure 3b: Labor force participation rates for persons aged 25to 64 having
attained a university level of education, by country (1991) and state
(1990)
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Indicator 3

Figure 3c:

Difference between male and female labor participation rates among
those aged 25 to 64, by country (1991) and state (1990)
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Background

Table 3a: Labor force participation rate for persons aged 25 to 64, by level
of educational attainment, sex, and country: 1991

Higher
Less than education Higher
upper Upper {non- education All levels of education
Country secondary secondary university} (universiti;] Total Female Male
Australia 58 80 76 g8 70 b6 84
Austria 54 76 - 90 70 55 85
Belgium 55 79 85 89 67 53 82
Czechoslovakia 67 90 — 26 85 79 )|
Canada 61 80 86 89 78 69 88
Denmark 72 89 93 94 83 79 87
Finland 70 86 86 98 80 77 84
France 65 84 89 88 75 65 85
Germany 55 76 a7 89 75 63 87
Ireland 58 68 81 87 64 38 91
Italy 57 79 - N 64 45 84
Netherlands 55 77 84 2 10] 69 53 85
New Zealand 68 79 81 88 75 64 87
Norway 67 83 90 94 82 75 BB
Portugal 74 91 91 92 75 63 88
Spain 57 83 — 87 63 41 86
Sweden 85 93 95 95 )| 89 94
Switzeriand 72 B1 92 92 a2 67 96
Turkey 64 73 — 90 66 31 89
United Kingdom 68 24 86 91 79 69 89
United States™ 62 79 85 88 78 69 87

— Persons are included in counts of another level of education.
* 1990 data.

NQOTE: See supplemental note tolndicator 3onpp. 231-233 for a discussicn of levels of education; an pp. 243-248 for details on data

provided by Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czechoslavackia, Finland, France., Germany, Ireland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Swaden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the Unitad States, and lor a discussion comparing 1.5, educational

attainment data from the Current Population Survey to the sameinthe 1990 Census.

SOQURCE: Organization for Econemic Co-operatien and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovat ion, International Indicators
Project, 1993, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population.
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Indicator 3

Table 3b: Labor force participation rate for persons aged 25 to 64, by level
of educational attainment, sex, and state: 1990

Higher
Less than education Higher
upper Upper (non- education All levets of education
State secondary secondary university) {university) Total Female Male
Alabama 59 78 87 88 75 66 B85
Alaska 62 80 85 90 30 73 88
Arizona 59 76 83 87 76 67 85
Arkansas 59 78 84 87 74 66 84
California 64 78 84 88 78 68 88
Colorado 65 Bi 87 89 82 74 90
Connecticut 68 82 86 89 83 75 81
Delaware 65 82 85 89 81 73 Bg
District of Columbia 62 80 86 90 80 77 83
Florida 64 77 B84 86 77 69 85
.
Georgia 64 81 87 89 79 71 88
Hawaii 64 81 89 89 82 75 89
Idaho 65 78 84 87 78 68 88
Illinois 63 80 87 89 79 70 89
Indiana 62 81 88 89 79 70 89
lowa 63 82 88 90 82 73 90
Kansas 64 81 87 89 81 72 90
Kentucky 53 78 86 89 73 63 83
Louisiana 63 74 83 87 71 61 82
Maine 61 80 87 89 79 71 a8
Maryland 64 83 87 90 82 75 20
Massachusetts 65 81 86 89 82 74 89
Michigan 56 77 85 88 76 67 86
Minnesota 64 83 88 91 83 76 91
Mississippi 59 78 84 88 74 66 84
Missouri 60 80 a6 89 78 70 87
Mantana 60 77 85 87 77 69 B6
Nebraska 67 82 88 20 82 75 91
Nevada 70 81 85 88 80 72 88
New Hampshire 71 B4 88 89 84 76 92
New Jersey 66 80 84 89 81 71 90
New Mexico 55 76 83 86 74 84 84
New York 59 77 85 88 77 68 86
Narth Carolina 67 82 ] . 88 80 73 88
North Dakota 64 79 87 89 80 72 8%
Ohio 56 78 86 89 76 67 87
Oklahoma 658 77 84 88 76 67 86
Oregon 64 78 84 87 78 70 87
Pennsylvania 58 77 85 88 76 67 87
Rhode Island 68 81 88 8% 81 73 89
South Carolina 65 82 88 a8 78 70 86
South Dakota 67 82 87 91 82 74 80
Tennessee 60 80 86 89 76 68 86
Texas 63 79 85 88 78 68 88
Utah 65 78 83 86 78 68 a0
Varmont 67 83 87 89 82 76 90
Virginia 65 82 87 89 81 73 89
Washington 61 78 84 88 79 69 B9
West Virginia 45 71 a2 88 67 54 BO
Wisconsin 64 82 a0 88 81 74 B9
Wyoming 66 79 85 88 79 70 B9

SOURCE: LI.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing
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Background

Indicator 4: GDP/GSP per capita

Gross domestic product (GDP) isan aggregate measure of the value of goods and services
produced in a country. Gross state product (GSP) is the analogous measure for U.S. states.
Gross product is a measure of a country’s or state’s productive capacity or wealth. Countries or
states with equal GDP/GSPs can have very different numbers of inhabitants, however.

GDP/GSP per capita provides a measure of the resources available to a country or state relative
to the size of its population. Countries or states with large gross products per capita generally
are better able to provide educational servicesfor their residents.

» Among the G-7 nations, the United States had the highest GDP per capitain 1991,

$21,826 — over $2,600 more than Germany, about $3,000 more than Canada or
Japan, and at least $4,000 mor e than France, Italy, or the United Kingdom.

» The U.S. states generally had higher gross products per capita than the OECD
nations. Twelve of the other 21 OECD nations reported GDPs per capita below
$17,000, wher eas only four states — Mississippi, \West Virginia, Arkansas, and
Montana — had per capita GSPs below that level.

» Ten U.S. states — Alaska, Delaware, Connecticut, Wyoming, New Jersey, New
York, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Nevada, and California — had GSPs per capita of
$25,000 or above. None of the other OECD nations had GDPs per capita higher
than $22,000.

Education in States and Nations/1991 47



Indicator 4

Figure 4: GSP/GDP per capita, by country and state: 1991
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Table 4a: GDP per capita (in U.S. dolars), by country: 1991

Country GDP per capita’
Australia $16,655
Austria 17,214
Belgium 17,220
Canada 18,832
Denmark 17,142
Finland 15,718
France 17,763
Germany 19,147
Ireland 16,918
[taly 16,643
Japan 18,634
Luxembourg 21,075
Netherlands 16,524
New Zealand 13,483
Norway 16,517
Portugal 8,716
Spain 12,250
Sweden 16,805
Switzerland 21,237
Turkey 3,426
United Kingdom 15,845
United States 21,826

“1990 U.S. dollars,

NOTE: See supplementat nots to Indicator 4 on p. 249 for details o . data provided by Aufftralia, Canada, Finland, Japan, New Zealand,
Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States, and for a definition of gross domestic product and a technical note ¢ . estimation of
1991 gross products.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Inneovation, £ducation at. Glance,
1833, Table C7,
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Table 4b: GSP per capita, by state: 1991

State GSP per capita
Alabama 517,408
Alaska 47,764
Arizona 18,353
Arkansas 16,477
California 25,024
Colorado 21,697
Connecticut 28,570
Delaware 29,471
District of Columbia .o
Florida 18,907
Georgia 21,129
Hawaii 25,856
Idaho 18,426
lllinois 23,812
Indiana 20,176
lowa 20,201
Kansas 20,626
Kentucky 18,315
Louisiana 21.536
Maine 18,847
Maryland 22,709
Massachusetts 25,686
Michigan 20,230
Minnesota 22,858
Mississippi 15,476
Missouri 20,261
Montana 16,666
Nebraska 21,150
Nevada 25,5681
New Hampshire 21,537
New Jersey 26,963
New Mexico 17,615
New York 25,949
North Carolina 21,293
North Dakota 18,916
Ohio 20,478
Oklahoma 17,806
Oregon 19,5602
Pennsylvania 20,689
Rhode Island 20,915
South Carolina 18,284
South Dakota 18,790
Tennessee 19,671
Texas 21,898
Utah 17,761
Vermont 19,943
Virginia 22,896
Washington 22,470
West Virginia 15,790
Wisconsin 20,568
Wyoming 27,740

NOTE: 1991 GSPs are estimated from 1990 data and are in 1990 U.S. dollars

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commarce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Curment Business, Dacember 1993; Bureau of the Census,

Statistical Abstract of the United States; 1992, Table 25.




Background

Indicator 5: Percentage of population age 17 years or
younger in poverty

The economic conditions of children’s lives can affect their performance in school. Poor
children may not have a nutritionally-adequate diet, and so may be less aert during class. They
also may have less free time in which to study because they must work to earn extra income for
their family. They may live in a home environment not conducive to study — crowded and
noisy, perhaps — with few books or other materials that promote learning. Thus, poor children
may come to school every day less prepared to learn than other children. “Children” are defined
here as all those 17 years of age or younger.

» The child poverty rate in the United States in 1991 was highest among the countries
for which data are available and more than double the rate for 13 of the 17 other
countries, as measured in various years from the mid-1980s to the eariy-1990s.

» Of the 17 other countries represented here, only 4 had child poverty rates above 10
percent, wher eas all the U.S. states but New Hampshire had rates that high.

Notes on interpretation:

The poverty threshold used here is the U.S. standard — 40 percent of the median income — and other countries’ data are
adapted to it. All households with incomes below the threshold are classified as poor, as are any children living in those
households. The percentage of children in poverty, then, is the percentage of all children who are classified as poor.
However, this measure should not be Generalized to infer poverty rates for demographic groups other than children.

These poverty rates are measured after taxes and iransfers; that is, they account for the effect of taxes and of governmental
aid programs to the poor. Poverty rates also can he measured before taxes and transfers, in which case the effect of the
government aid programs are not accounted for, Poverty rates before taxes and™transfers primarily reflect peopie’s job
income, and ignore benefits from government transfer programs, such as (in the United States) social security, AFDC; food
stamps, and Medicaid payments. Some other countries’ child poverty rates are close to the U.S, rate before transfers; but
the effect of government aid programs o the poor sets them spars after transfers, On average, European governments
provide more generous transfer payments to their poor.

The poverty rate used here is a relative, rather than an absolute, measure of poverty. A household below the poverty
threshold (of 40 percent of the median income level)in a relatively wealthy country could actuaily be wealthier thana
household above the poverty threshold in a relatively poor country, where the median income level is lower. Taking that
mto consideration, this poverty measure is more a measure of the range of the income distribution in a country or state than
it is of well-being or purchasing power. Government transfer programs to the poor usuall y have the effect of truncating the
bottom end of the income distribution at a level deemed to be sufficient for a minimally acceptable standard of livitg.

The poverty rate used here is not adjusted for relative costs-of-living with a purchasing power parity index or other index of
adjustment. Poverty rates may be higher in locations where the costs-o f-living are lower and thus, one could argue, the real
effect of lower income is less onerous.
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Indicator 5

Figure 5: Percentage of population age 17 years or younger in poverty, by country
and state: Various years
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Population Survey, March, 1991).




Background

Table5a: Percentage of population age 17 years or younger in poverty:
Various years

Country Year Total
Australia 1990 . 14.0
Austria 1987 4.8
Belgium 1982 3.8
Canada 1991 13.5
Denmark 1991 3.3
Finland 1991 2.5
France 1984 6.5
Germany (West} 1989 6.8
Ireland 1987 12.0
Israel 1986 . 11.1
Italy 1991 9.6
Luxembourg 1986 4.1
Netherlands 1991 6.2
Norway 1991 4.6
Sweden 1992 2.7
Switzerland 1982 3.3
United Kingdom 1986 9.9
United States 1991 21.5

NOTE:See supplemental note talndicator 5 onp, 260 fora discussion of definitions used in this indicator.

SOURCE: Timothy M. Smeeding and Lee Rainwater, Luxembourg Incoma Study.
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Indicator 5

TableSb: Percentage of population age 17 years or younger in poverty, by
state: 1991

State Total
Alabama 24.6
Alaska 13.9
Arizona 221
Arkansas 24.9
California 21.7
Colorado 17.1
Connecticut 10.2
Delaware 11.7
District of Columbia 29.5
Florida 22.9
Georgia 24.3
Hawaii 17.4
Idaho 17.0
lllinois 20.8
Indiana 18.9
lowa 1
Kansas 1
Kentucky 2
Louisiana 3
Maine 1
Maryland 1
Massachusetts 1
Michigan 2
Minnesota 1
Mississippi 3
Missouri 1
Montana 2
Nebraska 1
Nevada 1

New Hampshire

New Jersey -
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

—_ NI R —

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Istand

-t N —
MR NG pORp=N ONDW DRRON0 LDONA BNWLON
o= ORNWNW o~ p ~NRNAAR OO0 NJBRNOW

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

= AN = N

SOURCE: The Annie E. Cassy Foundation and the Center for the $tudy of Social Policy, Kids Count Data Baok, 1994, Appendix 2 (based on
J.S. Dapartmant of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, March 1991).

AN Fdiicatinn in Statec and Natinnc /1997



Background

| ndicator 6: Births to teen mothers

Births to teen mothers are represented here by the percentage of al live birthsin a country or
state that occur to women aged 15to 9. This percentage represents a proportion of the cohort
of infants likely born into an environment of disadvantage. Teen mothers tend to have fewer
resources than older mothers because they have had less time' in which to accumulate savings or
build up their own productive capacity through work experience, education, oOr training.
Moreover, while most mothers can draw upon the additional resources of fathers, teen fathers
tend to be plagued by the same paucity of resources as are teen mothers. Teen fathers are also
less likely than older fathers to legally commit themselves to supporting the family. Indeed, in
the European Community as a whole and in the United States, a majority of teen mothers are not
married. With a baby to care for, ateen is aso less likely to complete secondary school or to go
on to higher education, thus further limiting economic opportunities.

» Births to teen mothersin 1990 ranged from less than 2 percent of all births in the
Netherlands to 8.5 percent in Portugal. Three countries — Portugal, the United
Kingdom, and Greece (at 8.5 percent, 7.9 percent, and 7.1 percent, respectively) —
reported higher percentages of teen births than did the United States (at 6.0
percent).

» There were five countries — Belgium, Luxembourg, Denmark, France, and the
Netherlands - whose per centages of teen births were equal to or lower than that of
New Hampshire, the state with the lowest percentage (3.3).

» In 30 states, fewer than 6 percent of births were to teen mothers. This was also the
casein 9 of the12 European countries for which data ar e available.

Note on interpretation:

A number of teens aged 14 and younger in all the countries represented here do become mothers. But, the proportion of
teen mothers aged 14 and younger in all countries is exceedingly small.It is possible that 14-year-old mothers were
responsible for as many as 1.1 percent of births in Portugal in 199@. In all other European Community countries Feporting
age-specific fertility data, that percentage was well below 1.
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Indicator 6

Figure 6: Births to teen mothers aged 15to 19 as a percentage of all births, by
country and state: 1990
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SOURCE Statistical Office of the European Communities, Demographic Statistics, 1992, Table E-6. Child Trends, Inc., Facts At A
Glance, March, 1993, Annual Newsletter on Teen Pregnancy (based on U.S, Department of Health and Human Services, National
Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics for the United States, 1990, Vol 1, Natality).
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Background

Table 6a: Births to teen mothers aged 15to 19 as a percentage of all
births, by country: 1990

Country Percent
Belgium’ 3.3
Denmark 2.6
France 2.5
Germany {West) 5.0
Greece 7.1
Ireland 5.0
Italy? 3.7
Luxembourg 3.0
Netherlands 1.6
Portugal 8.5
Spain® 5.8
United Kingdom 7.9
United States 6.0

1987 data.

71988 data.

NOTE: See supplamental note to indicator 6 on p. 250 for details on data provided by European Community countries and on this indicator's
calculation.

SOURCE: Statistical Office of the European Communities, Demographic Statistics, 1992, Table E-6.
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Indicator 6

Table 6b: Births to teen mothers aged 15to 19 as a percentage of all
births, by state: 1990

State Percent

7.1
Alaska 6.5
Arizona 7.6
Arkansas 8.0
California 7.1
Colorado 5.5
Connecticut 3.8
Delaware 5.4
District of Columbia 9.3
Flarida 6.9
Georgia 7.5
Hawaii 6.1
Idaho 5.1
llinois 6.3
Indiana 5.9
lowa 4.0
Kansas 5.6
Kentucky 6.8
Louisiana 7.4
Maine 4.3
Maryland 5.3
Massachusetts 3.5
Michigan 5.9
Minnesota 3.6
Mississippi 8.1
Missouri 6.3
Montana 4.8
Nebraska - 4.2
Nevada 7.3
New Hampshire 3.3

New Jersey 4.1
New Mexico 7.8
New York 4.4
North Carolina 6.8
North Dakota 3.5
Ohio 58
Oklahoma 6.7
Cregon 5.5
Pennsylvania 4.5
Rhode Istand 4.4
South Carolina 7.1
South Dakota 4.7
Tennessee 7.2
Texas 7.5
Utah 4.8
Vermont 3.4
Virginia 5.3
Washington 5.3
West Virginia 5.7
Wisconsin 4.3
Wyoming 5.6

SQURCE: Child Trends, Inc., Facts At A Glance, March 1983, Annual Newsletter on Teen Pregnancy (based on U.5. Department of Health
and Human Services, Nationzl Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics of the United States, 1920, Vol. 1, Nataiity).
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Background

| ndicator 7: Youth violent death rate

Demographers classify deaths by accident, suicide, or homicide collectively as “violent deaths. ”
The three different types of violent death are rather different from one another in their character
and societal implications, however. Homicide, for example, results from the violent behavior of
one individual toward another, creating a socia environment of danger. While suicide may be
another way some individuals respond to social alienation or stress, it does not create a social
environment of danger. The youth violent death rate is measured here by the number of deaths
by accident, suicide, or homicide among young people aged 5 to 24 in a country or state. Some
homicides and suicides may get misclassified as accidental deaths or “other”; perhaps deliberately
SO in some societies. A high youth violent death rate suggests that a society’s youth bear the
burden of problems that compete with the schools for their attention. Moreover, youth suicide
and homicide may represent only the most extreme responses to larger and deeper social
problems among a state’'s or nation’s youth.

