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FOR DISCUSSIOH PURPOSES ONLY
 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS III EDICATIONAL ATTAIIMIT IN TUlUKEY -

A CUPSORY REVIEW OF SOM rXISTING STATISTICAL EVIDEIICE
 

Duncan R. !filler and Ihsan etin l/
 

I. Introduction and Scope of Analysis
 

Few areas ithin comprehensive economic development planning generate
 

as much debate and nationalistic fervor as does education. Yet, at the
 

same time, education remains one of the most ambiguous areas of develop­

ment planning; indeed, if one regards education as a production process,
 

confusion abounds as to the ontinal production function, the input-output
 

interrelationships between education and other sectors, and even the nature
 

and conposition of the final demand for the product. As in most other
 

nations, Turkish development planners have yet to discover the total set
 

of relevant questions to be asked in educational planning and devise
 

appropriate methodologies with which to investigate the necessary policy
 

parameters. For example, although Turkish development planners have engaged
 

in some attempts to identify and project manpower requirements, insufficient
 

efforts have been undertaken to coordinate, much less to integrate, educa­

tional and manpower planning. Endeavors by economists and development
 

planners to seek guidance and initiatives from other social scientists to
 

establish linkages between education and other macro eectcr pian..haVd
 

yielded only modest results at best; this point is not noted to identify
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fault, rather to indicate the complexities which prevail.
 

Although articulation of a concise theory of human resource
 

development and resultant planning methodologies is clearly
 

desirable, the purpose of this paper is much more modest. As the
 

title implies, the authors attempt herein to present historical
 

data describing the major indicators of educational attainment
 

in Turkey. Primary emphasis is given to the basic foundations of
 

the education structure, namely, literacy, primary and secondary
 

education levels. Admittedly, most of the relevant educational
 

planning issues are not addressed in this paper nor are any specific
 

hypotheses tested. The document merely rerresents an introduction
 

to Turkish education facts and figures. Although a working
 

knowledge of the structure of the Turkish educational system is
 

presumed, a trief diagramatic outline I? ?resented in Appendix A.
 

The unit Lf observation used is that of the region. A regional­

based presentation was selected because of the imperfections
 

and possible distortions inherent in national averages and the
 

difficulty in comprehending and analyzing individual provincial­

level data. Consequently, the 67 provinces of Turkey are
 

aggregated into eight regions (See Exhibit 1) which are:
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1. Marmara 
2. Middle Anatolla
 
3. Aegean
 
4. Antalya
 
5. gukurova
 
6. Western Black Sea 
7. Eastern Black Sea
 
8. Eastern Anatolia
 

The regional delineation is that of the Imar ve Iskan BakanliAi (Ministry 

of Reronstruction and Settlement). Imar-IskVan regional 'rc:tot-,i.-s are 

utilized to give analyszc greacer fc-xibility in tying educational planning
 

into overall regional economic development plauning.
 

The organization of this paper is intentionally very simple. Sections 

1 through 3 review education data derived from Census books; section 4 

attempts to present the more dynamic elements within a student flow frame­

work; finally, section 5 iudicates the relative magnitude of education
 

financing. Each major statistic is presented and briefly described; 

historical trends and regional variations are noted. Although no effort is
 

made systematically and stati3tically to analyze the data presented, some
 

broad policy-oriented observations are ventured and a few specific areas of
 

necessary research are listed. Unfortunately, complete 1970 census data
 

are not yet available. Consiquently,some of the data are over Geven years
 

out of date and not all Second Five Year Development Plan rates of target 

realization can be calculated. Yet, to the extent possible, targets and
 

projections contained in Third Five Year Plan d.ocuments are analyzed. 
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I. Comments on Major Education Statistics
 

As the attached bibliography indicates, education in Turkey has been
 

the subje,it of considerable scholarly investigation; yet, research efforts
 

to date have signally failed to probe deeper than national averages and
 

the traditional urban-rural, male-female comparisons. The data presented
 

below, however, reveal sizeable interregional and intra-regional variations 

in most of the attainment indicators. Some crude measures of trend 

variation are also calculated which indicate a relative widening in some
 

of the regional attainment discrepancies.
 

le do not purport to examine all of the relevant educational measures
 

nor have we ventured into the realm of cause and effect or posited any
 

forecasts of the future. Moreover, many traditional forms of informal educa­

tion such as pre-school education, adult literacy, and on-the-job training 

are not widely practiced in Turkey and are therefore omitted in our investigg­

tion.
 

