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There have been rapid ormbmmm in the number of children being _ooB with births falling dramatically.
Families are smaller, women tend to be older when they have children, and more do not have children at all.
Education is part of the story, with higher levels of education tending to be associated with fewer children.
The number of children born in OECD countries is now so low that the long-term prospect is of population
decline, despite the fact that we are living longer as discussed next. On average 2.1 children per woman
should be born in a country for there to be long-term population stability: when it is significantly lower than
this the population falls. By the beginning of the 21st century, only two OECD countries -- Mexico and
Turkey - were still above the 2.1 line. This is in sharp contrast with many developing countries where fertility
levels remain high.

The table 1 shows two key aspects about birth rates. One is oﬁmbm@ over the approximately 40 years since
1960. The other is the relative position of the different OECD countries, ordered top to bottom from those
with highest current birth rates to those with the lowest. The table 2 showing the age of mothers when they
have their first child reinforces the picture. It underscores the extent of recent change in social behavior. In
1970, in only 3 of the 16 countries in the table was the average age for starting motherhood 25 years or more;
by 2004, in none of them was it less than 25.

Table 1 . Table 2
Birth rates well moﬁB on the 1960s (Total Starting parenthood later (Average age when
fertility rates: children per woman aged 15-49, mothers have their first child in a number of
1960, 1980 and 2003) | OECD countries)
| 1960 1980 2003 ~ 1970 1995 2004
Turkey 6.40 422 246 Switzerland 253 28.1 29.3
Mexico 725 470 221 Germany - 24.0 27.5 29.0
United States 365 184 2.04 Japan 25.6 27.5 289
Iceland 4.17 248 199 Netherlands 24.8 28.4 28.9
Ireland 376 325 198 Luxembourg 24.7 274 28.6:
New Zealand 419 212 190 Sweden 259 27.2 28.6
France 2.73 1.95 1.89 France 244 28.1 28.4
Norway 291 172 1.80 Denmark 23.8 27.4 28.4
Australia 345 190 1.76 Greece . 25.0 26.6 28.0
Denmark 257 1.55 1.76 Finland 24.4 272 27.8
Finland 272 163 176 OECD-16 24.0 26.2 27.5
Netherlands 312 1.60 175 Czech Republic 22.5 233 26.3
Sweden : 220 1.68 171 Hungary 22.8 23.8 26.3
United Kingdom 2.72 190 1.71 Iceland - 21.3 25.0 26.2
Luxembourg 228 149  1.63 Poland = 22.8 23.8 25.6
OECD 323 212 1.61 Slovak Republic 22.6 23.0 253
Belgium 256 168 1.61 United States 241 24.5 25.1
Canada 390 1.68 1.0
Portugal 3.10 218 1.44
Switzerland 244 155 141
Austria 269 165 1.39
(GGermany 237 156 134
Hungary 2.02 192 1.30
Japan 2.00 1.75 1.30
Ttaly 241  1.64 129
Spain 2.86 220 1.29
Greece 228 221 1.27
Poland 298 228 1.24
Czech Republic 2,11 2,10 1.18
Korea 6.00 2.8 1.17

Slovak Republic  3.07 232 1,17
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Parents, students, teachers, school leaders, governments and the general public need good information on
how well their education systems prepare students for life. The results from PISA provide a new basis for
policy dialogue and for collaboration in defining and implementing educational goals, in innovative ways that
reflect judgments about the skills that are relevant to adult life. _

Scorers look at the PISA tests and use a detailed scoring guide to give no credit, partial credit or full
credit for each answer. The results obtained in this way are analyzed to provide many interesting insights. In
addition to the performance of students in different countries, results are also analyzed with regard to other
factors such as gender, socio-economic background and differences between schools. In this way, PISA has
produced an unprecedented comparative knowledge base of school systems and their outcomes, and allows
these outcomes to be monitored over time, One of the key features of PISA is its policy orientation, with
design and reporting methods determined by the need of governments to draw policy lessons. It is not possible
to link the different information collected from students and school principals as the direct causes of PISA
results, but it is possible to compare the degree of association of various factors in different countries with
educational outcomes.

What does PISA actually assess? The mathematics questions in PISA aim at assessing the capacity of
students to draw upon their mathematical competencies to meet the challenges of their current and future daily
lives. The following section presents a sample question for the mathematics tests.

VIATHIEVI/ATICS UNIT 99 : INTERNET RELAY CHAT

Mark (from Sydney, Australia) and Hans (from Berlin, Germany) often communicate with each other
using “chat” on the Internet. They have to log on to the Internet at the same time to be able to chat.

To find a suitable time to chat, Mark looked up a chart of world times and found the following:

Gresnwich 12 Midnight Berlin 1:00 AM Sydney 10:00 AM

QUESTION 11.1
At 7:00 PM in Sydney, Er# time is it in Berlin?

Answer:

QUESTION 11.2

Mark and Hans are not able to chat between 9:00 AM and 4:30 PM their local time, as they have to go
to school. Also, from 11:00 PM il 7:00 AM their [ocal time they won't be @Zm to chat because they
will be sleeping.

When would be 3 moon_ kn:dm wow Mark and Im:m to nrmﬁ <<:¢m ,mrm _Onm_ dBnm in the table.

Sydney

Berlin
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In traditionally managed organizations, the unit of analysis is usually linked to the performance of a
function within the organization. Organizational charts classify these functions as more or less independent
components. Research argues, however, that focusing on functions alone is too narrow a view, because
attention is drawn away from the total performance of the organization. If someone fails to adequately perform
a given function, the reason can often be traced to organizational habits of thought and/or practice that cause
performances to vary from one function to another. Bad habits are difficult to detect without a clear perception
of what each component contributes to the results of the total system. In higher education, academic and social
integration (e.g., the extent to which an individual student identifies with the academic and social life of the
institution) are critically important predictors of student success. This implies that all employees of a school or
college (administrators, custodial staff, clerical staff, and teachers) to varying degrees impact the quality of
learning and the social atmospheres of schools and colleges. Thus, all educators play important roles in
improving learning,.

Often overlooked in analyses of individual and even institutional functions is how the improvements will
affect institutional outcomes. The noted futurist, Jay W. Forrester, argues that the “growing criticism of
education may direct attention to incorrect diagnoses and ineffective treatments,” and worse still, “result in
public demands for still more of what is causing the present educational failures.” Forrester’s argument is that
external pressurc to stuff students with “facts without having a frame of reference for making these facts
relevant to the complexities of life” is the real cause for education’s current woes.

New knowledge about how educational institutions work also forces educational practitioners to
reexamine some basic assumptions. For example, the traditional management approach views organizations as
centrally controlled and hierarchically linear organizations. The systems view is that a system’s boundaries are
determined by the task it exists to perform rather than by the fixed components of a single institution.  If the
task is to increase learning, then the boundaries of the system must be expanded to include all those
individuals and organizations that are instrumental in achieving that end. Rarely if ever are all of these
individuals or organizations centrally controlled. For education, this view implies that the outcomes approach
is preferable to the input-oriented approach because simply complying with external mandates and regulations
is less predictive of effective teaching and learning than planning how to unite and focus school and
community resources to achieve shared aims.
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