» Of the G-7 countries, in the late 1980s the United States had the highest overall
violent death rate (481 per 1,000,000 youths), a rate more than twice as high as
those of Japan, Italy, and the United Kingdom (207, 232, and 235, respectively)
and almost 30 percent higher than that of Canada, the G-7 country with the second
highest rate (378). The United States was the leader in accidents (315) and
homicides (86), and was third after East Germany and Canada in suicides (72,142,
and 88, respectively). The United States’ youth homicide rate was over 20 times
higher than that of Japan, the G=7 country with the lowest homicide rate (4), and
over 6 times higher than that of Canada, the G-7 nation with the second highest
homiciderate (13).

» Colombia was the only country with a homicide rata over 100, with 208 per
1,000,000 youths. Nine of the U.S. states recorded homicide rates higher than 100.
Seventeen of the thirty countries, however, maintained youth homicide rates below
10, which none of the U.S. states did.

» For 25 of the 30 countries represented h&'é, the number of suicides exceeded the
number of homicides among youths. The United States, however, was one of the 5§
countries in which the relationship was the reverse.

» New York and New Jersey were the only 2 states with suicide rates lower than 50
per 1,000,000 youths. Half of the countries had suicide rates this low.

Notes on interpretation:

Societies vary in their tolerance of the act of suicide. Some societies are more likely than others to judge that suicide
represents justifiable behavior in certain circumnstances;or, looked at another way, they may be less likely to condemn it
without reservation.

Countries also vary in their level of development in forensic science. Some countries are better able to precisely determine
cause of death than others. To some degree, countries may show higher levels of suicide and homicide because they are
better able to detect them. But countries and states also vary in the availability of critical care medical services. To some
degree, countries or states may show higher levels of violent death because critical care medical services are not as available
as in -other countries or states. Critical care medical services arc especially difficult to provide in predominantly rural
countries or states where the population is dispersed over a wide area.
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Indicator 7

Figure 7a: Violent deaths per 1,000,000 youths aged 5 to 24, by type of death,
country and state: Various years
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Services, Vital Statistics of the Unites Statas, 1988, Voiume 2 - Monality, Part 8, Table 8-6.
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Background

Figure 7b: Suicides per 1,000,000 youths aged 5 to 24, by country and state:
Various years
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Indicator 7

Figure7e:  Homicides per 1,000,000 youths aged 5 to 24, by country and state:

Various years
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Background

Table7a: Violent deaths per 1,000,000 youths aged 5 to 24, by type of
death and country: Various years

Country Year Total Accidents Suicides Homicides Other
Argentina 1986 307 210 28 39 30
Australia 1988 415 301 87 20 6
Austria 1989 414 295 105 8 5
Canada 1988 378 269 88 13 8
Colombia 1984 575 309 34 208 23
Czechoslovakia 1989 232 172 44 7 10
Denmark 1988 284 200 64 11 9
Egypt 1987 356 156 o 2 197
Finland 1988 345 199 125 8 13
France 1988 342 269 51 6 17
Germany (East) 1989 355 184 142 6 23
Germany {West) 1989 281 207 59 7 9
Greece 1987 261 238 17 3 2
Hungary 1989 328 237 81 8 1
Ireland 1988 2486 193 41 7 5
Israel 1987 205 144 20 13 29
Italy 1987 232 198 19 9 5
Japan 1989 207 153 42 4 8
Luxembourg 1989 436 309 96 21 11
Netherlands 1988 171 129 32 6 3
New Zealand 1987 565 427 108 22 8
Norway 1988 308 194 99 9 2
Poland 1989 33 263 41 <] 20
Portugal 1989 386 287 24 10 64
Soviet Union 1988 544 426 64 35 19
Spain 1986 264 228 24 7 6
Switzerland 1989 412 268 105 9 30
United Kingdom 1989 235 To4 36 11 23
United States 1988 481 315 72 86 8
Venezuela 1987 417 305 28 62 23

NOTE: See supplemental note ta Indicator 7 on p. 251 for details on this indicater’'s caleulation and on the data collected by the World Health

Organization,

SOURCE: World Heaith Orgamzation, World Mealth Statistics Annual, 1990, Section D, Table 9.




Indicator 7

Table 7b: Violent deaths per 1,000,000 youths aged 5 to 24, by type of
death and state: 1988

State Total Accidents Suicides Homicides Other
Alabama 560 411 56 85 8
Alaska 750 535 128 47 41
Arizona 589 378 132 70 8
Arkansas 548 403 66 75 4
California 495 305 67 121 3
Colorado 448 279 1156 44 9
Connecticut 420 267 77 72 3
Delaware 472 342 88 41 0
District of Columbia 1,064 224 38 776 26
Florida 610 380 77 147 -]
Georgia 577 386 75 109 7
Hawaii 347 270 55 12 9
Idaho 584 450 o™ 24 L]
lllinois 460 284 64 104 9
Indiana 451 329 70 48 4
lowsa 416 324 77 13 .
Kansas 461 338 81 37 4
Kentucky 493 388 64 37 3
Louisiana 574 3863 76 129 6
Maine 456 323 108 17 8
Maryland 503 263 80 131 29
Massachusetts 360 232 60 49 18
Michigan 484 284 76 117 7
Minnesota 13 287 94 26 8
Mississippi 519 392 56 66 6
Missouri 498 342 74 73 9
Montana 500 3584 86 46 4
Nebraska 408 296 76 30 6
Nevada 577 381 124 86 7
New Hampshire 375 259 88 19 9
New Jersey 352 243 45 59 4
New Mexico 701 4286 163 96 17
New York 439 234 36 165 13
North Caroiina 488 381 51 54 2
North Dakota 441 308 93 25 15
Ohio 367 263 61 40 3
Oklahoma 457 327 76 50 5
Oregon 526 392 N 38 4
Pennsylvania 423 279 73 60 10
Rhode Island 304 174 65 58 7
South Carglina 595 469 54 70 2
South Dakota 512 340 102 65 5
Tennessee 571 410 69 79 12
Texas 525 327 85 107 8
Utah 345 229 B3 19 14
Vermont 398 295 78 24 0
virginia 425 284 67 72 3
Washington 445 298 97 42 8
West Virginia 507 403 51 46 7
Wisconsin 438 296 104 k]| 7

SOURCE: U.S. Departmant of Health and Human Services, National Center for Heaith Statistics, Vita/ Statistics of the United States, 1988,
Velume 2 - Mortality, Part B, Table 8-6.
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Participation

Indicator 8: Participation informal education

Participation in formal education is measured by the number of full-time equivalent (FTE)
students enrolled in school per 100 persons aged 5 to 29 in the population. Participation is
influenced not only by “demand” -— the number of persons who can and wish to attend school —
but aso by “supply” — the number of places available. In terms of the latter, preprimary or
post-compulsory education are more available in some states and countries than in others. A high
participation ratio may reflect a corresponding high value placed on education by a society, or it
may reflect an economy dependent on a highly trained workforce. In any event, national or state
education strategies can produce a greater availability of educational opportunities.

» The participation ratio for 5-to 29-year-olds in the United States in 1991 was 57.7,
even with France's ratio, and just above Japan’s (§7. 1). Among the G-7 countries,
Italy, Germany, and the United Kingdom bad lower raties, wher eas Canada had a
participation ratio higher than that of the United States.

» The United States and Canada had the highest ratios of persons participating in
formal education at the higher education level, with ratios close to 13. Ameng the
states, the ratio of 5-to 29-year-olds enrolled in higher education ranged from 7in
Alaska t017 in Massachusetts and Rhode Island.

» The state with the smallest ratio of persons enrolled in formal education, Nevada
(52) had a higher ratio than 9 of the 22 other countries for which data are
available.

Note on interpretation:

This enroliment ratio should not be interpreted as an enroliment raté. Enrollment ratios allow comparisons across states and
nations by standardizing enrollment in a particular education tevelor, as with this indicator, across all education levels, to
the size of the population of the age groups typical for enrollment at those levels.It is not, however, an estimate of the
percentage of persons in those age groups who are enrolled in education. See supplemental note to Indicator S on pages
251-253 for a discussion of the calculation of this indicator.
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Indicator 8

Figure 8: Public and private enrollment per 100 personsin population aged 5 to
29, by level of education, country (1991), and state (1990)
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Participation

Table 8a: Public and private enrollment per 100 persons in population
aged 5 to 29, by level of education and country: 1991
Primary and
lower Upper Higher

Country secondary secondary education Unclassified All levels’
Australia 45.6 9.7 7.6 0.0 62.8
Austria 25.8 14.6 8.7 0.0 49.1
Belgium 30.2 16.0 7.3 3.6 57.1
Canada 36.0 1.1 12.9 0.0 60.0
Czechoslovakia 33.8 14.8 2.9 0.0 51.5
Denmark 334 12.8 8.6 0.0 54.8
Finland 35.6 13.2 9.9 0.0 58.7
France 35.8 12.3 B.3 1.3 57.7
Germany 30.5 11.1 . 7.7 0.0 49,2
Hungary 33.0 16.4 2.5 0.0 51.9
Ireland 40.7 10.3 5.3 0.5 56.9
Italy 26.0 156.3 7.1 0.0 48.4
Japan 34.4 13.9 7.7 1.1 57.1
Netherlands 36.3 10.8 8.2 0.0 55.2
New Zealand 39.6 12.5 7.4 6.1 65.6
Norway 315 15.3 8.6 0.0 55.4
Portugal 34.0 9.1 4.0 0.0 47.0
Spain 32.0 17.0 8.0 0.3 57.3
Sweden 32.3 10.5 7.0 0.0 49.7
Switzerland 30.0 13.1 55 0.3 49.0
Turkey 31.8 4.9 2.6 0.0 39.3
United Kingdom 32.6 15.56 446 0.0 52.7
United States?® 33.7 10.3 12.8 0.9 57.7

'Excludas the preprimary level.

21990 data.

NOTE: Bacause of rounding, details may not add to totals. “Unclassified™ Tigures represent programs not assigned to a level of education
Such programs may be strictty ungraded, as many special education programs are, or they may span across the internationai standard
boundaries thatseparatelevels. See supplemental note tolndicator Bonpp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of education; an pp.
233-236 for a discussion of enroliment reference groups — typical starting ages and years of complation for uppsr secondary and higher
education; on pp. 251-253 for details ondata provided by Wast Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, and Switzerland; on the calculation of full-
time equivalent enroliments; and on comparing school enrelimant in the Current Population Survey to the same in the 1990 Census.

SQURCE: Organization for Econgmic Co-opearation and Development, Center for Educational Researchand Innovation, Education at a Glancs,
1993, Table P11{A1}.U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population,
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Indicator &

Table 8b: Public and private enrollment per 100 persons in population
aged 5to29, by level of education and state: 1990
Primary and
lower

State secondary All levels”
Alabama 35.3 11.0 12.5 1.0 59.6
Alaska 36.8 9.4 7.4 0.6 54.2
Arizona 34.2 9.7 13.1 0.9 57.9
Arkansas 36.2 1.2 10.2 0.9 58.5
California 32.4 9.9 13.8 1.3 67.4
Colorado 34.6 10.0 13.2 0.8 58.6
Connecticut 31.4 9.9 14.0 0.9 56.3
Delaware 33.0 9.4 14.5 0.8 57.7
District of Columbia 24.4 B.2 19.7 1.1 53.4
Florida 324 9.9 11.8 1.0 55.2
Georgia 33.6 10.0 10.6 0.8 55.0
Hawaii 331 9.5 12.0 0.8 55.4
Idaho 41.0 11.4 10.4 0.8 63.3
lllinois 33.4 10.4 131 0.9 57.9
Indiana 34.7 10.4 12.3 0.7 58.1
lowa 36.1 10.5 13.7 0.6 60.9
Kansas 36.5 10.1 13.6 0.6 59.9
Kentucky 351 10.1 10.7 0.8 56.7
Louisiana 37.7 10.3 11.3 1.1 60.4
Maine 36.1 10.6 10.3 0.7 56.6
Maryland 32.2 9.5 13.3 0.8 55.8
Massachusetts 29.0 9.5 17.2 0.7 56.4
Michigan 34.4 11.0 13.8 0.9 60.1
Minnesota 34.5 10.2 13.7 0.7 68.1
Mississippi 37.7 10.8 11.4 11 61.0
Missouri 34.4 10.1 12.2 0.7 57.4
Montana 39.9 11.6 11.2 0.7 63.4
Nebraska 35.8 10.9 13.6 Q.7 60.9
Nevada 32.2 9.9 9.2 0.9 52.2
New Hampshire 33.2 9.6 12.3 0.6 §6.5
New Jersey 31.6 10.6 12.7 1.0 56.0
New Mexico 38.4 10.6 10.8 1.1 60.9
New York 31.7 10.4 15.1 1.1 58.3
North Carolina 31.6 10.2 12.5 0.8 55.1
North Dakota 36.6 10.9 14.8 0.6 63.0
Ohio 34.7 10.9 12.3 0.8 58.6
Oklahoma 36.1 10.7 11.9 0.8 59.5
Oregon 36.5 10.5 11.7 0.7 58.3
Pennsylvania 32.6 10.6 13.1 0.7 56.9
Rhode Island 29.9 9.2 17.2 0.8 57.1
South Carolina 34.3 10.6 1.4 1.0 57.3
South Dakota 38.1 10.5 11.2 0.8 60.6
Tennessee 336 10.5 111 0.8 56.0
Texas 35.9 10.3 11.6 1.0 58.8
Utah 40.8 10.9 13.6 0.7 B66.1
Vermont 32.6 10.4 14.4 0.7 58.1
Virginia 31.3 9.7 12.8 0.8 54.5
Washington 34.3 9.9 11.3 0.6 56.2
West Virginia 36.5 11.9 11.1 0.9 60.4
Wisconsin 35.1 10.5 13.0 0.5 59.2
Wyoming 39.9 1.4 1.1 0.6 63.0

‘Excludes the preprimary level.

NOTE: B e ¢ ause of rounding, datails may not add m totals. “Unclassified” figures represent parsons who are attending school, who nave
completed the 12th grade, but who have not yet obtained a dipioma. Those persons could be completing graduation requ irements or

attending a higher education institution with open enroliment.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commaerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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Participation

Indicator 9: Enrollment in preprimary education

This indicator measures the percentage of 3- to 6-year-olds enrolled full-time in public and
private preprimary education by single year of age. This percentage reflects the importance
placed on student participation in preprimary education and the availability of low-cost or public
education. Variations in the percentage of children enrolled in preprimary education at different
ages are affected by differences in the timing of entry and transition between preprimary and
primary education. This indicator can be affected by inconsistencies in the definition of
preprimary education among countries, however

» In the G-7 countries for which data were available, 1991 preprimary education
enrollment for 3-year-olds ranged from 21 percent in Japan to 98 percent in
France. |n the United States, about one third of 3-year-olds were enrolled.

» By age 4, over half of the children in the United States were enrolled (57 percent).
In five countries — France, Belgium, the Netherlands, New Zealand, and Spain —
enrollment among 4-year-olds exceeded 90 per cent.

» Enrollment rates in preprimary education among children at the younger and older
extremes of the 3-to 6-year-old population differed significantly between states and
nations. Five of the 15 countries for which data were available reported that more
than half of all 3-year-olds were enrolled in preprimary education programs.
However, none of the U.S. states showed an enrollment rate that approached 50
percent among 3-year-olds. L ess than one-fifth of the 6-year-olds in the U.S. were
enrolled in preprimary education programs, while 10. of the 16 nations for which
data wer e available reported enrollment rates above 35 percent for 6-year-olds.

» In most of the nations and states included — with the exception of Belgium,
Denmark, France, New Zealand, Norway, and Turkey — the highest enrollment
rates were among S-year-olds. (Enrollment rates were not available for S-year-olds
in Finland, Sweden, and the United Kirpdom.)
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Indicator 9
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Participation

Table 9a:

Enrollment in public and private preprimary education, by age
and country: 1991

Country 3 4 5 6
Austria 29.5 65.7 85.4 35.4
Belgium 96.5 99.4 97.7 3.5
Canada - 241 35.1 4.1
Czechoslovakia 55.0 80.5 95.9 35.2
Denmark — — 4.0 89.8
Finland — 58.4
France 98.0 100.0 99.2 1.4
Germany (West) 35.1 70.6 84.1 70.8
Hungary 63.8 88.4 94.2 59.9
Ireland 1.3 5.3 97.6 53.7
Japan 20.5 57.8 65.1 —
Netherlands — 98.3 98.9 0.8
New Zealand 71.8 92.6 3.7 -
Norway 40.0 63.5 61.4 73.6
Portugal 28.2 44.0 63.0 —
Spain 27.6 93.5 100.0 —
Sweden - - - 97.1
Switzerland 5.5 26.4 75.8 69.8
Turkey - 0.3 1.7 8.0
United Kingdom 44.0 60.7 — —
United States” 34.4 57.1 89.3 17.0

— Problams of definition render the calculation of participation rates infeasible.

1990 data.