1. Literacy
 

Worldwide, literacy attainment represents the most basic educational
 

skill acquisition and often enters into plan formulations as a fundamental
 

social, economic, and political prerequisite to development. Although the
 

Second Five Year Development Plan is relatively silent on literacy goals and
 

policies to be implemented$ the Plan implies a gradual achievement of almost
 

universal literacy through a "literacy mobilization" drive.
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Analysis of literacy trends from 1955 to 195 (Tables 1 through 5)
 

indicates overall literacy levels and increases as follows:
 

POPIULATION 6 YEARS A19D OLDER 

Literacy Increases
 
1955 - 1965
 

X Literate Increase in Percent 

1955 1965 Humbers(000) Increase 

Total Turkey 40.9 48.7 4,59n 58.0 

Hale 55.7 64.0 2,893 52.8 

Female 25.5 32.8 1,696 69.6 

Urban Total 63.6 66,9 3,201 108.4 

Male 74.7 7-.4 2,026 ln5.4 

Female 49.8 52.3 1,182 113.8 

Rural TOzal 33.7 7:.5 1,382 27.9 

Male 49.1 54.6 868 24.4 

Female 18.7 22.9 514 36.8 

Note: 1970 Census results (15Z sample) indicate the following literacy
 

Levels: % literate tctal, 54.8; males, 69.1; females 40.0.
 

Turkey's literacy achievement has reached a point where she can boast of almost
 

universal urbnn male literacy. Although the overall urban-rural literacy
 

gap decreased slightly, urban literacy levels and increases remain much
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greater than rural attainments. Female literacy increased more than 

corresponding male rates, yet their plight is still obvious: seven out 

of ten females reside in rural areas but, less than one out of four of 

them can lay claim to ].iterate status. On the other hand, the following 

tables reveal that the growth of literacy has not been shared e lolly by 

all regions and in one notable case, Eastern Anatolia, rural literacy 

growth has actually fallen relative to the population change. 

a. Table 1 - Total Population
 

Relative literacy attainment ranks for 1955 and 1965 remain
 

identical with thu Western provinces exhibiting much higher degrees of
 

literacy than the Eastern or Black Sea provinces, for both males and fe­

males. Although the irdex of relative change indicates that, except for 

the very important case of Eastern Anatolia, there was an inverse relation­

ship between relative rank and the relative change index, that is the
 

literacy gap between the highest and lowest provinces has widened. These
 

are of course crude rates and do not reflecz possible individual counter
 

forces of population increase, migration, and lapses back into illiteracy.
 

Eastern Anatolia's poor literacy performance is further explicated in the
 

discussion of rural literacy (Table 3) and will therefore not be elaborated
 

upon here. The sizeable male-female differentials not only remain quite 

large but also have not been relatively decreased, indeed many have widened. 
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Assuming yearly growth rates of population and literacy of 2.6 and
 

4.5 percent respectively, national literacy attainment might reach slightly
 

over 60 percent by 1978. On the other hand, a plan target of universal
 

literacy, if attained, would require a yearly growth rate of literacy over
 

10.5 percent. This implies that if universal literacy were targeted and
 

achieved, a more than doubling of yearly outputs (literates) - though not
 

necessarily a doubling of inputs - ib required in the Third Five Year
 

Plan period.
 

b. Table 2 - Urban Literacy
 

For most practical purposes, urban literacy, at least for males,
 

is now an established fact in Turkey. Although Eastern Anatolia lags
 

behind the western provinces, urban literacy exhibits much more homogeneous
 

levels of attainment than rural literacy, even though sizeable male­

female differentials persist.
 

An urban literacy drive could be inundated by significant
 

inflows of illiterate migrants; however, in the case of Turkey, scholarly
 

investigations concerning migration imply trends of relatively educated
 

migrants (i.e., primary school graduates) flowing into the large cities.
 

Future attempts at literacy extension therefore might well be focused on
 

rural arenas and small towns if universal literacy is ever to be approached
 

much less achieved. The following table on rural literacy highlights both
 

the degree of present inter-regional and intraregional differentials and
 

the magnitude of efforts which will have to be undertaken to achieve
 

wide-spread literacy.
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c. 	Tables 3 and 4 - Rural Literacy
 

Although the index of relative change indicates rapie growth
 

of rural literacy - again with the notable exception of Eastern Anatolia ­

literacy skill acquisition remains a dream for most of rural Turkey. Given
 

1965 data, four out of five urban males are literate whereas only five out
 

of ten rural males have achieved literacy. To this must be contrasted
 

corresponding female literacy rates of five out of ten for urban and a
 

meager one out of five for rural areas. Again, the interregional variations
 

are dramatic. The fate of the rural, Eastern Anatolia female represents the
 

most tragic trend. Although Eastern Anatolia alone contains almost one
 

quarter of the total rural female population, only nine percent of these
 

females are literate. Moreover, not only does the index of relative change
 

imply that literacy has decreased relative to population but also the
 

absolute percentage of literates has fallen. Likewise, as Table 4 reveals,
 

for most of the eascern half of Turkey, the urban-rural literacy gaps are
 

growing larger.
 

d. 	 Table 5 - Literacy by Age Cohorts 

Data contained in this table are generally au one would hypothesize
 

and therefore, for present purposes, do not warrant further elaboration.
 

A regional age cohort calculation was deemed to be beyond the present scope
 

of work and would probably reveal trends very similar to those in Table 4,
 

except where noted earlier.
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2. 	Last School Craduated
 

As in the case of literacy, census data last school graduation
 

statistics represent a stock of accumulated past efforts. Unfortunately 

census data on last school graduated are difficult to analyze since each 

census report has chosen different minimum ages for data collection: (1950 ­

6 years and older, 1960 - 10 years and older, and 1965 - 11 years and older). 

Mforeover, the 1955 census did not report last school graduation levels. 

From a national standpcint, the relative probabilities of attaining
 

various levels of education are presented below:
 

Out of every 100 population who ever graduated from a school, how
 

many attained each level of education
 

1950 
Iale 

1960 1965 1950 
Female 

1960 1965 

Primary 19 52 57 8 55 62 

Secondary 

Lycee 

)) 
) 4 

7 

2 

7 

3 

)) 
) 1 

6 

2 

6 

2 

Vocational 1 2 3 - 2 3 

Higher 1 2 2 - 1 1 

NOTE: As will be amplified below, these data cover only those who in fact
 

graduated from a school and not total population. Moreover, as Kazamias
 

emphasizes, "the Turkish system of educational attainment and opportunity
 

may be likened to a minaret-shaped pattern: enrollments diminish steadily
 

and substantially from the primary school to the university levels, and
 

they are dramatically peaked and constrained at the summit. A child's
 

chances of continuing his education are clearly lowest at the primary-middle
 

rung of the education ladder and highest at the Lise-University 
one." 2/
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Section 4 below, Student Flow Analysis, will specifically address the
 

dynamics of educational opportunities but the following statistics may
 

be illustrative of the chances of attaining a higher education degree at
 

each lower level:
 

1. Of each 100 primary school students, only about four could expect
 

to attain University graduation.
 

2. Of each 100 secondary school students, approximately 20 could
 

expect to attain University graduation, yet.
 

3. Of each 100 lycee (lise) students, about 55 could expect to
 

attain University graduation.
 