NOTE: See supplamentat note to Indicator 9 on pp. 263-267 for details on data provided by Canada, Czechostovakia, Finland, France,

Ireland, the Netharlands. Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom, and on the calculation of fuli-time equivalent enroliments.
United States figures are estimated by using the Aprit, 1990 U.S. Census taotals for preprimary enroliment and aliocating them to age levels

according to the pattern found in the October, 1990 Currant Population Survey.See technical note onpp,254-257foramore detailed

explanation.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Developrmant, Center for Educational Research andlnnaovation, Education at a Glance,
7993, Table P| 2. U.S. Department of Commaerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population; Current Population Survey, October,

1990.
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Indicator 9

Table 9b:  Enrollment in public and private preprimary education, by age
and state: 1990

State 3 5 6
Alabama 35.0 89.1 9.2
Alaska 32.2 B9.4 28.3
Arizona 32.0 89.2 16.1
Arkansas 31.6 89.1 12.2
California 35.3 89.2 7.0
Colorado 33.9 89.5 23.7
Connecticut 39.0 89.6 14.0
Delaware 37.0 B89.3 7.5
District of Columbia 41.8 89.1 0.2
Florida 37.8 89.3 16.9
Georgia 36.1 89.2 15.7
Hawaii 371 89.4 4.5
Idaho 29.8 89.4 23.9
lllinois 34.6 89.5 20.2
Indiana 30.8 89.4 25.7
lowa 30.6 89.6 331
Kansas 31.8 89.5 27.8
Kentucky 30.7 89.1 15.2
Louisiana 35.9 89.2 7.6
Maine 31.3 89.5 28.3
Maryland 37.7 B9.4 6.0
Massachusetts 35.8 89.6 17.7
Michigan 33.5 89.6 21.1
Minnesota 31.4 89.5 36.0
Mississippi 33.6 89.1 115
Missouri 324 89.4 28.6
Montana 29.4 89.4 30.1
Nebraska 30.4 89.5 29.4
Nevada 33.6 89.1 16.9
New Hampshire 32.6 89.5 23.6
New Jersey 38.9 89.5 16.1
New Mexico 31.3 . 89.1 111
New York 36.8 64.1 89.4 7.8
North Carolina 35.2 51.8 89.2 13.5
North Dakota 28.1 441 89.3 32.3
Ohio 31.8 54.0 89.4 25.1
Oklahoma 323 50.7 89.3 20.0
Qregon 32.2 52. 89.4 28.0
Pennsylvania 34.1 58.3 89.5 21.7
Rhode Island 33.3 59.5 89.5 13.6
South Carolina 36.1 55.5 89.1 6.0
South Dakota 28.3 45.8 89.3 31.1
Tennessee 33.2 49.1 89.2 14.6
Texas 335 50.8 89.2 14.2
Utah 32.0 53.0 89.4 26.0
Vermont 3t.9 55.8 89.5 26.1
Virginia 35.7 57.2 89.4 15.6
Washington 34.2 55.8 B89.5 29.4
West Virginia 29.4 451 891 19.6
Wisconsin 31.3 53.4 89.5 29.3
Wyoming 31.2 50.4 89.3 27.8

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 9 on pp. 263-257 for a detailed explanation of the adjustment of preprtrmary education enroliment
rates for U.S, states. Figures are estimated by using the April, 1990 U.5. Census totals for preprimary enrollment and allocating them to age
leveis according to the pattern found in the October, 1990 Current Population Survey, See technical note on pp. 254-257 for amaore detailed

explanation,

SOURCE; U.S. Department of Commaerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing; Current Population SUTVey,

October, 1990,
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Participation

Indicator 10: Secondary education enrollment

The secondary education enrollment rate measures the percentage of personsin a country or state
of a certain age who are enrolled in school programs classified as secondary. Secondary
education encompasses the end stage of compulsory education in most countries. Because the
end year of the compulsory age range typically arrives for most teens before their secondary
education is complete, persistence in school past the end year reflects the desirability and
importance of secondary-level credentials. Countries and states with high secondary education
enrollment rates may have economies that require highly skilled labor forces and depend on the
education system to provide necessary training. Countries and states with relatively high rates
also may have alarge number of students receiving more than one secondary education
credential. For example, in Germany, many skilled workers graduate from secondary school
with avocational credential, then return to school later for a higher or different credential.

» Enrollment in secondary education was above 90 percent at ages 14 and 15 in all
statesin 1990 and all countriesin 1991, except for Hungary (age 15), Portugal,
Spain (age 15), and Turkey. Enrollment at age 16 dropped below 90 percent also
in Czechoslovakia, Ireland, New Zealand, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United
Kingdom. At age 17, enrollment dropped below 90 percent in all states and
countries except West Germany and the Netherlands. Enrollmentsin West
Germany and the Netherlands dropped below 90 percent at age18.

» In 9 of the 19 other countries, over 20 percent of 19-year-olds attended secondary
school; however, of the U.S. states had enrollment rates above 7 percent among 19-
year-olds. Likewise among 21-year-olds, 5 of the 19 other countries recorded rates
above 10 percent. while none of the U.S. states showed rates even above 3 percent
at that age.

Note on interpretation:

Countries differ greatly in how they classify terrain programs as either higher education or upper secondary programs. For
example, some programs that are begun subsequent to the completion of general secondary education are classified as non-
university higher education in the United States and in parts of Canada, whereas they are defined as upper secondary
education in most other countries, (See the supplemental note on levels of education on pages 231-233.)
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Figure 10: Envollment in public and private secondary education, by age, country (1991), and state (1990)
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Participation

Table 10a: Enrollment in public and private secondary education, by age
and country: 1991

Age
Country 14 156 16 17 18 19 20 21
Belgium 98.7 97.3 93.6 88.3 47.0 231 16.9 0.0
Canada 98.7 99.3 93.9 711 35.5 11.1 13.0 0.0
Czechoslovakia 29.9 91.4 86.9 39. B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denmark 93.5 96.7 91.1 78.8 67.9 48.2 25.7 16.7
Finland 99.8 99.6 92.9 85.7 71.6 241 14.9 14.0
France 93.9 94.7 92.0 86.4 57.2 31.6 10.6 2.6
Germany {West) 92.9 94.5 93.6 92.4 79.6 53.5 28.0 16.4
Hungary 90.6 85.0 73.0 49.3 11.9 4.6 0.0 0.0
Ireland 95.9 95.1 856.1 64.7 28.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Japan 100.0 98.4 92.8 88.8 1.8 — —
Netherlands 98.9 99.2 97.2 0.0 67.4 41.5 24.5 141
New Zealand 99.1 96.4 86.7 58.9 16.1 6.0 1.4 0.9
Norway 97.9 100.0 91.7 84.7 74.2 33.5 16.9 11.1
Portugal 60.3 65.3 63.4 58.9 36.5 20.7 12.6 4.9
Spain 995 89.0 73.5 63.9 34.6 19.6 10.2 8.5
Sweden 99.2 96.9 86.0 85.3 54,7 10.0 2.6 1.7
Switzerland 92.2 91.4 86.9 85.1 75.2 60.2 21.5 8.9
Turkey 47.9 43.3 38.7 34.4 18.3 9.5 6.0 0.0
United Kingdom 100.0 100.0 62.4 43.1 12.3 13.4 1.4 0.9
United States’ 99.6 98.4 94.6 83.7 22.8 5.7 1.0 1.1

— Not availabla.
"18990 data.

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 10 onpp, 258-261for details on data provided by Canada, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France,
Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom, and on the calculation of full-time equivalent enrollments,
United States tigures are estimated by using the April, 1980 U.S. Census totals for secondary enroliment and allocating them to age levals
according to the pattern found n the Octcber, 1990 Current Population Survey. See technical note on pp, 259-2611far a more detaiied
explanati on. See supplemental noteonpp. 231-233fora discussion of laweks of education.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Davelopment, Center for Education Researchandinnovation, Education at a Glance,
1593, Table Pl 3{A}. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing; Current Population
Survey, October, 1990.
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Indicator 10

Table 10b: Enrollment in public and private secondary education, by age
and state: 1990
Age

State 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Alabama 98.8 97.9 94.7 83.4 23.6 B.3 0.8 0.6
Alaska 99.5 97.7 93.8 B6.2 24.3 5.1 0.7 0.4
Arizona 99.9 97.9 95.3 82.1 21.4 5.7 1.2 1.3
Arkansas 99.7 97.5 94.4 83.8 23.0 6.3 0.6 0.5
California 99.9 37.6 94.8 82.1 21.3 5.6 1.5 2.4
Colorado 98.7 99.8 94.3 84.8 23.9 5.8 0.8 0.5
Connecticut 89.1 98.5 94.3 84.2 23.0 5.3 0.8 0.6
Delaware 97.8 99.0 94.7 B82.2 21.7 5.0 1.0 1.3
District of Columbia 100.0 98.5 95.4 79.9 20.1 6.6 0.8 3.0
Florida 99.5 97.9 95.0 81.56 21.9 6.2 1.1 1.8
Georgia 100.0 98.2 94.8 83.3 22.8 6.1 1.1 0.9
Hawaii 99.1 98.8 94.2 82.9 19.9 4.3 0.3 0.5
ldaho 100.0 99.2 94.3 85.8 . 2b8.2 5.9 0.4 1.5
lllinois 99.7 98.5 94.6 82.7 21.5 5.2 1.0 0.9
Indiana 100.0 98.5 94.7 84.9 24.0 5.1 0.6 0.5
lowa 99.1 98.7 941 86.8 25.6 4.9 0.7 0.0
Kansas 98.7 99.9 94.3 85.6 24.5 5.3 0.6 0.3
Kentucky 98.7 98.0 94.7 82.6 21.7 5.4 0.7 0.4
Louisiana 100.0 98.4 94.7 81.1 21.6 6.2 1.3 1.7
Maine 98.2 98.5 94.2 85.1 25.2 5.9 0.8 0.5
Maryland 100.0 97.9 94.6 82.5 21.0 5.4 0.9 1.3
Massachusetts 99.8 98.8 94.5 83.4 20.8 5.3 0.9 1.0
Michigan 99.8 98.5 94.4 84.9 23.5 5.8 1.1 1.3
Minnesota 99.1 99.5 94.1 87.2 26.6 5.6 0.8 0.4
Mississippi 100.0 98.6 94.5 83.4 21.8 5.9 1.0 0.9
Missouri 100.0 99.5 94.9 83.8 22.9 5.0 0.8 0.0
Montana 97.7 97.7 94.4 87.1 25.5 6.8 0.4 0.1
Nebraska 98.8 98.7 94.3 84.9 28.3 5.0 0.6 0.3
Nevada 98.5 98.7 94.7 84.0 21.8 5.4 1.1 1.9
New Hampshire 99.3 98.2 94.3 85.3 23.9 6.3 1.2 1.0
New Jersey 99.6 98.1 94.5 83.3 23 5.4 1.0 1.2
New Mexico 100.0 97.7 94.5 8z2.8 23. 5.8 1.2 0.7
New York 99.8 97.8 94.8 82.2 21.5 6.1 1.2 1.5
North Carolina 93.8 98.2 94.7 83.2 22.8 5.3 0.7 1.0
North Dakota 96.9 100.0 93.9 87.0 27.3 4.8 0.3 0.0
Ohio 99.3 98.8 94.1 86.3 24.7 6.2 0.7 0.7
Oklahoma 99.2 98.5 94.2 83.9 22.9 5.1 0.8 0.5
Cregon 100.0 98.9 94.7 b2 ] 23.8 5.4 0.7 0.6
Pennsylvania 99.7 98.3 94.6 84.5 2286 5.2 0.7 0.5
Rhode Island 98.1 99.2 94.8 83.3 19.4 4.7 0.5 0.0
South Carolina 99.2 97.7 94.6 82.9 22.3 5.5 1.0 0.9
South Dakota 100.0 99.4 94.6 84.6 25.5 5.9 1.1 1.5
Tennessee 99.6 98.9 94.4 84.0 221 5.6 0.6 0.4
Texas 99.5 98.4 94.6 84.1 241 6.8 1.4 1.6
Utah 98.0 99.5 941 84.5 22.2 4.7 1.0 0.6
Vermont 98.3 97.9 94.6 83.4 22.1 5.7 0.4 0.9
Virginia 99.2 99.0 94.3 84.1 22.6 5.6 0.8 0.7
Washington 99.9 98.5 94.6 86.2 25.1 6.0 1.1 0.5
West Virginia 99.6 100.0 94.6 83.4 22.4 5.5 0.9 0.3
Wisconsin 99.2 99.3 94.0 87.6 24.6 5.0 0.8 0.4
Wyoming 99.1 100.0 94.0 86.9 25.9 5.8 0.8 1.1

NOTE: See supplementai noteto Indicator 10 onpp. 258-261 for a detailed explanation of the contrast between Census- and Current
Population Survey-derived estimates of sacondary education ] nroliment rates and anote on the calculation of full-time eguivalent enroliments.
Figures are estimated by using the April, 1990 U.S. Cansus totals for secondary enrollment and allocating them tc agelevels accordina to the
pattern found in the October, 1990 Current Popula tion Survey. Sea technical note en pp. 259-261for a more detailed explanation.

SOURCE: U.S. Departmant of Commarce, Bureau of the Censusg, 1990 Census of Population and Housing; Current Population Survey,

October. 1990.
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Participation

Indicator 11: Entry ratio to higher education

This indicator measures the number of new full-time entrants into institutions of higher education
per 100 persons at the entry reference age within a state or nation. The entry reference age is
generally one year older than the graduation reference age for secondary education, This ratio
represents the proportion of a country or state’s population that attempts coursework in higher
education. Included in this indicator are data for U.S. states for first-time entrants by location of
school and by location of students’ original state of residence.

» 1N 1991, the United States had 45.8 fir st-time entrants into full-time public and
private higher education per 100 per sons at the entry reference age(18 year s of age
in the United States). Japan was the G-7 country with the highest ratio (53.1).
The other G-7 countriesincluded here — Germany, France, and the United
Kingdom — had ratios below that of the United States.

» For the most part, the U.S. statesin 1990 had higher ratios of first-time entrants
into full-time public and private higher education than the nations for which data
wer e available. Counting first-time entrants by location of school, 21 states, but
only 3 countries, had ratios of 50 or greater. Likewise, more than half of the 19
countriesincluded had ratios below 40, wher eas only 10 states did.

» In 12 of 19 countries for which data were available and in 45 of 50 U.S. states the
female first-time entry ratio exceeded the male ratio.

» The U.S. states recording first-time entry ratios above 50 varied, depending on
where migrating new entrants were counted — at their original state of residence or
at the location of their school. Six states — Wyoming, North Dakota, Iowa, New
York, Washington, and Nebraska — had ratios above 55 on both measures.
Sending states with ratios above 55 included Georgia and New Jersey. Receiving
states with ratios above 55 included Rhode Island, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Utah, Massachusetts, Idaho, and Delawage.

Notes oninterpretation:

Enrollment ratios should not be interpreted as enroliment rates. Enrollment ratios allow comparisons across sines and
nations by standardizing enrollment in a particular education level to the size of the population in an age £roup typical for
enroliment in thatlevel. It is not, however, an estimate of the percentage of that age gtoup who are enrelled in education at
that level.

in the United States, students often enroll in aschool located in a state other than the one in which they reside. Evaluating
two sets of figures based on location of school or location of students’ original state of residence illustrates patterns of
student migration across states. If many students migrate into a state for schooling and few migrate out of it, that state's
first-time entry ratio will he higher when counted at location of school than at students” original state of residence. This is
because the denominator for both ratios (reference-age population of the state) stays the same, but the numerator increases
when the net migration of students to the state is positive.

Only students attending higher education institutions in their home country are counted as new entrants. Thus, there is no
distinction at the country-level between counting a new entrant at the location of the institution or the student’s home. Both
locations lie in the same country.

Fdication in States and Nations/1991 74



Indicator 11

Figurel1a: Number of first-time entrants into full-time public and private higher
education per 100 persons at entry reference age, counted at location
of institution, by sex, country (1991), and state (1990)
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Participation

Figure 11b: Number of first-time entrants into full-time public and private higher
education per 100 persons at entry reference age, counted at location
of institution, by country (1991) and state (1990)
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Indicator 7/

Figure 11c:

Number of first-time entrants into full-time public and private higher
education per 100 persons at entry reference age, counted at location
of student’s original state of residence, by country (1991) and state

(1990)
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Participation

Table 11a: Number of first-time entrants into full-time public and private
higher education per 100 persons at the entry reference age, by
sex and country: 1991

Entry
reference Sex
Country age All students Male Female
Australia 18 51.8 42.2 61.6
Austria 19 27.7 27.0 285
Belgium 18 48.4 45.2 51.7
Czechoslovakia 18 16.5 17.8 15.7
Denmark 19 38.0 32.9 43.5
Finland 19 62.2 53.8 70.8
France 18 44 .4 3%2.9 49.0
Germany' 18/19 42.6 49.3 3924
Hungary 19 159 ° 15.8 16.1
Ireland 18 33.8 34.2 334
Japan 18 53.1 51.8 54.5
Italy 19 — - —
Netherlands 19 35.7 37.6 336
New Zealand 18 — — -
Norway 19 36.7 31.7 42.0
Portugal 18 35.2 30.0 40.8
Spain 18 — — —
Sweden 19 47.1 42.7 51.9
Switzerland 20 26.9 30.7 229
Turkey 18 14.8 18.6 10.7
United Kingdom 18 27.7 28.3 27.0
United States? 18 45.8 43.2 48.5

— Not available.
'Male and femaie figures apply to the West Germany only. The “all students” figure applies to Germany as a whole.
#1990 data.

NOTE: Only studants attending higher education institutions in their home country are counted among the new entrants. Thus, thers is no
distinction in the country-level data {as there is in the state-level data) betw'en counting a new entrant at the location of the institution or the
student’s home. Both |ocations liein the same country. See supplemental note to Indicator 11 0on pp. 262-264 for details on data provided
by Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States, for a discussion of the
non-inclusion of proprietary schools, for a discu ssion of the catculation of full-time equivalent enrcliments, and for a discussion comparing U.S.
entry-ratio datafrom the integrated Postsecondary Edu cation Data System (| PEDS) and the OECD’ s INES Project; onpp. 231233 fora
discussion of lavels of education and on pp. 233-236 for a discu ssion of enrollment reference groups and en try reference ages.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at & Glance,
7393, Table P15. U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics. 1993, Table t77.
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population and Housing.




Indicator 11

Table 11b: Number of first-time entrants into full-time public and private
higher education per 100 persons age 18, by location, sex, and
state: 1990

Counted at

Counted at location of student’s location of student’s

higher edu cation institution original state of

State All students Male Female residence
Alabama 51.56 46.0 57.2 43.4
Alaska 26.4 221 31.8 40.0
Arizona 44.7 45.5 43.8 38.4
Arkansas 44.4 39.6 49.2 42.7
California 33.9 3141 37.2 33.4
Colorado 51.0 48.9 53.3 42.3
Coennecticut 39.0 371 40.9 44.7
Delaware 57.1 52.5 61.2 47.9
District of Columbia 65.2 57.3 : 72.7 49.4
Florida 30.5 28.8 32.3 41.3
Georgia 43.1 39.0 47.3 56.9
Hawaii 43.3 37.0 50.8 48.0
idaho 57.9 61.7 54.7 43.3
llinois 44.5 42.4 46.7 36.8
Indiana 47.6 45.2 50.0 50.4
lowa 66.7 64.5 68.9 56.9
Kansas 54.8 53.7 56.2 48.0
Kentucky 46.5 38.5 55.6 43.3
Louisiana 38.3 33.8 42.7 35.8
Maine 43.4 41.2 45.7 50.4
Maryland 33.8 31.2 36.4 38.5
Massachusetts 60.7 56.1 65. f 51.1
Michigan 40.6 36.4 45, f 41.3
Minnesota 53.2 52.4 54.0 54.3
Mississippi 49.4 441 54.8 459
Missouri 43.9 40.6 47.3 40.6
Maontana 47.8 43.0 53.2 49.7
Nebraska B55.1 54.7 55.4 55.2
Nevada 23.7 23.0 24.5 27.7
New Hampshire 62.4 58.2 66.3 49.7
New Jersey 35.3 331 37.7 55.1
New Mexico 36.1 33.6mme 36.56 36.5
New York 55.6 51.7 59.5 56.9
North Carolina 46.0 41.2 50.9 371
North Dakota 74.3 81.6 67.8 57.6
Ohio 46.2 43.7 48.6 45.1
Oklahoma 50.8 43.9 58.5 50.0
Oregon 45.3 45.2 45.4 41.6
Pennsylvania 53.56 49.2 58.2 49.7
Rhode Island 711 74.2 68.2 40.9
South Carolina 45.9 42.6 491 43.9
South Dakota 48.8 47.3 50.1 45.0
Tennessee 41.9 37.2 471 39.7
Texas 35.5 33.8 37.3 35.1
Utah 62.2 60.2 64.1 46.4
Vermont 63.0 61.9 64.2 43.3
Virginia 42.4 36.5 49.0 38.2
Washington 59.7 56.9 62.5 56.1
Waest Virginia 51.0 50.1 52.0 44.3
Wiscansin 531 50.4 65.8 61.5
Wyoming 72.7 87.0 59.2 79.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing. U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1393, Table 177, Digesr of Education Statistics, 1994, Table 199.