The census data presented cover only those who in fact graduated from
 

a school and not total population of that age group. One must therefore
 

calculate the percentages of population who either did not enter school or
 

never graduated; these calculations are presented below:
 

Male Female 
1950 1960 1965 1950 1960 1965 

% Graduated from some school 24.8 36.9 47.5 10.5 16.5 23.3 

% Completed courses but 
never graduated 2.8 19.5 19.6 1.3 8.1 8.3 

% Either not enrolled or 
not completed courses 72.4 43.6 32.9 88.2 75.4 68.4 

From the census data (Table 6 and 7), one would be led to believe that primary
 

school attainment is a well-established phenomenon in Turkey; yet, as seen
 

above and below, this is far from reality. The census data similarly must be
 

adjusted to include total population rather than just those graduated from
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school. Such a massive data readjustment is clearly beyond the scope of
 

this paper; however,the adjustments for 1960 and 1965 below indicate the
 

crude nagnitudes abut which the census data Ir'e misleading: 

Male Female 

1960 1965 1960 1965 

1. Z Primary graduates out of 
"educated" population 52.0 56.6 55.3 61.7 

2. % Primary graduates out of 
total population 29.4 22.0 13.6 9J 

In other words, as in the example of females, of those who ever
 

graduated from a school as of 1965, 61.7 percent had only attained primary
 

education; yet, these same educated females represented only 9.9 percent of the
 

total female population. Thus the stock of finished product (primary
 

school graduates) remains small indeed and the potential flow into succeeding
 

levels is severely constrained. Although these calculations imply a relative
 

decline in primary school graduates, the data should be further refined and
 

disaggregated by age cohorts to reveal how many new potential entrants do not
 

achieve primary education. Such analysis for recent school years is
 

presented in Section 4 below.
 

Consequently, very little reliance can be placed on this section of
 

census data and any statements made must be qualified as "based on those who
 

did graduate from some school." Table R is however interesting in that it
 

indicates that out of those who did graduate from some school:
 

1. Except for the Black Sea and Eastern Anatolia, rural females have
 

the greatest degree of primary school attainments,
 



TABLE 6 

POPULATIO. LY LAST SC:.,?L G'; .. " '
 

TOTALS Till' 	 Y-TA 
(z) 

Year 	 Pri.-aary Seconc-arv Lycee Vocational --ieher 

1950 -!arnara 27.1 -	 1.10.1 	 1.7
 
i:iddle Anatolia 18.7 
 - 3.0 1.0 0.9 
Aegean 23.7 - 0.94.1 	 0.6
 
Antalya 24.1 - 1.9 0.') 0.3 
ukurova 17.2 - 3.2 0.8 0.5 

'-!esterri 1ack Sea 1C.5 ­ 2.0 0.6 0.3
 
Iastern Black Sea 14.7 
 - 1.6 0.5 0.2
 
Eastern Anatolia 3.7 ­ 1.5 0.5 0.4 
Total Turkey 10.0r.n - 3.6 0.r 

1960 I'arrara 	 49.5 9.1 4.4 2.4 
 2.3
 
:'iddle Anatolia 5-.4 2.4 	 2.4
t.7 2.m 

Aegean 
 5 . 6.0 1.7 2.1 1.3
 

..
Antalya 60.	 0.9
4.4 	 1.8
 
gu:urova 	 51.3 
 2.1 2.2 1.1
 
Uestern Black Sea 54.0 4.r. 2.2
i. 	 0.9
 
Eastern Black Sea 51.P 4.4 0.? 1.3 0.6 
!EasternAnatolia 47.2 5.:1 1.1 2.3 1.1 

Total Turkey 52.0 6.7 2.4 
 2.3 	 1.3
 

1965 "larmara 	 55.9 7.7 4.7 2.% 
 3.0
 
iliddle Anatolia 57.3 3.0 	 2.5
. 2.9 

Aegean 61.5 6.5 2.2
2.2 	 1.5
 
Antalya 65.0 5.e 	 2.1
1.3 	 1.1
 
ukurova 56.2 7.4 2.5 2.3 1.3
 

Western Black Sea 57.3 
 4.13, 1.2 2.3 1.1
 
Eastern Black Sea 55.1 1.2
5.1 2.0 0.0
 
Eastern Anatolia 50.3 1.5
6.1 	 2.8 1.2
 

Total Turkey 56." 	 2.3
6.9 	 2.6 2.0
 

Sources: 	 1955 Census of Population, Table 35. Population 6 years and older.
 
1960 Census of Population, Table 33a. Population 10 years and olde
 
1965 Census of Population, 'able 29. Population ].1 years and olde,
 



TABLE 7 

POPULATILU DY LAST rChOOL G"RADUATED 
TOTALS BY P.EGION A:!D C2*SUS YAAR 

YEAR Region 

1950 Iarmara 
d1iddle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
ukurova 

Western Black Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

Total Turkey 

1960 ,larmara 
'diddle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 

ukurova 
Western 3lack Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

Total Turkey 

1965 darnara 
HiddIle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
gukurova 
Western Black Sea 
Eastern ?lacl: Sea 
Eastern Aitolia 

Total Turkey 

Sources: 

FEI ALE8 

Primary Secondary Lycee Vocational 


15. - - 4.7 O.6 

7.2 - 1.0 0.3 

16.6 - 1.7 0.5 

7.8 - 0.3 0.4 

0..9
6.1. - 0.4 

9.2 - 0.6 0.3 
3.8 - 0.3 0.1 

2.4 - 0.3 0.1 


8.3 - 1.4 0.3 

53.3 9.2 3.0 2.0 

54.3 5.6 2.2 2.1 

61.0 4.7 1.3 2.1 

62.7 1.8 0.4 1.6 

52.7 4.1 1.3 2.q 

53.3 3.1 0.6 1.0 
54.2 2., 0.4 1.6 

51.7 4.2 0.7 2.4 


55.3 6.2 2.2 2.3 


61.2 8.4 3.3 2.6 

61.3 5.8 2.4 3.1 

63.5 5.1 1.6 2.1 

60.7 2.5 0.6 1.7 

58.8 5." 1.3 3.2 
60.4 4.0 0.9 2.1 

59.3 3.5 0.7 2.0 

55.7 5.2 9 3.1 


()..7 6.1 2.3 2.6 


See, Table 6 -Males.
 

Uir-her
 

0.3
 
0.1
 
0.1
 

-
-

-
-
-

0.1
 

1.0
 
1.1
 
0.5
 
0.3
 

0.7
 
0.3
 
0.3
 
0.4 

0.8 

1.1
 
1.3
 
0.6
 
0.3
 
0.6
 
0.4 
0.4
 
0.5
 

0.9
 



POPULATIO: T BY LAST SCHOOL GPADUATED 
UP.BAU - RURAL TOTALS - C.iSUS YEAR 1965 

(%) 

!!ALE UPTJ3A: FEMALE 
aegion Primary Secondary Lycee Vocational iigher Primary Secondary Lycee Vocational sigher 

iiarmara 
.iddle Anatolia 

Aegean 
Antalya 
,,kurova 

.'estern Bleck !ea 

54.8 

53.9 

57.3 
60.3 
54.0 
60.0 

12.6 

12.4 

11.9 
11.7 
11.4 
10.5 

7.1 

6.0 

4.0 
2.8 
4.0 
2.6 

3.5 

4. 
3.5 
2.6 
3.2 
4.2 

. 

5.5 

3.0 
2. 
2.3 
2.C 

50.5 
58.5 

62.8 
66.7 
57.4 
61.5 

12.7 

10.7 

9.n 
6. 
8.8 
9.7 

5.' 

4.7 

3.1 
1. 
2.7 
2.1 

3.6 

5.3 
3.6 
4.0 
4.9 
4.3 

1.7 

2.4 

1.1 
0.3 
1.0 
0.9 

Ea-tern Black Sid 53.7 13.2 3.3 3.6 2.4 60.1 8.3 1.7 4.0 0.9 
zastern Anatolia 51.5 11.7 2.7 4.2 2.6 56.9 .8 1.7 5.0 1.0 

Total Turkey 54.5 12.2 5.3 3. 4.0 59.2 11.0 4.3 4.2 1.6 

:arard 

idcle tmatolia 
Aegean 

Antalya 

57.6 

60.8 

64.3 

66.7 

2,6 

2.7 
2.4 

2.6 

IAL 
1.1 

0.7 

0.8 

0.8 

1.5 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

0.6 

0.3 
0.4 

0.5 

RUAL 
65.0 

65.2 

69.5 
69.5 

1.9 

8.2 

10.6 

9.3 

FEMIALE 
3.6 

1.6 

3.1 

1.8 

7.7 

7.3 
3.5 

7.9 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

1.1 
gukurova 
Western Black Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 