Participation

Indicator 12: Non-university higher education enrollment

Non-university higher education institutions typically provide occupationally-oriented programs
that may or may not prepare students to proceed to university degree programs. The percentage
of individualsin different age groups who are enrolled in non-university higher education reflects
(1) the role of non-university higher education in the training process, (2) the duration of non-
university higher education programs, and (3) the classification of programs as upper secondary,
non-university, Or university higher education. In countries with high non-university higher
education enrollment rates, non-university higher education may serve as the place to receive
training and certification for a large number of occupations, whereas in countries with low rates,
similar training may occur at other levelsin the system. This indicator displays the percentage of
persons from certain age groups who are enrolled in public and private non-university higher
education (defined as community or junior colleges in the United States). Rates are provided for
three age groups (18-21 years, 22-29 years, and 18-29 years} and are broken down by
enrollment status (full-time and part-time).

» Full-time non-university higher education enroliment rates for 18- to 21-year-olds in
the G-7 countries fell into two groups in 1991: those with relatively high
enrollment rates and those with relatively low enrollment rates. The United States
recorded arelatively high enrollment rate (7.5 percent), as did Canada and France,
both with 8.1 percent. West Germany and the United Kingdom both reported a
compar atively low enrollment rate of 1.9 percent. In Belgium and the Netherlands,
non-university full-time enrollment among 18- to 21-year-olds exceeded 10 percent.

» Part-time non-university education for 18-to 21-year-olds was rare in most
countries. Exceptions to this pattern were the United States, the United Kingdom,
and Australia. Indeed, in the United Kingdom and Australia, more part-time than
full-time students attended non-university programs.

» Full-time enrollment in non-university higher education declined, sometimes
dramatically, as students progressed inte=their twentiesin every country reporting
data except Denmark and Switzerland. However, part-time enrollment rates,
among countries wher e part-time enr ollments wer e counted, decreased in as many
countries as they increased, as students moved into the older age cohort.

Note on interpretation:

Countries differ greatly in how they classify certain programs as either higher education or upper secondary programs. For
example, some programs that are begun subsequent to the completion of general secondary education are classified as non-
university higher education in the United States and in parts of Canada, whereas they are defined as upper secondary
education in most other countries. (See the supplemental note on levels of education on pages 231-233.}
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Indicator /2

Figure 12a: Full-time enrollment in public and private non-university higher
education among 18- to 29-year-olds, by country and state: 1991
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Participation

Figure12b: Enrollment in public and private non-university higher education

among 18- to 29-year-olds, by enrollment status, country, and state:

1991
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Indicator /2

Figure 12¢c: Enrollment in public and private non-university higher education, by
age group, enrollment status, country, and state: 1991
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Participation

Table 12a: Enrollment in public and private non-university higher
education, by age group, enroliment status, and country: 1991

Ages 18-21 Ages 22-29' Total ages18-292

Country Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time
Australia 3.8 7.7 0.6 3.7 1.7 5.0
Belgium 14.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 5.5 0.0
Czechoslovakia 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Canada 8.1 — 1.8 - 3.9 -
Denmark 0.7 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.0 0.0
Finland 4.6 0.0 3 0.0 3.9 0.0
France 8.1 0.0 1.2 0.0 3.5 0.0
Germany (West) 1.9 0.3 1.3 0.2 1.5 0.2
Hungary 4.7 0.2 0.7 1.2 2.0 0.9
Ireland 7.6 — 0.5 — 2.9 —_
Netherlands 11.7 0.2 3.8 1.1 6.4 .

New Zealand 4.2 1.9 1.0 1.9 2.1 1.9
Norway 5.7 0.7 2.4 1.3 3.5 1.1
Portugal 3.7 1.4 - 2.2 -
Sweden 6.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 4.6 0.0
Switzerland 1.9 0.3 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.4
Turkey 1.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0
United Kingdom 1.9 3.0 0.3 1.3 0.8 1.9
United States 7.5 4.8 1.3 3.1 34 3.7

— Not available,
'Figures are averages of separate figures provided for the age groups 22-25 and 26-29,
*Weighted average of the age groups 18-21 and 22-29,

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 12 on pp. 262-264 for details on data pravidtﬁ by Denmark, France, Hungary, the Netherlands,
and the United States, for a discussion of the non-inclusion of proprietary schools, for a discussion of the calculation of full-time equivalent
enrcliments, and for a discussion of enrollment reference groups and entry reference ages; and o . pp. 231-233 fora discussion of lavels of
education,

SOURCE: Organization for Econemic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Inngvation, Education at a Glance,
1993, Table P16.
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Indicator 12

Table 12b: Enrollment in public and private non-university higher
education, by age group, enrollment status, and state: 1991

State

Ages 18-21

Ages 22-29

Total ages 18-29°

Full-time

Part-time

Full-time
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Participation

Indicator 13: University enrollment

The size of university enroliment reflects the accessibility of university education and the extent
to which individuals believe that education provides necessary training for different occupations.
A high rate of university enrollment in a country suggests that university education is highly
valued and widely available. In other countries, enroliment rates may be low if admission to
universitiesis restricted or if university education is not vital to employment and successin a
large number of occupations. This indicator shows the percentage of persona from certain age
cohorts (18-21 years, 22-29 years, and 18-29 years) who are students enrolled full-time or part-
time at public or private universities. The students may be enrolled in any type of university or
four-year college (inciuding undergraduate and graduate education).

» Among the twenty countries for which data were available in 1991, the United
States and Canada recorded the highest full-time enrollment rates for 18-to 21-
year-olds (22.8 and 21.6 percent, respectively). Only one other nation (Spain)
reported a full-time enrollment rate higher than 20 percent.

» In 1991, the U.S. states generally showed higher full-time enrollment rates among
18- to 21-year-olds than did the other countries. Full-time enrollment rates
exceeded 20 percent in 36 states, but exceeded this percentage in only 2 other
countries.

» Out of all the states and countries included, only Delaware, Alaska, and Australia
reported a greater number of studentsin the 22- to 29-year age group enrolled
part-time than full-time. Unlike some of the nations included, every state showed
dramatic decline in full-time univer sity enrollment rates as students progressed into
the older age group.
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Indicator 73

Figure 13a:  Full-time enrollment in public and private university education

among 18- t0 29-year-olds, by country and state: 1991
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Participation

Figure 13b: Enrollment in public and private university education among 18- to
29-year-olds, by enrollment status, country, and state: 1991
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Indicator 13

Figure 13c¢: Enrollment in public and private university education, by age group,
enrollment status, country, and state: 1991

Ages 18-21 Ages 22-29
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
— L e S [ :
Rhode Island - Rhode Island .
Utah I Utah -
North Dakota - EEE . North Dakota TS
South Dakota - South Dakota VN
Vermont - I Vermont -
Mentana - ] ' Mentana I
Nebra ska - | Nebraska (HEEMEENN ~
WestVirgpnia -~ West Virginia I
New Hampsrire - S~ | New Hampshire T
Colo rago /R ! Colorado NN
Qelaware - —— ; Delaware -Vl
iowa S A ] i lowa -
Indiana . ‘ Indiana (IS :
Wisconsin - Wisconsm (EEEEE
Minngsola I Minnesota EE—__
Kansas - J Kansas IENNOEN__
Lousiana - Lovisiana -EEE
Idaho - EM A . I idaho -V
Alagka I T Algska
CANADA S CANADA |EENNNN
Pennsy ivania - | | Pennsylvania (NN i
Missoun - Missoun e—_
Mane - I — ] | Maine -EERE ~
UNITED STATES il UNITED STATES -
Massachus ens R Magsachusetls EEEEN :
Ohig I Chio T i
SPAIN I SPAIN [
Lo P rre———— Okiahoma M |
Alabama - Alabama -
Kentucky /I I‘ Kentucky TN !
Michigan (R Mehigan - |
Arkansas I ! Arkansas [N ‘
Cennecticut Connecticut !
Qregor Oregon E] ‘
New Mexro I New Mexico IS 1 |
Tennesseo RS | Tannessee ~HRME_
North Carofina I | North Caroling T :
Virginia I | Virginig I '
FINLAND - M— : l FINLAND (I |
DENMARK - | ' DENMARK -/
FAANCE I FRANCE - M
South Carolinz - South Carolina (N | |
Wyoming | EE Wyorming -
Maryiand - EE—— Maryland  (EE— ‘ [
GERMANY (WEST) I SERMANY (WEST) N
New York -V | New York mmmC i
Ningrs - I | Ilinois - :
Goorgiz - | Georgia NS
Texas - | Texas TN -
Mesissipp T Mssigsipp: T
Hawai (IE— | [P
Nevads GE— | Nevaca ‘NN -
Anzona I ! Arizona B
AUSTHALIA T AUSTRALIA ‘wmm !
NORWAY EEE—— NORWAY T
NEW ZEALAND - NEW ZEALAND mE—
Washngion Washington R, ;
New versey SRS | New Jogagy. T ;
BELGIUM I BELGIUM Mimmm
Flonda TN Florida -Mi -
California T California ‘M

UNITEG KINGD O - INITED KINGDOM I ,

CZECHOSLOVAKIA I ZECHOSLOVAKIA Il | I
NETHERLANDS I NETHERLANDS IR .
SWITZERLAND = SWITZERLAND - I I J

SWEDEN ¢ SWEDEN - E— '
TURKEY ‘E I TURKEY -1
HUNGARY (== HUNGARY {mm _‘_
0 10 20 k] 40 5 0 10 20 2 40
Percent of age group Percent of age group
| I Full-ime [] Pan-time { [ Fultime [ Far-time

NOTE: States and nations ars sorted from high to low based on the weighted average of the numbers from the two figures.

SQURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and innovation, Education at a
Glanoe,1993ﬁ'able Pi7.U.8. Departmentog? Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data

System, Fall Enreliment, 1991




Table 13a: Enrollment in public and private university education, by age

group, enrollment status, and country: 1991

Ages 18-21 Ages 22-29' Total ages1B8-29°
Countryv Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time
Australia 15.2 2.3 2.6 2.7 6.8 2.6
Belgium 16.4 0.0 4.1 0.0 8.2 0.0
Czechoslovakia 14.7 0.0 1.7 0.0 6.0 0.0
Canada 21.6 1.6 6.1 3.2 11.3 2.7
Denmark 7.5 0.0 12.9 0.0 111 Q.0
Finland 9.7 0.0 12.1 0.0 11.3 0.0
France 18.5 0.0 7.2 0.0 11.0 0.0
Germany (West) 6.8 0.0 12.0 0.0 10.3 0.0
Hungary 4.1 0.1 1.6 0.6 2.4 0.4
Ireland 12.7 —_ 1.8 - 5.4 —
Netherlands 7.3 0.0 4.6 0.2 5.5 0.1
New Zealand 156.2 1.9 3.1 2.1 7.1 2.0
Norway 7.6 0.5 9.0 1.0 8.5 0.8
Portugal 7.7 - 3.0 — 4.6 —
Spain 21.3 0.0 9.8 0.0 13.6 0.0
Sweden 3.6 0.0 5.7 0.0 5.0 0.0
Switzerland 4.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 5.4 0.0
Turkey 6.8 0.0 3.4 0.0 4.5 0.0
United Kingdom 12.4 0.3 2.0 1.2 5.5 0.9
United States 22.8 1.4 5.5 3.1 11.3 2.5

— Naot available.

'Figures are averages of separate figures provided for the age groups 22-25 and 26-29. -
Weighted average of the age groups 18-21and 22-29.

NOTE: See suppl~mental note to Indicator 13 on pp. 262-264 for details on data provided by Denmark, France, Hungary, the Netherlands,
and the United States, for a discussion of the non-inclusio nof proprietary schools, fora discussion of the calculation of full-time equivalent
enrollments, and fora discussion of snroliment reference groups and entry reference ages; and on pp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of

education.

SOURCE: Organization for Econemic Co-oparation and Development, Center for Educational Researchand Innovation, Education at & Glance,

1993, Table P17.




Indicator 3

Table 13b: Enrollment in public and private university education, by age
group, enrollment status, and state: 1991

Ages 18-21 Ages 22-29 Total ages 18-29°
State Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time
Alabama 23.4 1.9 5.2 2.2 11.3 2.1
Alaska 15.5 6.2 4.2 6.2 7.8 6.2
Arizona 15.7 1.8 4.0 1.5 7.9 1.6
Arkansas 23.0 1.7 4.3 1.6 10.5 1.6
California 12.56 1.0 3.1 1.3 6.3 1.2
Colorado 30.6 2.2 5.3 2.2 13.8 2.2
Connecticut 23.7 2.3 2.5 2.2 9.6 2.2
Delaware 33.3 3.3 2.5 3.2 12.7 3.2
District of Columbia 44.8 3.9 7.5 3.6 19.9 3.7
Florida 13.0 1.3 2.8 1.8 6.2 1.6
Georgia 18.6 2.1 2.9 « 1.9 8.2 1.9
Hawaii 13.9 3.C 4.9 1.7 7.9 2.2
Idaho 21.2 2.5 7.0 2.6 11.7 2.6
lllinois 20.7 1.1 3.0 1.4 8.9 1.3
Indiana 30.0 341 3.7 3.0 12.5 3.0
lowa 31.5 1.2 5.4 1.6 14.1 1.5
Kansas 27.2 2.1 6.0 2.1 13.1 2.1
Kentucky 23.8 1.4 4.5 2.1 10.9 1.9
Louisiana 26.4 1.8 5.6 2.0 125 2.0
Maine 25.9 3.3 3.4 2.9 10.9 3.0
Maryland 18.9 1.3 31 2.1 8.7 1.8
Massachusetts 28.3 1.9 3.8 1.7 12.0 1.8
Michigan 22.6 1.9 4.3 2.6 10.4 2.4
Minnesota 26.8 3.8 4.4 3.4 11.8 3.5
Mississippi 17.9 0.8 4.8 1.0 9.2 0.8
Missouri 26.4 2.1 4.2 2.3 11.6 2.3
Montana 31.1 2.4 8.7 2.2 16.2 2.3
Nebraska 33.9 2.7 6.4 2.8 15.6 2.8
Nevada 14.2 4.0 2.8 2% 6.6 3.0
New Hampshire 35.4 2.3 3.5 2.5 14.2 2.4
New Jersey 16.2 1.0 2.5 1.2 7.1 1.2
New Mexico 17.7 2.4 5.3 2.1 9.4 2.2
New York 21.1 1.1 2.7 1.5 8.8 1.4
North Carolina 23.9 1.3 3.3 1.3 10.2 1.3
North Dakota 37.2 2.8 8.1 2.0 17.8 2.3
Qhio 26.4 1.9 4.2 2.2 11.6 Z2.1
Oklahoma 25.2 1.4 5.3 1.6 11.9 1.6
Oregon 21.6 1.4 4.6 1.3 10.3 1.3
Pennsylvania 29.8 1.4 34 1.9 12.2 1.7
Rhode Island 44.9 2.1 5.0 3.0 18.3 2.7
South Carolina 22.0 1.0 3.5 1.2 9.7 1.1
South Dakota 36.0 2.8 7.1 3.3 16.7 3.1
Tennessee 21.3 1.2 4.3 1.8 10.0 1.6
Texas 17.7 1.8 3.5 1.9 8.2 1.8
Utah 27.3 3.6 1.5 3.9 16.8 3.8
Vermont 43.2 2.1 4.4 1.4 17.3 1.7
Virginia 25.0 0.8 3.1 1.2 10.4 1.0
Washington 17.6 0.8 3.2 0.8 8.0 0.8
West Virginia 32.0 2.1 5.8 2.4 14.5 2.3
Wisconsin 29.7 2.4 5.0 2.2 13.2 2.2
Wyoming 19.2 0.7 5.0 0.9 9.7 0.8

"Weighted average of the age groups 18-21and 22-29,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systam, Fail
Enroliment, 1991. U.S, Departmeant of Commaerce, Buresau of the Census, 1990 Census of Popuiation and Housing.
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Processes and Institutions

Indicator 14: Staff employed in education

The most important resource used in education is personnel. This indicator presents the
proportion of a country’s or state’s total labor force that is comprised of “education workers” —
teachers and non-teaching staff. It provides a measure of the size of the education system as an
employer, relative to the entire labor force. Teachers generally account for about half or more of
all staff employed in education. Thelir role as instructors and evaluators is the most essential in
the education enterprise. Teachers are supported, to varying degrees across countries and states,
however, by non-teaching personnel, such as school administrators and those employed in
ancillary services. Countriesvary in the degree to which they include ancillary services and the
associated salaries as part of their education budgets. In the United States, for example, school
districts commonly provide school-based health services, school cafeterias, pupil transportation,
vocational and psychological counseling, building construction and maintenance, and
administrative management of the schools; higher education institutions commonly provide
dormitories, health clinics, and intercollegiate sports activities. In other countries, few or none
of these services are provided by the education authorities but, rather, by non-education public
authorities or from private funds. In these other countries, the staff providing these ancillary
services would not be counted as non-teaching education staff. Thus, the teaching to non-
teaching education staff ratio is likely to be higher in these countries, all else being equal.