58.4 
56.1 
55.5 

3.2 
2.3 
2.3 

0.9 
.6 

0.6 

1.3 
1.5 
1.5 

n.3 
3.4 
0.3 

60.9 
60.3 
59.6 

11.3 
11.4 
1?.9 

2.9 
2.66. 
2.2 

12.] 
i1l' 
i.l 

1.3 

0.9 
Eastern Anato!±a 49.7 3.1 0.3 2.1 0.6 54.5 14.4 2.? 15.5 1.4 

Total Turkey 53.1 2.7 0.3 1.5 0.4 64.3 1.5 2.7 9.2 1.1 

Sources: Urban, 1965 Census of Population, Table 29 a. 
Rural, 1965 Census of Population, Table 20 b. 
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2. Female urban-rural secondary school attainment differentials are 

much less than male urban-rural rates, and 

3. Rural female vocational education, especially in the East, is
 

much greater in proportion than that of urban females and males both rural 

and urban.
 

3970 Census Data (15% sample results) tabulation belov indicate 

sizeable increases in the percent of total population attaining at least 

primary education. From 1965 to 1970, the percentage of total population
 

having completed primary education rose from 22.0 to 44.5 percent for males 

and 9.9 to 24.8 percent for females. Thus, as of most recent census 

results, 56.5 percent of all males and 30.3 percent of all females had 

completed some schooling. 

Last School Graduated - 1970 Census
 
Population 11 years and older 

Total
 

Literate but 
To Diplomn Primary Secondary Lycee Vocational Higher 

Z Total Population 11.5 34.8 4.6 1.7 1.6 1.0 

Z Educated Population 20.9 62.9 9.2 3.0 2.9 1.8 

Male 

Z Total Population 15.1 44.5 6.0 2.3 2.1 1.6 
Z Educated Population 21.0 62.1 8.4 3.2 2.9 2.2 

Female 

2 Total Population 7.9 24.8 3.1 1.0 1.1 0.3 
2 Educated Population 20.6 64.6 8.0 2.7 3.0 0.9 

Calculated from 1970 Population Census - Sampling Results, Table 3, 
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3. Educational Attainment of the Labor Force 

The last education stock statistic available from Population Census data
 

is that of the educational attainment of the Labor Force, Here again, the
 

data provided is less than comprehensive and no adequate time series is 

available. Beginning in 1960, nationwide educational attainment data
 

was tabulated by economic sector of activity, but even then illiterates and
 

literates without diploma were aggregated together. Consequently, only the
 

last census (1965) contains adequate labor force educational attainment
 

figures.
 

Tables 9 and )0 show educational attainment by sector of economic activity 

for 1960 and 1965. These tables indicate two major points: (1) although 

the labor force is becoming more educated, the rates of educational attainment,
 

especially for women, remain extremely lou overall and (2) the more educated 

labor force (i.e. lycee, vocational, and higher) are highly concentrated in 

certain sectors of the economy. Tables 9 and 10 are somewhat self-explanatory 

and generally indicate both the relative levels and progress in educational 

attainment for each major sector of economic activity. The familiar male­

female differentials are again dramatic. 

To measure the concentration of educated labor force in each sector of 

economic activity, we simply distributed the total amounts of ea.h educated 

group across the economic sectors; in other words, for example, what 

percentage of total illiterates were employed in agricuiture. The 

results of these calculations are presented below: 
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SELECTED DATA ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND 
ECO1OMIC SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT 

Total Labor Force in 1965 

Agri- Manufac- All
 
culture turing Commerce Serviees Others Total
 

% Total Labor Force 71.4 7.2 2.9 6.3 12.2 100.0
 

% Distribution of
 
Illiterate or Educated
 
Labor by Sector:
 

Illiterate 	 90.7 2.3 0.5 1.6 5.0 100.0
 

Primary 52.3 14.7 4.9 8.2 20.0 100.0
 

Secondary 10.3 16.2 16.0 23.2 34.3 100.0
 

Lycee 3.1 10.5 22.7 32.0 31.7 100.0
 

Vocational 2.1 11.3 5.4 51.5 29.7 100.0
 

Higher 1.4 6.4 9.7 49.4 33.1 100,0
 

Note to reader: 	 Subgroups by education are distributed across
 
economic sectors, eg. rows rather than columns.
 