» Thefive G-7 countries for which data were available recorded similar percentages
of teaching staff as a percentage of the total labor force in 1991. In Germany,
Japan, and the United Kingdom, teaching staff comprised 2.4 percent of the total
labor force, whereasin the United States, teaching staff comprised 2.6 percent of
the total labor force.

» The range across countries of the percentage of the total labor force employed in
teaching was 3.2 per centage points: from about 2.1 percent in Turkey to 5.3
percent in Belgium. Thisexceeded the range across states of 1.4 per centage points:
from 2.2 percent in Florida to 3.6 percent in Alaska.

» For the six countries other than the United States reporting complete data, teaching
staff outnumbered non-teaching education staff, giving aratio of teaching to non-
teaching staff of greater than one. For the U.S. states, however, the ratio of
teaching to non-teaching staff was greater than one for only 18 of the 49 U.S. states
reporting complete data.

Note on interpretation:

Another mgjor difference across countries in classification procedures liesin the definition of teaching personnel. The
United States includes only classroom teachers in this category. Many other OECD countries, including Australia, Austria,
Germany, France, and the United Kingdom, however, also include personnel involved in the administration of schools. In
cases of assistant principals or other administrative personnel who have some teaching responsibilities, this practice yields
results somewhat comparable with the U.S. data. In the case of other administrative staff with no teaching responsibilities,
however, accurate comparison cannot be made. It isstill unclear exactly which non-teaching administrative personnel are
classified as teaching staff in each of the OECD countries, but some include principals and headmasters and some may even
include counselors, psychologists, and persons certified as teachers who work in central offices. A study is currently
underway to deal with these issues of comparability across countries. Though the comparability problem is |ess dramatic,
there also exists some variation in how states classify personnel and, thus, in how they report these data.
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Indicator 74

Figure 14: Teaching staff employed in public and private education as a
percentage of the total labor force, by country and state:1991

AUSTRIA {00000 A
PORTUGA L #5000t S
TRELAND 0 A
Alaska
North Dakota — —
West Virginia 7"
Vermont T T DTN I T
SPA |IN 1N
Wyoming . —
Louistana
New Mexico

ippi
Texas
Utah
South Dakota -/-_"_Z
Montana -
Nebraska -:
Oklahoma -
New York 72T
Wisconsin -
Kansas
Maine -
Massachusetts
Rhode Island !
AUSTRALIA |
Alabama o
Kentucky —{
Arkansas -
Idaho {77
CZECHOSLOVAKIA
DENMARK |
lowa -_
Missouri <« " TT T
NETHERLANDS |
South Carolina - -
North Carolina ., -1-.:
FINLAN D |5
Connecticut 7007 Tl -
New Jersey — —
Colorado ¢
Ohio -
Oregon <
llinois { -
Minnesota
Georgia !
Pennsylvania {
Maryland .
Delaware -{
UNITED STATES I
Virginia - LT
New Hampshire
Michigan ~ZC
Tennessee -
Indiana < ‘ i
Arizona < .77 .eee- - T T - I
Washington - __© -~ - T [ i
UNITED KINGDOM I
GERMANY (WEST) I :
JAPAN I ‘
1

Nevada —-__ =~ 77
Califomia - T
Florida {777 77T —
TURKEY I '
0 1 2 3 4 ]

Percent

SQURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, International
Indicators Project, 1993.U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population. U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Private Schools inthe United States, Table 4.5; Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System, Fall Staff survey, 1991; Digest of Education Statistics, 1993, Table 82; and Digest of Education Statistics, 1994, Table 63.




Processes and Institutions

Table 14a: Teaching and non-teaching staff employed in public and private

educational a percentage of the total labor force, by type of
staff, level of education, and country: 1991

Teaching staff All

Primary- Higher Non-teaching education

Country secondary education Unclassified All levels staff staff
Australia 2.3 0.6 0.1 3.0 1.2 4.2
Austria 3.0 0.4 0.3 3.7 — -
Belgium 4.6 0.5 0.2 5.3 1.2 6.5
Czechoslovakia 1.9 0.3 0.7 2.9 — -
Denmark 2.6 0.2 0.1 2.9 — -
Finland - - = 2.8 2.4 5.2
France 2.4 - - — - 5.9
Germany {(West) 1.6 0.5 0.3 2.4 - -
Hungary 3.0 0.4 0.8 4.2 2.6 6.7
Ireland 2.8 0.4 0.4 3.6 — -
Japan 1.7 04 0.3 2.4 0.7 3.1
Netherlands 2.1 0.5 0.2 2.8 0.7 3.5
Norway 3.4 - - - - -
Portugal 3.1 0.3 0.2 3.6 - —
Spain 2.7 0.4 0.3 3.4 - -
Sweden 2.5 - — — - —
Turkey 1.9 0.2 0.0 2.1 - -
United Kingdom 2.0 0.3 0.1 2.4 - -
United States 2.1 0.5 0.0 2.6 2.9 5.6

— Not available.

NOTE: Because of rounding, details may not arid to totals. See supplemental note to Indicator 14 on pp.264 for details on data provided by

Australia, Denmark, Finland, West Germany and the United States.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education ata Glance,
-

1993, Table P9.
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Indicator 14

Table 14b: Teaching and non-teaching staff employed in public and private
education as a percentage of the total |abor force, by type of
staff, level of education, and state: 1991

Teaching staff All

Primary— Higher < All Non-teaching education

State secondary education levels staff staff
Alabama 2.4 0.6 3.0 3.9 6.9
Alaska 3.0 0.6 3.6 3.3 6.9
Arizona 2.2 0.3 2.5 2.6 5.1
Arkansas 2.4 0.5 2.9 3.1 6.0
California 1.8 0.4 2.3 2.5 4.8
Colorado 2.1 0.6 2.7 2.7 5.4
Connecticut 2.2 0.5 2.7 2.4 5.1
Delaware 2.1 0.4 2.6 2.7 5.3
District of Columbia 2.8 2.4 5.2 9.5 14.7
Florida 1.9 0.4 2.2 2.2 4.4

%

Georgia 2.3 0.4 2.7 3.0 5.7
Hawaii 2.2 - — 1.4 —
Idaho 2.4 0.5 2.9 2.0 4.1
lllinois 2.1 0.6 2.7 2.8 5.5
Indiana 2.2 0.4 2.5 2.5 5.1
lowa 2.3 0.6 2.9 3.5 6.4
Kansas 2.4 0.6 3.0 3.0 6.0
Kentucky 2.4 0.5 3.0 3.3 6.3
Louisiana 2.8 0.5 3.3 3.5 6.8
Maine 2.6 0.4 3.0 2.5 5.5
Maryland 2.1 0.6 2.6 2.7 5.3
Massachusetts 2.1 0.9 3.0 3.2 6.2
Michigan 2.1 0.5 2.6 3.2 5.7
Minnesota 2.1 0.6 2.7 3.0 5.7
Mississippi 2.7 0.5 3.2 3.4 6.6
Missouri 2.2 0.6 2.8 3.1 5.9
Montana 2.6 0.5 3.1 1.5 4.6
Nebraska 2.5 0.6 3.1 3.2 6.3
Nevada 1.8 0.4 2.3 0.9 3.1
New Hampshire 2.1 0.5 2.6 2.4 5.0
New Jersey 2.4 0.3 % 2.6 5.4
New Mexico 2.7 0.5 3.2 4.5 7.7
New York 2.4 0.7 3.1 3.5 6.6
North Carolina 2.1 0.7 2.8 2.9 5.7
North Dakota 2.6 0.8 3.4 3.1 6.5
Ohio 2.2 0.5 2.7 2.8 5.6
Oklahoma 2.6 0.5 oo 3.1 2.9 6.0
Oregon 1.9 0.7 2.7 2.6 5.2
Pennsylvania 2.1 0.6 2.6 3.0 5.7
Rhode Island 2.3 0.7 3.0 2.9 5.9
South Carolina 2.3 0.5 2.8 2.6 5.4
South Dakota 2.7 0.5 3.2 2.4 5.6
Tennessee 2.0 0.5 2.5 3.1 5.6
Texas 2.7 0.5 3.2 2.2 5.5
Utah 2.4 0.7 3.2 3.3 6.5
Vermont 2.6 0.8 3.4 3.4 6.8
Virginia 2.2 0.4 2.6 3.0 5.6
Washington 1.9 0.5 2.4 2.4 4.7
West Virginia 2.8 0.6 3.4 3.0 6.4
Wisconsin 2.4 0.7 31 2.7 5.8
Wyoming 2.8 0.6 3.4 3.3 6.7

— Not available.

NOTE: Because of rounding, details may not add to totals. Data for public PiMArYy _secondary school staffing include imputations for
Montana and Nevada. The number of other staff in private primary and secondary schools are imputed from national ratio of teaching to other
staff in private schools. See supplemental note to Indicator 14 on p.264 for details on the characteristics of the state-level data.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 13990 Census of Population.U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Private Schools in the United States, Table 4.5; Integrated Postsecondary Education Date System, Fall Staff survey,
1991; Digest of Education Statistics,1993, Table 82; and Digest of Education Statistics, 1994, Table 63.
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Processes and Institutions

| ndicator 15: Number of schools and school size

A nation or state may have alarge number of schools and a small average school size because of
a dispersed population, or because of some other, deliberate policy. Schooling could be
compartmentalized by level (e. g., preprimary, primary, lower secondary, upper secondary) or by
curricular theme (e. g., academic, vocational). These levels and themes may be separated by
school or combined. The more they are kept separate, the greater the number of individual
schools and the smaller the average school size. Some educators believe there is a negative
association between large school size and student achievement and, therefore, encourage a
reduction in the number of students per school. On the other hand, though smaller schools may
have a stronger sense of community, larger schools often can provide broader curricular
offerings.

» Of the G-7 countries for which data are available for various years between 1989
and 1993, the United States and Japan had the largest average number of students
per school at the preprimary through secondary level (398 and 395, respectively).
The average for France (166), the G-7 country with the smallest number of
students per school, was less than half that of the United States.

» The average number of students per preprimary through secondary school in
Taiwan (873), the country with the largest number of students per school, was over
fivetimes greater than that of Finland (156), the country with the smallest average
school size at the same level.

» For the most part, the schools in the U.S. states at the preprimary through
secondary level were larger than those in other countries. Schools in 28 states, but
only 2 of 13 countries, averaged above 400 students.

» Of the five G-7 countries included in various years between 1987 and 1993, the
aver age number of students per higher education institution in the United States
(3,988) was second only to Germany (5,660) and greater than those of Japan
(2,327), France (2,636), and Canada (3,769). Germany, Korea, and Taiwan were
the only eountries, among the eleven for whom data wer e available, with aver ages
above 5,000. Korea's average (5,779) was almost eight times that of Belgium (728),
the country with the smallest number of students per institution.

» The U.S. states generally had higher average numbers of students per higher
education institution than did the other countries. Five states, but none of the
countries, had aver ages above 6,000 students per institution; wher eas half of the
other countries, but only 14 of the states, had averages below 3,000 students per
institution.

Note on interpretation:

There are marked differences among countries with respect to whether certain programs are classified as belonging to the
university, non-university, or upper secondary sector. For example, in some countries, programs leading to quaificationsin
teaching and nursing are considered to be university programs; in others, they are non-university programs. Furthermore,
some vocational and technical programs are classified as non-university higher education in parts of Canada and the United
States, whereas they are defined as upper secondary education in most other countries.
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Indicator 15

Average number of students per school in preprimary to secondary

Figure 15a:
schools, by country and state: Various years
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Processes and Institutions

Figure 15b: Average number of students enrolled per institution of higher
education, by country and state: Various years

0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000
Utah —

Arizona — = ]
Nevada - !
Rhode Island -1
California
Florida 47~ .
KOREA
GERMANY —

R

Michigan -
New Jersey - - ]
Louisiana — -

Idaho - . ]
Maryland -
Wisconsin -:” ]
lllinois — ]
Washington. ~
Alaska —{__ !
Delaware - ]
Virginia
UNITED STATES ,—
Colorado
Oklahoma -~ _~

NEW ZEALAND

Connecticut -

Indiana .

Oregon ]
Massachusefts =

Ohio —

Wyoming

Hawaii

Kansas i}
New York -
Missouri | ]
Nebraska ]
West Virginia —
Minpesota = )
New Mexico |
North Carolina - i}
Tennessee — ;
Kentucky —

Pennsylvania i ]
lowa 1 }
Mississippi 4~
South Carolina
Arkansas
FRANCE —
Alabama
Georgia —*
JAPAN R
New Hampshire - )|
Montana ___ ]
A USTRALIA - - !

North Dakota - pwms—
South Dakota —————————|

T

T

—

Maine{———————

Vermont —
SPAIN -

FINLAND Eaammm
BELGIUM -/
0 2,000 4,000 6, 8,000 10, 20

Number of students per ins ion

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistic, Digest of Education Statistics, 1993, Table 192; Digest of
Education Statistics, 1992, Table 227, Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, Educatlon Profiles. Vvarious country sources.

FEdiiratinn in Qatoc and Aatiane/10Q7 1NN



Indicator 15

101 Education in States and Nations/1991



Processes and Institutions

Table 15a: Number of public and private schools, number of students, and
average number of students per school in preprimary through
secondary schools, by level and country: Various years

Number of schools Preprimary - Average

Combined secondary number of

Preprimary preprimary students {in students

Country Year —~primary Secondary —~secondary Total thousands) per school
Australia 1992 7,086 1,617 1,254 9,957 3,099 311
Belgium' 1990-91 1,878 692 - 2,570 799 311
Canada 1989 — — — 14,300 5,020 351
Finland 1993 — 820 4,610 5,430 849 156
France 1991-92 62,119 11,306 73,425 12,219 166
Germany 1991 19,877 16,172 580 36,629 10,119 276
Japan 1989 39,903 16,781 56,684 22,376 395
Korea 1990 14,689 4,198 18,887 9,867 522
New Zealand 1990 2,917 253 146 3,316 692 209
Spain 1990-91 20,517 5,370 — 25,887 8,369 323
Taiwan 1991-92 4,432 975 5,396 4,711 873
United Kingdom 1991-92 25,338 4,731 2,488 32,557 9,049 278
United States 1991-92 78,078 26,510 3,269 107,857 42,964 398

— Not available.
‘French Community only.

NOTE: Private school data included in U.S. figures for the number of schools by level are adjusted using national percentages of public school
distribution by level. See supplemental note to Indicator 15 on pp.264-272 for details on data,including their sources, for all countries,
Austraiia, Belgium (French Community}, Canada, Finland, France, Germany, Japan, Korea, New Zealand, Spare, Taiwan, the United Kingdom,
and the United States, and on pp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of education.

-
SOURCE: Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, Education Profiles.U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Digest of Education Statistics,1993, Tables 44 and 95; Digest of Education Statistics, 1994, Table 63.United Nations’ Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization, Statistical Yearbook,1992, Various country sources — see supplemental note to Indicator 15 on pp.
264-272 for a listing.
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Indicator 715

Table 15b: Number of public and private schools, number of students, and
average number of students per school in preprimary through
secondary schools, by level and state: 1991

Number of schools Preprimary- Average

Combined secondary number of

Preprimary preprimary students {in students

State -primary Secondary -secondary Total thousands) per school
Alabama 1,102 370 210 1,682 775 461
Alaska 228 103 242 572 123 215
Arizona 972 320 17 1,309 689 526
Arkansas 758 482 9 1,250 458 366
California 7,860 2,643 219 10,722 5,668 529
Colorado 1,232 447 18 1,696 629 371
Connecticut 981 283 21 1,286 553 430
Delaware 170 60 25 “ 255 124 486
District of Columbia 182 67 6 255 104 408
Florida 2,602 605 437 3,643 2,151 590
Georgia 1,744 424 62 2,230 1,262 566
Hawaii 277 68 14 359 211 588
Idaho 417 220 13 650 236 363
lllinois 4,144 1,230 32 5,406 2,156 399
Indiana 1,893 605 54 2,552 1,047 410
lowa 1,261 564 27 1,842 552 300
Kansas 1,182 492 1 1,675 480 287
Kentucky 1,264 417 0 1,681 715 425
Louisiana 1,288 418 145 1,851 902 487
Maine 658 161 13 831 233 280
Maryland 1,402 305 26 1,732 856 494
Massachusetts 1,908 467 36 2,411 971 403
Michigan 3,204 987 86 4,277 1,781 416
Minnesota 1,342 659 17 2,018 870 431
Mississippi 743 295 110 1,148 559 487
Missouri 1,861 735 66 2,662 951 357
Montana 602 403 1 1,006 170 169
Nebraska 1,254 431 28 1,713 316 184
Nevada 311 98 10 419 222 530
New Hampshire 492 132 6 630 199 316
New Jersey 2,543 596 4 3,144 1,328 422
New Mexico 644 212 8 863 342 396
New York 4,347 1,386 -7 5,980 3,141 525
North Carolina 1,814 534 47 2,396 1,146 478
North Dakota 412 259 4 676 125 185
Ohio 3,465 1,246 128 4,839 2,047 423
Oklahoma 1,347 706 0 2,063 608 296
Oregon 1,093 330 49 1,473 532 361
Pennsylvania 3,778 1,172 53 5,003 2,054 411
Rhode Island 337 81 4 422 165 391
South Carolina 1,019 328 13 1,360 684 503
South Dakota 439 328 0 767 148 193
Tennessee 1,433 445 73 1,951 907 465
Texas 4,927 1,632 444 7,003 3,664 523
Utah 509 226 12 747 463 620
Vermont 361 65 17 443 105 237
Virginia 1,726 465 28 2,219 1,083 488
Washington 1,618 613 121 2,252 934 415
West Virginia 787 262 30 1,079 331 307
Wisconsin 2,164 787 24 2,974 953 320
Wyoming 309 134 2 445 104 234

NOTE: Private school data for number of schools by level included in state figures are adjusted using national percentages of public school
distribution by level. See supplemental note to Indicator 15 on pp.264—272 for further details.

SQURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1993, Tabies 44 and 95;
Digest of Education Statistics, 1994, Table 63.
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Processes and Institutions

Table 15¢: Number of public and private higher education institutions,
number of students enrolled, and average number of students
per institution, by level and country: Various years

Average

Number of . Students number of

higher_education institutions enrolled in students per

Non- higher education institution of

Country Year university University Total {in thousands) higher education
Belgium” 1990-91 142 9 151 110 728
Canada 1987 102 127 229 863 3,769
Finland 1993 175 21 196 188 959
France 1990-91 407 77 484 1,276 2,636
Germany 1991 217 98 315 1,783 5,660
Japan 1988 63 430 Y 1,123 2,613 2,327
Korea 1990 151 107 258 1,491 5,779
New Zealand 1990 31 7 38 142 3,737
Spain 1989-90 - - 743 1,093 1,471
Taiwan 1991-92 75 46 121 612 5,058
United States 1991-92 1,444 2,157 3,601 14,360 3,988

— Not available.
‘French Community only.

NOTE: See Glossary for definitions of university and non-university institutions. See supplemental note to Indicator 15 on pp.264-272 for
details on data, including their sources, for all countries, Australia, Belgium {French Community), Finland, France, Germany, Japan, Korea,
Spain, Taiwan, and the United Kingdom; and on pp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of education.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1992, Table 227; Digest of
Education Statistics, 7993, Table 192. Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, Education Profiles. Various country sources — see supplemental
note to Indicator15 on pp.264-272 for a listing.

-
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Indicator 15

Table 15d: Number of public and private higher education institutions,
number of students enrolled, and average number of students
per institution, by level and state: 1991-1992

Number of
higher _education

institutions *

Students
enrolled in

Average number
of students
per institution

Non- higher education of higher
State university University Total in thousands) education
Alabama 50 36 86 224 2,609
Alaska 1 6 7 31 4,429
Arizona 21 18 39 273 7,000
Arkansas 15 20 35 94 2,686
California 140 178 318 2,024 6,365
Colorado 25 34 59 235 3,985
Connecticut 19 26 45 166 3,689
Delaware 3 7 <10 43 4,299
District of Columbia 0 17 17 78 4,588
Florida 45 59 104 612 5,885
Georgia 61 50 111 277 2,495
Hawaii 7 10 17 57 3,371
Idaho 4 7 11 55 5,036
lllinois 65 102 167 753 4,509
Indiana 25 54 79 290 3,671
lowa 23 38 61 171 2,804
Kansas 22 29 51 168 3,294
Kentucky 30 34 64 188 2,938
Louisiana 10 26 36 197 5,472
Maine 11 20 31 57 1,844
Maryland 22 34 56 268 4,784
Massachusetts 30 86 116 419 3,612
Michigan 37 64 101 568 5,624
Minnesota 37 44 81 255 3,148
Mississippi 25 21 46 125 2,725
Missouri 26 67 93 297 3,194
Montana 10 9 19 38 1,991
Nebraska 14 22 36 114 3,167
Nevada 6 3 9 63 6,963
New Hampshire 1 18 29 64 2,197
New Jersey 24 36 60 335 5,683
New Mexico 18 12 - 30 94 3,133
New York g5 226 321 1,056 3,290
North Carolina 69 53 122 372 3,049
North Dakota 10 10 20 39 1,937
Ohio 67 92 159 569 3,679
Oklahoma 21 26 47 184 3,915
Oregon 14 32 46 167 3,630
Pennsylvania 76 145 221 620 2,805
Rhode Island 1 11 12 79 6,593
South Carolina 27 34 61 1656 2,705
South Dakota 2 17 19 36 1,912
Tennessee 29 52 81 238 2,938
Texas 78 97 175 917 5,240
Utah 8 7 15 130 8,667
Vermont A 18 22 37 1,702
Virginia 35 48 83 356 4,289
Washington 33 28 61 275 4,508
West Virginia 6 22 28 89 3,164
Wisconsin 23 42 65 309 4,754
Wyoming 8 1 9 32 3,569

NOTE: sSee Glossary for definitions of university andnon-university institutions.

SQURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics 1993, Table 192; Digest of
Education Statistics, 1992, Table 227; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Institutional Characteristics,

1992-93.

AT _ L' _/TNNTY



Processes and Institutions

|ndicator 16: Class size

The number of students a teacher faces during a period of instruction — measured as class

size — is an indicator of the typical teacher’s pupil load during a class period. Smaller class
sizes are sometimes valued because they may allow students to receive more personalized
attention from their teachers and may reduce the teachers’ burden of managing large numbers of
pupils and their work. However, maintaining smaller class sizes can be more expensive.
Furthermore, large classes do not necessarily hinder instruction. Depending on teaching style,
student behavior, and other factors such as the opportunity for students to meet with teachers
outside of class, large classes may function just as efficiently as small ones. Because this
indicator measures average classsize, it does not reveal whether schools choose to have
different-sized classes for different subjects or different levels of education.

» In 1991, average lower secondary class sizes in the G-7 countries included here all
fell within the range of 20 to 25 students per class. The United States had an
average class size of 23 students per class.

» Other countries reported a wide range of average class sizes, from 18 in
Switzerland to 49 in Korea. While no state had an average class size larger than
30, 5 of the other 18 countries did.

Note on interpretation:

State data are based on the size of classes reported by 8th-grade public school teachers. Data for countries, including the
U.S. average, were obtained as follows: Administrators from schools with 13-year-old students who participated in the
International Assessment of Educational Progress estimated the modal size for a class at the grade level to which most 13-
year-olds would be assigned.
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Indicator 16

Figure 16: Average lower secondary class size, by country and state:
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Processes and Institutions

Table 16a: Average class size at grade level to which most 13-year-old
students preassigned, according to school administrators, by
country: 1991

Country Average class size
SaoPaulo and Fortaleza, Brazil 35
Canada 25
China 48
England 22
France 25
Hungary 27
Ireland 27
Israel 32
Emilia Romagna, Italy 21
Jordan 27
Korea 49
Portugal 25
Scotland 24
Slovenia 25
Soviet Union 22
Spain 29
Switzerland 18
Taiwan 44
United States 23

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 16 on pp. 272.27g for details on data and sample sizes from Canada, gmiiia Romagna (italy),
England, Israel, Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union, Spain, Switzerland, and the United States; and for discussions of the calculation of class

s1ze and of the international Assessment of Educational Progress (IAEP).
-

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, international Assessment of Educational Progress, Learning Mathematics, Figure 5.2.




Indicator 16

Table 16b: Average class size according to 8th grade public schoolteachers,
by state: 1990-1991

State Average class size
Alabama 25
Alaska 24
Arizona 26
Arkansas 20
California 29
Colorado 24
Connecticut 23
Delaware 27
District of Columbia 22
Florida 26
Georgia 27
Hawaii 23
Idaho 25
lllinois 24
Indiana 22
lowa 23
Kansas 20
Kentucky 25
Louisiana 24
Maine 20
Maryland 26
Massachusetts 22
Michigan 24
Minnesota 26
Mississippi 24
Missouri 24
Montana - 21
Nebraska 22
Nevada 25
New Hampshire 27
New Jersey 23
New Mexico 24
New York - 23
North Carolina 22
North Dakota 21
Ohio 24
Oklahoma 21
Oregon 25
Pennsylvania 26
Rhode Island 24
South Carolina 22
South Dakota 22
Tennessee 26
Texas 22
Utah 30
Vermont 19
Virginia 23
Washington 26
West Virginia 24
Wisconsin 25
Wyoming 19

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Canter for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey, 1990-91.
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Processes and Institutions

Indicator 17: Student use of technology

The forms of technology utilized in schools can affect both the types of skills taught in the
classroom and the potential for academically sophisticated assignments and exercises. For
example, in math courses in which calculators are used, students can spend more time solving
complex and challenging problems and less on doing routine ‘computations by hand. Likewise,
students with access to computers can generate and edit work more efficiently and, thus,
potentially free time to master higher levels of writing skill. Needless to say, student use of
technology is affected by its availability. Therefore, varying levels of resources among countries
and nations factor significantly into this measure.

» In 1991, 54 percent of students in the United States reported using calculators in
school, a proportion that fell mid-range among all the countriesincluded here.
Ninety percentage points separated the country with the highest rate of calculator
usage (France) and the countries with the lowest rate (Korea and Brazil). Half of
all the nations providing data reported per centages of less than 50 per cent.

» When studentsin the U.S. states were asked about calculator use, they also
reported considerable variation. Therange extended from 47 percent in
Mississippi, the state with the lowest use of calculatorsin school, to 88 percent in
Maine, the state with the highest use.

» The United States was also in the middle of the range of countriesin the proportion
of students using computers for school work or homework (37 percent). Slovenia
and France had the highest percentages, 61 and 57 percent, while several countries
had about 5 percent. Slovenia’s rate was 24 percentage points higher than that of
the United States. The difference between Slovenia’s rate and that of Siao Paulo
and Fortaleza, Brazil, with the lowest percentage, was 57 percentage points.

» Even the U.S. state with the lowest rate had a higher percentage of students using
computersfor school work or homeworksthan did half of the countriesincluded
here. No state had a rate of less than 25 percent, whereas nine nations did.
Studentsin Maine matched those of Slovenia in the highest rate of computer usage
among all the nations and states (61 per cent).
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Indicator 17

Percentage of 13-year-old students (in countries) and public school 8th-
graders (in states) who report they sometimes use computers for school
work or homework, by country (1991) and state (1992)

Figure 17:
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Processes and Institutions

Table 17a: Percentage of 13-year-old students who report they sometimes
use calculatorsin school or computers for school work or
homework, by country: 1991

Percent who Percent who
Country use calculators use computers
Sao Paulo and Fortaleza, Brazil 4 4
Canada 75 42
China 7 6
England 90 44
France 94 57
Hungary 71 31
Ireland 25 13
Emilia Romagna, Italy 64 40
Jordan 5 5
Korea 4 10
Portugal 19 7
Scotland 82 38
Slovenia 46 61
Soviet Union 19 6
Spain 45 12
Switzerland 51 25
Taiwan 62 6
United States 54 37

NOTE: Differences exist in the wording of the question regarding calculator use end in the samples of students questioned that may account

for a difference in results between the United States’ averages on the two questionnaire administrations, the IAEP and the NAEP. See

supplemental note to Indicator 17 on pp.272-278 for details on data and sample sizes from Canada, EmiliaRomagna (ltaly), England, Israel,

Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union, Spain, Switzerland, and the United States; and for dfcussions of students’ use of computers and
calculators, the International Assessment of Educational Progress (IAEP), the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), and
comparing questionnaire results of the IAEP and the NAEP.

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress,learning Mathematics, Figure 3.4.
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Indicator 17

Table 17b: Percentage of 8th-grade public school students who report they
sometimes use calculatorsin math class or computers for school

work or homework, by state: 1992

Percent who

Percent who

State use calculators use computers
Alabama 66 29
Arizona 67 40
Arkansas 59 29
California 73 44
Colorado 83 52
Connecticut 74 50
Delaware 74 37
District of Columbia 75 46
Florida 62 32
Georgia 67 33
Hawaii 66 38
Idaho 82 41
Indiana 62 37
lowa 82 52
Kentucky 84 36
Louisiana 60 29
Maine 88 61
Maryland 72 47
Massachusetts 52 47
Michigan 82 40
Minnesota 87 48
Mississippi 47 29
Missouri 85 33
Nebraska 82 49
New Hampshire 81 51
New Jersey 68 46
New Mexico 66 43
New York 51 43
North Carolina 66 36
North Dakota 81 42
-
Ohio 71 34
Oklahoma 52 35
Pennsylvania 62 41
Rhode Island 66 43
South Carolina 66 40
Tennessee 60 26
Texas 78 45
Utah 79 57
Virginia 63 42
West Virginia 64 33
Wisconsin 85 50
Wyoming 82 51

NOTE: The states of Alaska, lllinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington did not participate in the
1992 NAEP Trial State Assessment, the source for these data. Differences exist in the wording of the question regarding calculator use and in

the samples of students questioned that may account for difference in results between the United States’ averages on the two questionnaire
administrations, the IAEP and the NAEP. See technical note for Indicator 17 on pp.272~278 for an explanation of the difficulties inherent in
comparing results between the two administrations.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP 1892 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Tables 10.15 and 10.23.
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Processes and Institutions

Indicator 18: Student time spent doing homework and
watching television

How students occupy their time outside of school can affect their academic performance. Since
homework is aform of practice or self-directed study, most educators feel that it improves
student achievement. Empirical studies conducted on the subject, moreover, suggest that the
amount of time spent on homework is positively related to academic achievement. However,
statistics concerning the average number of hours spent on homework tell us little about the
quality of the homework assigned or the effort and care students take in completing it. For many
students, homework must compete with television for their attention. If students spend alot of
time watching television, little time is |eft to focus on academic studies. This indicator
documents how students spend their time at home through two measures — the percentage of
students who claim to do 2 hours or more of homework daily, and the percentage of students
who report watching television one hour or less daily. Data for these two measures are based on
the responses of 13-year-old students in the countries and 8th-grade public school studentsin the
states.

» In 1991, 13-year-old students in the United States did less homework each day than
their counterpartsin most of the other countries for which we have data. Only
Scotland and Switzerland, of the 18 other countries represented here, reported a
lower percentage of students doing 2 hours or more of homework a day than did
the United States.

» In 1992, the percentage of students indicating they do 2 or more hours of
homework daily was generally lower in the U.S. states than in the other countries
for which data were available. In twelve of 18 other countries, more than 4 out of
10 13-year-olds reported doing that much homework; wher eas none of the 41 states
had that many. The range across the states was much more narrow than that
across the countries, with a difference of only 15 per centage points separating
Connecticut and Massachusetts (34 percent) and |owa (19 percent). The range
across countries extended 65 percentage*Points between Emilia Romagna, [taly (79
percent) and Scotland (14 percent).

» Of 18 other countries reporting data, only Scotland had a higher proportion of
studentsreport watching 2 hoursor more of TV daily than did the United States.
The percentage for China (35 percent), the country with the lowest per centage of
students who watched television 2 hours or mor e daily, was 49 per centage points
lower than that of the United States (84 percent).

» On the whole, a higher proportion of studentsin the U.S. states watched television
for 2 hoursor more daily than did studentsin other countries reporting data.
Twelve countries, but only three states, had percentages lower than 80. The range
across the countries was much wider than that across the states. The countries
reported a range of 55 per centage points, while the states showed a difference of
only 18 per centage points between the states with the lowest (Utah) and highest
(Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Arkansas) percentages.
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Figure 18a: Percentage of 13-year-old students (in countries) and public school
8th-graders (in states) who report doing 2 hours or more of
homework daily, by country (1991) and state (1992)
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-Figure represents the unweighted average of two cities, Sdo Paulo and Fortaleza.

NOTE: Data for the states of Alaska, Hlinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota Vermont, and Washington are not available
because they did not participate in the survey.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP 1992 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Table 13.4. Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress,
Learning Mathematics, Figure 4.3.

o a - ar Lt 11NN T



Processes and Institutions

Figure 18b: Percentage of 13-year-old students (im countries) and public school
8th-graders (in states) who report watching television 2 hours or
mor e daily, by country (1991) and state (1992)
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-Figure represents the unweighted average of two cities, S80 Paulo and Fortaleza.

NOTE: Dpata for the states of Alaska, lllinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, south Dakota, Vermont, and Washington are not available
because they did not participate in the SUrvey.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP 1992 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Table 13.14. Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress,
Learning Mathematics, Figure 4.3.
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Processes and Institutions

Table 18a: Percentage of 13-year-old students who report spending 2 hours
or more on homework daily and watching 2 hours or mor e of
television daily, by country: 1991

Percent of students who do Percent of students who

2 hours or more watch TV 2 hours

Country of homework daily or more daily
Sado Paulo and Fortaleza, Brazil 47 72
Canada 27 82
China 44 35
England 33 83
France 55 49
Hungary 58 89
Ireland 63 71
Israel 50 89
Emilia Romagna, Italy 79 74
Jordan 56 65
Korea 41 76
Portugal 30 78
Scotland 14 90
Slovenia 28 68
Soviet Union 52 88
Spain 64 74
Switzerland 20 59
Taiwan 41 68
United States 29 84

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 18 on pp.272-278 for details on data and sample sizes from Canada,EmiliaRomagna italy),
Engiand, Israel, Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union, Spain, Switzeriand, and the United St#tes; and for discussions of student time spent
doing homework and watching television, the International Assessment of Educational Progress (lAEP), the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), and comparing the IAEP and the NAEP,

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress, Learning Mathematics, Figure 4.3.
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Table 18b: Percentage of public school 8th-graders who report spending 2

hours or more on homework daily and watching 2 hours or more
of televison daily, by state: 1992

Percent of students who do

2 hours or more

Percent of students who
watch TV 2 hours

State of homework daily or more daily
Alabama 26 90
Arizona 20 83
Arkansas 23 90
California 31 83
Colorado 25 79
Connecticut 34 84
Delaware 23 89
District of Columbia 32 93
Florida 25 87
Georgia 23 88
Hawaii 29 89
Idaho 20 80
Indiana 20 85
lowa 19 84
Kentucky 21 88
Louisiana 31 30
Maine 32 82
Maryland 26 89
Massachusetts 34 82
Michigan 24 88
Minnesota 20 82
Mississippi 27 90
Missouri 22 88
Nebraska 21 - 86
New Hampshire 31 80
New Jersey 31 85
New Mexico 25 84
New York 30 85
North Carolina 26 88
North Dakota 2 83
Ohio 23 85
Oklahoma 25 88
Pennsylvania 20 84
Rhode Island 26 86
South Carolina 26 88
Tennessee 24 89
Texas 28 85
Utah 21 72
Virginia 27 87
West Virginia 20 89
Wisconsin 21 81

20 78

NOTE: The states of Alaska, lllinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington did not participate in the
1992 NAEP Trial State Assessment, the source for these data.

SOURCE:U.S.Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP7992 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Tables 13.4 and 13.14.
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Indicator 19: Instructional strategiesin mathematics cour ses

In addition to differing beliefs about “what works” best, the instructional practices employed by
teachers can be influenced by cultural, social, demographic, and financial circumstances. Here
we are able to present three roughly comparable measures — the percentage of school
administrators who report assigning students to mathematics classes based on ability, the
percentage of students reporting that they work in small groups in math class at least once per
week, and the percentage of students reporting that they take a math test or quiz at least weekly.
Student data for the second and third measures are based on responses by 13-year-olds in other
countries and public school 8th-graders in the United States.

» In 1992, the percentage of lower secondary school administrators reporting the use
of ability grouping in math classes in the United States was higher than that in two-
thirds of the other countries reporting data for 1991. The 56 percent for the
United States, however, fell 36 per centage points below the 92 percent for England,
the country with the highest percentage for this measure.

» The United States’ proportion of lower secondary students reporting that they
solved problemsin groupsin math class at least weekly (49 percent) was mid-range
among the19 other countriesrepresented here.

» Of all the countriesincluded here, only Taiwan had a higher percentage of lower
secondary studentsthan the United Statesreporting that they took a math test or
quiz at least once a week. Theratefor Scotland and Hungary, the nations with the
smallest percentage, was about one-fourth that of the United States.

» In general, lower secondary students in the U.S. states were more likely to report
taking a math test at least once a week than weretheir counterpartsin the other
countries included. The percentage was lower in 10 of 18 other countries than in
the state with the lowest percentage. Louisianawastheonly nation or state where
the percentage was greater than 90. =

Note on interpretation:

To agreat extent, assigning students to classes based on ability is only possiblein larger schools, and the greater prevalence
of ability grouping in the United States may be due, at least in part, to its larger average school sizes. Smaller schools can
find it difficult simply to mass enough students to form grade levels, much less ability groups within grade levels. Many
other countries, moreover, offer parents and students more choice in the school they can attend, thus giving them the
opportunity to “ability group” themselves by school. The differentiation that occurs in many other countries among
academic, vocationai, and other tracks starting at the lower secondary level might be considered yet another form of ability
grouping, again, between schools rather than within schools.
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Figure 19: Percentage of 13-year-old students (in other countries) and public
school 8th-graders (in the U.S.) reporting that they take a math test at
least once per week, by country (1991) and state (1992)
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-Figure represents the unweighted average of two cities, Sdo Paulo and Fortaleza.

NOTE: Data for the states of Alaska, lllinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington are not available
because they did not participate in the survey.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP 1992 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Table 9.33. Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress,
Learning Mathematics, Figure 3.1.
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Table 19a: Percentage of schools where 13-year-old students are assigned to
math classes based on ability, per centage of 13-year-old students
who do group problem-solving in math class at least once a
week, and percentage of 13-year-old students who take a math
test or quiz at least once a week, by country: 1991

Percent of schools where Percent of students who do Percent of students who take

math classes are group problem-solving at math test at least

Countrv based on ability least once per week once per week
Sao Paulo and Fortaleza, Brazil 30 65 50
Canada 10 40 53
China 3 68 63
England 92 44 28
France 27 31 64
Hungary 0] 55 17
Ireland 67 42 19
Israel 74 48 36
Emilia Romagna, Italy 17 78 19
Jordan 5 83 68
Korea (o] 28 28
Portugal 6 51 21
Scotland 16 27 17
Soviet Union 18 54 52
Slovenia 2 43 28
Spain 3 63 31
Switzerland 18 47 40
Taiwan 63 38 87
United States 56 “ 49 68

NOTE: Differences exist In the samples of students questioned that may account for a difference in results between the United States’
averages on the two questionnaire administrations, the IAEP and the NAEP. see supplemental note to Indicator 19 on pp.272-278 for details
on data and sample sizes from Canada, Emilia Romagna (italy), England, Israel, Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union, Spain, Switzerland, and
the United States; for discussions of the frequency of ability grouping, working in small groups, and classroom testing; the International
Assessment of Educational Progress {IAEP); the National Assessment of Eﬁational Progress (NAEP); and comparing questionnaire results of
the IAEP and the NAEP.

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Educational Progress, Learning Mathematics, Figures 3.1and 3.5.
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Table 19b: Percentage of public school 8th-graders assigned to math classes
based on ability (according to teachers), percentage of public
school 8th-graders who report working in small groups on math
problems, and percentage of public school 8th-graders who
report taking a math test at least once. a week, by state: 1992

Percent of students in Percent of students who Percent of students who take

schools where math classes work in small groups math test at least

State are based on ability at least once per week once per week
Alabama 49 32 84
Arizona 57 37 62
Arkansas 57 32 74
California 61 43 54
Colorado 57 41 53
Connecticut 75 32 55
Delaware 84 39 64
District of Columbia 42 53 71
Florida 69 35 74
Georgia 74 35 71
Hawaii 81 40 60
Idaho 67 44 55
Indiana 63 29 56
lowa 48 32 47
Kentucky 61 38 54
Louisiana 43 35 92
Maine 50 40 51
Maryland 84 37 62
Massachusetts 81 31 68
Michigan 58 40 60
Minnesota 52 40 50
Mississippi 44 27 87
Missouri 56 - 3 49
Nebraska 51 37 47
New Hampshire 57 39 60
New Jersey 72 36 62
New Mexico 65 37 66
New York 67 29 65
North Carolina 70 - 38 72
North Dakota 25 32 61
Ohio 55 31 63
Oklahoma 55 27 58
Pennsylvania 69 32 60
Rhode Island 75 33 69
South Carolina 80 37 79
Tennessee 56 31 76
Texas 50 38 70
Utah 81 36 46
Virginia 66 35 71
West Virginia 64 31 59
Wisconsin a4 38 43
Wyoming 61 47 54

NOTES: Data for the states of Alaska, Hlinois, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington are not available
because they did not participate in the survey. Differences exist in the wording of the question regarding group problem solving that may

account for difference in results between the United States’averages on the two questionnaire administrations, the IAEP end the NAEP. See
technical note for Indicator 19 on P.294 for an explanation of the difficulties inherent in comparing results between the two administrations.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Data Compendium for the NAEP 1992 Mathematics
Assessment of the Nation and the States, Tables 9.4,9.16, and 9.33.
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Processes and Institutions

|ndicator 20: Time in formal instruction

Time spent in instruction can have a mgjor influence on student achievement, since it reflects the
access students have to learning opportunities. It isimportant to keep in mind, however, that the
quality as well as the quantiry of classroom instruction determines the educational worth of the
time students spent in formal instruction. Timein formal instruction is measured here by the
average hours of instruction per day, the average days of instruction per year, and the average
hours of instruction per year at schools with an 8th grade in the United States and at lower
secondary schools in other countries. Formal instruction is that interaction that takes place,
generally in aclassroom, between a teacher and a set group of students on aregularly scheduled
basis.

» Compared to other countries, U.S. schools had a relatively low number of
instructional days (178) but a relatively high number of hours of instruction in each
day (5.6). For the combination of both factors — the average hours of instruction
per year (1,003) — U.S. schools exceeded most of the other countries represented
here.

» In the average number of hours spent per year on formal instruction, the range
across countries extended wider than that across the states. Those ranges were
defined by Hungary (658 hours per year) and China (1,276 hours per year) for the
countries, and by Idaho and M assachusetts (936 hour s per year) and Mississippi
(1,092 hours per year).

» In general, there were more hours of formal instruction per day in the U.S. states
than in the other countriesincluded here. More than half the countries had an
average of lessthan 5 hours per day of formal instruction, but all states averaged
more. Texas and France had the most hours per day of formal instruction, with an
average of 6.2 hours.

» For the most part, the U.S. statesin 1998=1991 had shorter school years than did
the other countries for which data are available. Thirteen out of 20 other countries
maintained a longer academic year than any of the fifty states. The range across
the countries was also much larger than that across the states. The country with
the most days of formal schooling per year (China) employed 79 mor e days of
instruction than did the country with the fewest (Portugal), while the difference
between the states with the most (New York) and the fewest (Minnesota) days of
instruction was only 8 days.
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Figure 20a:
state (1990-91)
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‘Figure represents the unweighted average of two cities, Sdo Paulo and Fortaleza.

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Education Progress, Learning Mathematics, Figure 5.2. For West
Germany: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) Study of Reading Literacy,1992. For Japan:
Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture, National Institute of Educational Research, Government of Japan,1992.U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey,1990-91(based on Table 49-3 in the Condition of

Education, 1993).
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Figure 20b: Number of days per year spent in formal instruction, by country
(1991) and state (1990-91)
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SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey, 1990-91(based on Table
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Figure 20c:

Number of hours per year spent in formal instruction, by country

(1991) and state (1990-91)
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SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of Education Progress, Leaming Mathematics,Figure 5.2, For West
Germany: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) Study of Reading Literacy, 1992 For Japan:
Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture, National institute of Educational Research, Government of Japan, 1992.U S Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey, 1990-91(based on Table 49-3 in the Co:dition of

Education, 1993).
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Table 20a: Time in formal instruction in lower secondary schools measured
per school day and per year, by measure and country: School
year 1990-91

Average minutes of Average hours Average hours

instruction per of instruction Days of instruction of instruction

Country school day per day ' per year per year
Sao Paulo and Fortaleza, Brazil 247 4.1 182 749
Canada 304 5.1 188 953
China 305 5.1 251 1,276
England 300 5.0 192 960
France 370 6.2 174 1,073
Germany (West) 276 4.6 219 1,007
Hungary 223 3.7 177 658
Ireland 323 5.4 173 931
Israel 278 4.6 215 996
EmiliaRomagna, Italy 289 4.8 204 983
Japan 240 4.0 220 880
Jordan 260 4.3 191 828
Korea 264 4.4 222 977
Portugal 334 5.6 172 957
Scotland 324 5.4 191 1.031
Slovenia 248 4.1 190 785
Soviet Union 258 4.1 198 812
Spain 243 4.1 188 761
Switzerland 305 5.1 207 1,062
Taiwan 318 5.3 222 1,177
United States 338 5.6 _ 178 1,003

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 20 on pp.272-279 for details on data and sample sizes from Canada, EmiliaRomagna (Italy),
England, Israel, Portugal, Scotland, the Soviet Union, Spare, Switzeriand, and the United States; and for discussions Of the calculation Of
Instructional hours per day for the U.S. states and the International Assessment of Educational Progress (IAEP).

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, International Assessment of EducationProgress, Learning Mathematics, Figure 5.2. For West
Germany: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational ‘Achievement (IEA)Study of Reading Literacy,1992. For Japan:
Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture, National Institute of Educational Research, Government of Japan,1992.
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Table 20b: Time in formal instruction in public schools with 8th grades
measured per school day and per year, by state: School year

1990-91

Average minutes of Average hours Average hours

instruction per of instruction Days of instruction of instruction

State school day per day per year per year
Alabama 360 6.0 177 ,062
Alaska 330 5.5 181 996
Arizona 330 5.5 176 968
Arkansas 348 5.8 179 ,038
California 312 5.2 181 941
Colorado 336 5.6 177 991
Connecticut 324 5.4 182 983
Delaware 342 5.7 180 1,026
District of Columbia 312 5.2 182 946
Florida 342 5.7 181 1,032
Georgia 348 5.8 180 1,044
Hawaii 318 5.3 178 943
Idaho 312 5.2 180 936
lllinois 324 5.4 181 977
Indiana 342 5.7 181 1,032
lowa 354 5.9 180 1,062
Kansas 342 5.7 179 1,020
Kentucky 342 5.7 180 1,026
Louisiana 342 5.7 180 1,026
Maine 324 5.4 176 950
Maryland 330 5.5 181 996
Massachusetts 312 5.2 180 936
Michigan 318 5.3 182 965
Minnesota 336 5.6 176 980
Mississippi 360 6.0 182 1,092
Missouri 342 5.7 177 1,009
Montana 330 5.5 181 996
Nebraska 342 5.7 178 1,015
Nevada 318 5.3 - 180 954
New Hampshire 330 5.5 180 990
New Jersey 318 5.3 181 959
New Mexico 336 5.6 181 1,014
New York 330 5.5 183 1,007
North Carolina 336 5.6 181 1,014
North Dakota 330 5.5 179 985

-

Ohio 330 5.5 180 990
Oklahoma 330 5.5 177 974
Oregon 330 5.5 177 974
Pennsylvania 336 5.6 181 1,014
Rhode Island 318 5.3 180 954
South Carolina 348 5.8 181 1,050
South Dakota 336 5.6 176 986
Tennessee 348 5.8 181 1,050
Texas 372 6.2 176 1,091
Utah 330 5.5 179 985
Vermont 330 5.5 176 968
Virginia 330 5.5 181 996
Washington 324 5.4 180 972
West Virginia 348 5.8 181 1,050
Wisconsin 354 5.9 181 1,068
Wyoming 330 5.5 176 968

NOTE: The “average hours per day” measure has been adjusted to remove time for lunch and other non-instructional breaks. See
supplemental note to Indicator 20 on pp.272-279 for a discussion of the calculation of instructional hours per day for the U.S.states.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey, 1990-91(based on Table 49-
3in The Condition of Education, 1993}.
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Achievement and Attainment

Indicator 21: Educational attainment of the population

The percentage of the population completing secondary and higher education in the U.S. states
and other industrialized countries provides an indication of the skill level of the U.S. workforce
compared to its economic competitors. Completion levels reflect both the availability of
education in a country and the extent to which completion of certain levels of education is
typical. However, because many working-age adults completed their education years ago, the
indicator is influenced by the development of education systems over time. Countries or states
where education systems have undergone major expansions only in recent years will still show a
large proportion of adults with lower levels of educational attainment, and one would expect to
find those in younger age groups educated to higher levels than those in older age groups.

» Among countries in 1991, the United States had the second highest percentage of
individuals aged 25 to 64 who had completed at least an upper secondary
education — 81 percent. Eighty-two percent of Ger mans between the ages of 25
and 64 completed at least that same level of education. For the other G-7
countries represented here, the proportions ranged from 28 to 76 per cent.

» Among the six G-7 countries represented here, Germany, Canada, and the United
States had the highest rates of upper secondary attainment among the younger
cohort of 25-to 34-year-olds (at 88, 86, and 84 percent, respectively). The
per centage for the United Kingdom was somewhat lower (at 79 percent), wher eas
those for France and Italy were much lower (at 66 and 43 percent, respectively).

» Of the G-7 countries, Canada had the highest percentage of higher education
graduates (at both the non-university and university levels) in its 25- to 64-year-old
population (40 percent) and the United States the next highest (30 percent). France
and Italy had the lowest percentages (15 percent or lower).

» Among the six G-7 countries represented here, the United States had the highest
rate of university graduation among 25- to 3gsyear-olds. The U.S. rate was double
or triple the rates of France, Germany, Italy, or the United Kingdom.

» The states with the smallest proportions of their 25-to 64-year-old population
having completed high school were Mississippi (70 percent) and Kentucky (72
percent). Those states’ proportions, however, were still larger than the proportions
of the population completing upper secondary degreesin 15 of the 20 other
countriesreported here.

Notes on interpretation:

Although the educational attainment of a population is an indicator of the current skill level of the workforce, it is not
necessarily ameasure of success in educating alarge proportion of the population. Within the 25- to 64-year-old age group,
there may be many who have moved out of the country or state where they received their education. Thus, particularly in
some U.S. states, large segments of the resident population may have been educated elsewhere.

There are marked differences among countries with respect to whether certain programs are classified as belonging to the
university, non-university, Or upper secondary sector. For example, some programs that are begun subsequent to the
completion of general secondary education are classified as non-university higher education in parts of Canada and the
United States, whereas they are defined as upper secondary education in most other countries.
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Indicator 2/

Figure 21la:
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Achievement and Attainment

Percentage of the population aged 25to 34 having attained at least
an upper secondary level of education, by country (1991) and state

(1990)

Figure 21b:
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Indicator 21

Figure 21c: Percentage of the population aged 25 to 34 who are university
graduates, by country (1991) and state (1990)
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Achievement and Attainment

Table 21a: Percentage of the population aged 25 to 64, by highest level of

education attained and country: 1991

Less than Higher Higher

upper Upper education education

Country secondary secondary (non-university) (university)
Australia 44 25 21 10
Austria 33 61 — 7
Belgium 57 24 10 10
Canada 24 36 23 17
Czechoslovakia 27 63 - 10
Denmark 39 43 6 13
Finland 40 42 8 10
France 49 35 5 10
Germany 18 60 * 1 11
Ireland 60 24 8 8
Italy 72 22 - 6
Netherlands 44 37 13 6
New Zeaand 44 33 13 10
Norway 21 54 12 12
Portugal 93 3 1 3
Spain 78 12 — 10
Sweden 33 44 11 12
Switzerland 19 60 13 7
Turkey 82 11 — 6
United Kingdom 35 49 7 10
United States’ 19 51 7 23

— Persons are includedin counts of another level of education.

“1990 data.

NOTE: Row figures may not sum to 100, due to rounding. See supplemental note to Indicator 21on pp.231-233for a discussion of the
levels of education; on pp.243-248 for detaiis on data provided by Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzertand, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United
States; and for a discussion comparing educational attainment data for the UnitedS.thesas it is found in the Current Population Survey to the
same M the 1990 U.S. Census of Population.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at a Glance,
1993, Table C1{A).U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, Education inthe United States, Table

1.
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Indicator 27

Table 21b: Percentage of the population aged 25 to 64, by highest level of
education attained and state: 1990

Less than Higher Higher

upper Upper education education

State secondary secondary (non-university) {university)
Alabama 26 51 5 18
Alaska 11 57 7 24
Arizona 18 52 7 22
Arkansas 26 55 4 15
California 21 45 9 25
Colorado 12 51 8 29
Connecticut 15 46 7 31
Delaware 17 52 8 23
District of Columbia 23 38 2 37
Florida 21 51 8 20
Georgia 23 50 « 6 21
Hawaii 13 52 10 25
Idaho 15 56 9 19
lllinois 18 51 7 24
Indiana 19 58 6 17
lowa 13 59 9 20
Kansas 13 56 6 24
Kentucky 28 52 5 15
Louisiana 26 53 4 18
Maine 16 56 7 21
Maryland 16 49 6 29
Massachusetts 15 46 9 31
Michigan 17 56 8 19
Minnesota 1M1 55 10 25
Mississippi 29 48 6 16
Missouri 19 56 5 20
Montana 13 58 7 22
Nebraska 11 56 8 22
Nevada 18 59 7 16
New Hampshire 13 51 - 9 27
New Jersey 17 48 5 29
New Mexico 21 52 5 22
New York 20 46 8 26
North Carolina 24 49 8 19
North Dakota 14 53 13 21

__a

Ohio 19 56 6 19
Oklahoma 19 55 6 20
Oregon 14 55 8 23
Pennsylvania 17 55 6 21
Rhode Island 20 47 7 25
South Carolina 26 49 7 18
South Dakota 15 56 8 20
Tennessee 26 51 4 18
Texas 23 49 6 22
Utah 12 55 9 24
Vermont 14 51 8 26
Virginia 20 47 6 27
Washington 12 54 9 25
West Virginia 26 56 4 14
Wisconsin 14 57 8 20
Wyoming 13 59 8 20

NOTE: Row figures may not sum to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,1990 Census of Population, Education in the United States, Table 1.




Achievement and Attainment

Table 21c: Percentage of the population having attained at reast a certain
level of education, by age group, level of education, and country:

1991

Aged 25 to 34

Aged 25 to 64

Higher Higher

Upper education Upper education

Country secondary {university) secondary {university)
Australia 64 12 56 10
Austria 79 8 68 7
Belgium 58 13 44 10
Canada 86 18 76 17
Czechoslovakia 87 13 73 10
Denmark 75 13 61 13
Finland 81 11 60 10
France 66 11 50 10
Germany 88 12 82 11
Ireland 54 9 40 8
Italy 43 7 28 6
Netherlands 67 7 57 6
New Zealand 59 12 56 10
Norway 88 12 79 12
Portugal 24 16 7 3
Spain 40 5 22 10
Sweden 85 10 67 12
Switzerland 88 9 80 7
Turkey 22 6 17 6
United Kingdom 79 12 - 65 10
United States’ 84 23 81 23

1990 data.

NOTE:See supplemental note to Indicator 27 on pp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of education; on pp.243-248 for details on data
provided by Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czechosiovakia, Finland, France, Garmany, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States; and for a discussion comparing educational attainment
data for the United States as it i found in the Current Population Survey to the same in the 1990U.S. Census of Population.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at a Glance,
1983, Table ClI (B}).U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,1990 Census of Population, Education inthe United States, Table

1.
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Indicator 271

Table 21d: Percentage of the population having attained at least a certain
level of education, by age group, level of education, and state:

1990
Aged 25 to 34 Aged 25 to 64

Higher Higher

Upper education Upper education

State secondary (university} secondary {university)
Alabama 80 19 74 18
Alaska 91 18 88 24
Arizona 83 20 81 22
Arkansas 81 15 74 15
California 78 23 79 25
Colorado 89 27 88 29
Connecticut 89 31 84 31
Delaware 87 24 83 23
District of Columbia 81 39 77 37
Florida 83 20 79 20
Georgia 83 22 77 21
Hawaii 91 23 87 25
Idaho 85 16 84 19
lllinois 86 26 82 24
Indiana 86 18 81 17
lowa 91 20 88 20
Kansas 89 24 86 24
Kentucky 80 16 72 16
Louisiana 79 17 75 18
Maine 89 19 84 21
Maryland 88 29 84 29
Massachusetts 90 34 86 31
Michigan 87 19 83 19
Minnesota 93 26 30 25
Mississippi 77 16 70 16
Missouri 86 22 81 20
Montana 90 19 87 22
Nebraska 92 22 86 22
Nevada 83 14 82 16
New Hampshire 90 26 87 27
New Jersey 88 s 10) 82 29
New Mexico 82 17 79 22
New York 85 28 80 26
North Carolina 83 21 76 19
North Dakota 93 22 87 21
Ohio 86 20 81 19
Oklahoma 84 19 81 20
Oregon 86 20 86 23
Pennsylvania 88 23 82 21
Rhode Island 85 26 79 25
South Carolina 80 18 74 18
South Dakota 89 22 84 20
Tennessee 81 19 74 18
Texas 79 22 77 22
Utah 89 21 88 24
Vermont 89 24 85 26
Virginia 85 27 80 27
Washington 88 23 88 25
West Virginia 81 14 74 14
Wisconsin 89 20 85 20
Wyoming 89 18 87 20

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,1990 Census of Population and Housing; Education in the United States,

Table 1.
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Achievement and Attainment

Indicator 22: Educational equity for women

The degree of educational equity for women in a society can be measured as the proportion of
persons in the population aged 25 to 64 who attained each of various levels of education and who
were women. A value of 50 percent reflects proportional equality among males and females,
while a value above 50 or below 50 percent indicates an over-representation or under-
representation, respectively, of females at a given level of educational attainment. Since
educational attainment is often a determinant of other social or economic outcomes, such as labor
market participation, occupational mobility, quality of life, and a full, efficient use of a country’s
or state’s human resources, gender differences in educational attainment may indicate a broader
socia inequality between males and females.

» The proportion of women among those with less than an upper secondary degreein
1991 was 55 percent or morein 10 of the 20 other countries reported here.
However, no U.S. state had a proportion that large in 1990.

» With the exception of non-university higher education, the United States and
Canada had similar proportions of women at every level of educational attainment.
When compared to their North American counterparts, the other four G-7
countriesrepresented here had higher female proportions at the less than upper
secondary level (by as much as 21 percentage pointsin Germany), equal or lower
proportions at the upper secondary level (by as much as9 percentage pointsin the
United Kingdom and France), and equal or lower proportions at the university
level (by as much as10 percentage pointsin Germany).

» The proportion of women among university graduates was less than half in every
country or state. In 14 of the 20 other countries refresented here the female
proportion of university graduates was 43 percent or less; however, only 3 of the
U.S. statesreported percentages that low.

Notes on interpretation: -

Although the educational attainment of a population is an indicator of the current skill level of the warkforce, it is not
necessarily a measure of success in educating alarge proportion of the population. Within the 25- to 64-year-old age group,
there may be many who have moved out of the country or state where they received their education. Thus. particularly in
some U.S. states, large segments ot the resident population may have been educated elsewhere.

There are marked differences among countries with respect to whether certain programs are classified as belonging to the
university, non-university, Or upper secondary sector. FOr example, in Some countries, programs leading to qualifications in
teaching and nursing are considered to be university programs; in others, they are non-university programs. Furthermore,
some programs that are begun subsequent to the completion of general secondary education are classified as non-university
higher education in parts of Canada and the United States, whereas they are defined as upper secondary education in most
other countries. To the extent that enrollment in any of these programs tends to be dominated by one gender, that can
distort comparisons across countries using this indicator. For example, if most nursing students are female in each of two
countries, but one country classifies nursing education as a university program while the other classifies it as non-university
higher education, the first country may have a higher female proportion at the university level and alower female
proportion at the non-university higher education level.




Indicator 22

Figure 22a: Percentage of women among those aged 25to 64 whose highest level
of educational attainment is less-than upper secondary, by country
(1991) and state (1990)
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Achievement and Attainment

Figure 22b: Percentage of women among those aged 25to 64 whose highest level
of educational attainment is non-university higher education, by
country (1991) and state (1990)
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Indicator 22

Figure 22¢:  Percentage of women among those aged 25to 64 whose highest level
of educational attainment is university education, by country (1991)

and state (1990)
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Achievement and Attainment

Fable 22a: Proportion of women among those aged 25 to 64, by level of
educational attainment and country: 1991

Higher
Less than education Higher

upper Upper {non- education All
Country secondary secondary university) {university) levels
Australia 58 26 66 39 50
Austria 66 43 — 41 50
Belgium 52 47 59 35 50
Canada 50 54 50 45 51
Czechoslovakia 66 46 — 40 51
Denmark 55 45 55 47 49
Finland 50 52 18 42 50
France 55 45 58 45 51
Germany 71 49 35 35 50
Ireland 47 58 51 40 50
Italy 52 48 — 43 51
Netherlands 57 45 47 31 49
New Zealand 58 37 69 40 51
Norway 52 50 25 40 49
Portugal 52 44 77 47 52
Spain 53 43 - 47 51
Sweden 48 50 23 46 49
Switzerland 65 52 20 32 50
Turkey 41 35 — 28 40
United Kingdom 59 45 60 36 50
United States’ 50 53 55 45 51

—Persens are included in counts of another level of education.
“1990 data.

NOTE: See supplemental note to Indicator 22 on pp.231-233 for a discussion of levels of education; on pp.243-248 for details on data
provided by Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United Stat®®and for a discussion comparing educational attainment
data for the United States asiti1s found in the Current Population Survey to the same in the 1980U.S. Census of Population.

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at a Glance,
71993, Table C2{A}.U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 cCensus of Population, Education in the United States, Table
1.
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Indicator 22

Table 22b: Proportion of women among those aged 25 to 64, by level of
educational attainment and state: 1990

Higher
Less than education Higher

upper Upper {non- education All
State secondary secondary university) {university) levels
Alabama 51 54 55 46 52
Alaska 47 47 47 46 47
Arizona 51 53 51 44 51
Arkansas 50 53 58 47 52
California 50 52 52 44 50
Colorado 50 53 52 45 50
Connecticut 49 54 59 46 51
Delaware 48 54 57 46 51
District of Columbia 51 55 57 50 52
Florida 50 54 56 44 51
Georgia 51 53 55 46 41
Hawaii 53 50 51 47 50
Idaho 47 53 54 41 50
lllinois 49 54 55 46 51
Indiana 50 53 54 45 51
lowa 47 52 59 46 51
Kansas 49 52 55 45 50
Kentucky 49 53 60 46 51
Louisiana 50 54 60 47 52
Maine 47 52 55 49 51
Maryland 49 54 59 46 51
Massachusetts 50 53 59 47 51
Michigan 48 53 55 45 51
Minnesota 46 52 54 45 50
Mississippi 51 54 58 48 52
Missouri 51 53 55 45 51
Montana 47 52 58 45 50
Nebraska 48 52 a3 46 51
Nevada 50 50 49 41 48
New Hampshire 47 53 55 45 50
New Jersey 50 54 59 45 51
New Mexico 52 52 54 45 51
New York 50 54 57 48 52
North Carolina 48 54 56 47 51
North Dakota 43 52 51 46 49
Ohio 50 53 57 45 52
Oklahoma 51 53 52 44 51
Oregon 49 53 51 45 50
Pennsylvania 50 54 56 45 51
Rhode Island 50 54 54 46 51
South Carolina 50 53 54 46 51
South Dakota 45 51 60 46 50
Tennessee 50 54 58 46 52
Texas 50 53 52 a4 51
Utah 51 54 51 40 50
Vermont 43 52 57 49 50
Virginia 48 54 57 46 51
Washington 50 52 52 44 50
West Virginia 49 53 61 47 52
Wisconsin 486 52 54 46 50
Wyoming 49 51 54 44 50

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,1990 Census of Population and Mousing; Education in the United States,

Table 1.




Achievement and Attainment

Indicator 23: Secondary school completion

Upper secondary school completion is measured by the number of graduates per 100 personsin
the general population of the graduation reference age, which isage17 in the United States but
which varies across countries. Countries and states with high upper secondary completion ratios
may have economies that require highly skilled labor forces and that depend on the education
system to provide necessary training. They also may place a higher priority on programs
designed to encourage teenagers to stay in school rather than drop out. Countries and states with
relatively high ratios, furthermore, may educate a large number of students from outside the
typical age range enrolled in upper secondary education. This Situation is common in countries
where older students return for specialized vocational training, Sometimes earning second or third
credentials.

» Among the G-7 countriesin 1991, West Germany and Japan had the highest
secondary school completion raties, above 90 graduates per 100 persons at the
graduation reference age; Italy had the lowest at about 50. The graduation ratios
for France, the United Kingdom, and Canada were close to that of the United
States (74).

» The range of secondary school graduation ratios across the U.S. states, from 63 in
Florida and Louisiana to 91 in Maine, was not as broad as that acr oss countries,
which ranged from 28 in Turkey to 125 graduates per 100 personsin Finland.

» The secondary school completion ratio was above 85 in only four U.S. states.
However, nine of the nineteen other countries recorded completion ratios that high.

Notes on interpretation: -

For the United States, upper secondary education is defined as the last three years of high school. In some countries, a
large proportion of upper secondary students attend vocationai, technical, or apprenticeship programs. In countries where
the graduation ratio exceeds 100, it is likely that there are some students earning second degrees.

Countries differ greatly in how they classify certain programs as either higher education or upper secondary programs. For
example, some programs that are begun subsequent to the completion of general secondary education are classified as non-
university higher education in the United States and in parts of Canada, whereas they are defined as upper secondary
education in most other countries.

A completion ratio should not be interpreted as a completion rate. Completion ratios allow comparisons across states and
nations by standardizing the number of graduates at a particular education level to the size of the population in an age group
typical for graduation at that level. It isnot, however, an estimate of the percentage of that age group who have graduated.
See supplemental note on pages233-236 for an explanation of graduation referenceage.
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Indicator 23

Figure 23: Public and private upper secondary school graduates per 100 persons

at the graduation referenee age, by country and state: 1991
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countries where the graduation ratio exceeds 100, it is likely that there are some students earning second degrees

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at a

Glance, 1993, Table R5. U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing.

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1993, Table 99; Digest of Edbcaﬂon

Statistics, 1994, Table 63.




Achievement and Attainment

Table 23a: Public and private upper secondary graduates per 100 persons at
the graduation reference age, by sex and country: 1991

Graduates per 100 persons

Country Total Male Female
Austria 86.6 : 92.3 80.6
Canada 72.5 71.0 74 .1
Czechoslovakia 88.6 86.9 90.4
Denmark 100.4 90.0 111.8
Finland 124.9 103.2 148.0
France 75.8 71.8 80.1
Germany (West) 117.3 118.7 1156.9
Hungary 87.8 — —
Ireland 78.3 71.0 85.9
Italy 50.7 47.3 54.4
Japan 91.1 88.0 94.3
Netherlands 82.2 87.8 76.4
New Zealand" 35.5 34.3 36.7
Norway 89.3 98.9 79.3
Portugal 50.6 43.4 58.1
Spain 64.0 58.2 70.1
Sweden 80.2 78.4 82.1
Switzerland 87.6 90.7 84.4
Turkey 27.9 33.0 22.5
United Kingdom 74.4 72.2 76.7
United States 73.9 71.7 76.2

‘Graduates of general education programs only; not graduates of vocational, technical, or apprenticeship programs.
— Not available. -

NOTE: In countries where the graduation ratio exceeds 100, it is likely that there are some students earning second degrees. See
supplemental note to Indicator 23 on pp.278-279 for details on data provided by Czechoslovakia, Denmark,Finland, France, West Germany,
Ireland, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States; on pp. 231-233 for a discussion of levels of education; and on pp.233-236 for a
discussion of enrollment reference groups — typical starting ages and years of completion for upper secondary education — and for an
explanation of graduation reference age. -
SOURCE: oOrganization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Center for Educational Research and Innovation, Education at a Glance,
7993, Table RS.
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Indicator 23

Table 23b: Public and private upper secondary school graduates per 100
persons 17 years old, by state: 1991

State Graduates per 100 persons
Alabama 69.9
Alaska 771
Arizona 67.4
Arkansas 74 .4
California 68.2
Colorado 81.2
Connecticut 84.6
Delaware 80.6
District of Columbia 69.7
Florida 62.7
Georgia 68.2
Hawaii 82.0
Idaho 80.8
Illinois 74 .4
Indiana 77.3
lowa 86.7
Kansas 81.1
Kentucky 72.1
Louisiana 63.4
Maine 90.8
Maryland 76.1
Massachusetts 82.3
Michigan 70.8
Minnesota 86.4
Mississippi 63.7
Missouri 77.5
Montana 82.7
Nebraska 87.3
Nevada 64.6
New Hampshire 84.6
New Jersey - 78.5
New Mexico 76.0
New York 70.2
North Carolina 69.6
North Dakota 79.4
Ohio 76.6
Oklahoma - 75.7
Oregon 70.7
Pennsylvania 80.3
Rhode Island 70.5
South Carolina 67.0
South Dakota 74.3
Tennessee 71.8
Texas 72.4
Utah 78.5
Vermont 75.5
Virginia 77.1
Washington 73.3
West Virginia 77.9
Wisconsin 83.4
Wyoming 79.9

NOTE:Data include graduates of regular day school programs, but exclude graduates of other programs and persons freceiving high school
equivalency certificates.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,199Q Census of Population and Housing.U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1993, Table 99; Digest of Education Statistics,1994, Table 63.
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Indicator 24: University completion

The proportion of young people completing bachelor’s degrees in the United States and its
equivalent in other industrialized countries provides an indication of the skill level of entrantsinto
the U.S. workforce and those of its economic competitors. Even though some graduates migrate
across states or nations after graduation, the ratio of college and university graduates to the local
population at the graduation reference age (university completion ratio) is an indicator of the skill
level of the young adult labor pool in a particular state or country.

» Among the G-7 countriesin 1991, only Canada had a greater university completion
ratio than the United States (33 versus 30 graduates per 100 persons at the
graduation reference age). Theratio for the United States was more than twice
that of Germany, and more than triple that of Italy.

» The university completion ratio ranged from less than 8 in Austria, Hungary,
Spain, Switzerland, and Turkey, to more than 25 in Canada, Norway, and the
United States. Only Canada and the United States had ratios higher than 25 for
both males and females.

» In general, most U.S. states had university completion ratios much higher than
those of the countriesincluded herein 1991. Forty-eight states had university
completion ratios of 20 or higher, and 32 states had ratios of at least 30. Only four
of the other countriesfor which data werereported had university completion
ratios as high as 20, and only Norway and Canada had ratios above 30.

» For half of the countries included here, and for all but one of the states, the
number of graduates per 100 per sons at the graduation r efer ence age was higher
among females than males. The female graduation ratio was more than 10
per centage points greater than the maleratio in 2 countries (Canada and Norway)
and 6 states (Delaware, Hawaii, Maine, Rhode Island, South Daketa, and
Virginia). Japan was the only country where the male graduation ratio was more
than 6 percentage points higher than the female ratio, with a percentage point
difference of 20.

Notes on interpretation:

All students completing bachelor’s degrees (or the equivalent) in country or state universities are included in the higher
education completion figures. That includes students who had lived in other countries or states before attending their
university or who moved to other countries or states after attending their university. Some states and countries, particularly
those with arelatively large public university system and many private universities, may have a surplus of “in-migrant”
students. Other states and countries, particularly those with arelatively smaltl public university system and few private
universities, may have a deficit of “out-migrant” students. Among OECD countries, Luxembourg is notable for a deficit of
out-migrant students, as most of its university students attend universities in neighboring countries. See Indicator 11 for a
migration adjustment across U.S. states, made at the initial point of that migration — when students first enter higher
education institutions.

A completion ratio should ror be interpreted as a completion rare.  Completion ratios allow comparisons across states and
nations by standardizing the number of graduates at a particular education level to the size of the population in an age group
typical for graduation at that level. It isnot, however, an estimate of the percentage of that age group who have graduated.
See supplemental note on pages233-236 for adiscussion of graduation reference age.
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