For example, 90.7 percent of the illiterate
 
labor force were employed in agriculture.
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Thii indicates a very heavy concentration of illiterates in agriculture
 

and educated, presumably managerial and white collar workers, in the
 

commerce and service sectors. Female concentration rates were even more
 

dramatic with 98 percent of all f.emale illiterate workers in agriculture
 

and over 30 percent of all higher education graduates in the service sector
 

alone. Moreover, the polarization of illiterates in agriculture and
 

highly educated workers in the service sector increased slightly between
 

1960 and 1965. Although the concentration of illiterates in agriculture
 

might have be ,ohypothesized, it is not clear whether the concentration
 

of educated workers in services, rather than a more equal distribution includii
 

manufacturing, transport, utilities and comerceis due to market
 

(employer) effective demand or imperfections and rigidities in the labor
 

market.
 

A regional breakdown of educational attainment by sector of activity
 

was deemed beyond our present capacity and, in any case, probably would
 

indicate an even greater concentration of illiterate farmers in Anatolian
 

agriculture and educated service workers in Marmara, Aegean and Southwestern
 

provinces. Attempts to classify educational attainment by occupational
 

groups (managerial, salesmen, farmers, etc.), although tabulated, raised
 

the ever present difficulty of distinguishing between skilled and unskilled
 

workers, which census data do not address. About all that can be ascertained
 

is that traditionally more skill-demanding occupations, especially technical
 

and managerial, exhibited higher educational attainment rates.
 



TABLE 9
 

Educational Attainment and
 
Sector of Economic Activity - 1960
 

(%) 

Total MLALE
 
Labor
 
Force Apriculture llininR Manufacturing Construction Utilities Commerce Transport Service!
 

Illiterates and 
Literate - Uo diploma 60.2 74.3 56.3 38.0 56.9 38.6 34.3 33.5 33.0 
Primary 32.7 24.9 33.2 51.8 37.2 25.7 44.9 52.3 39.5 
Secondary 3.2 - 2.6 5.2 2.6 4.1 10.7 S.7 
 8.7
 
Lycee 1.2 - - 1.3 - 2.4 5.7 2.3 3.6
 
Vocational 1.4 - 1.2 2.3 
 1.2 3.9 1.9 2.0 8.2 
Higher 1.2 - 1.0 - 1.2 1.9 2.3 1.0 6.7
 

FE tIE 

Illiterates and
 
Literate - Ho diploma 90.0 91.9 54.1 70.1 64.2 33.6 22.0 13.6 31.1
 
Primary 8.6 7.9 22.5 25.7 
 17.6 20.9 17.9 23.2 14.3
 
Secondary - - 3.2 19.7 6.4 14.9 23.6 31.0 9.3
 
Lycee - - 4.1 - 4.3 11.9 19.0 14.8 8.0
 
Vocational - - 7.5 1.1 2.1 10.7 9.4 8.5 22.6 
Higher ­ - 3.3 - 3.2 6.6 7.8 3.6 13.7 

Source: Calculated from 1960 Census of Population, Table 35. Unknowns not tabulated.
 



TABLE 10 

Educational Attainment and
 
Sector of Economic Activity - 1965
 

(Z)
 

Total 
 MALE 
Labor
 
Force Agriculture 11ininp ilanufacturin7 Construction Utilities 
Cormerce Transport Services
 

Illiterates 34.3 48.3 28.8 14.1 
 27.2 29.9 9.9 
 12.7 12.6
Literate - 'Nodiploma 18.1 19.7 
 21.4 16.0 21.0 17.3 °
14.3 15.1 12.
Primary 39.1 
 31.1 44.1 59.7 
 44.9 39.0 50.6 
 5S.9 43.6
Secondary 3.4 - 2.6 
 5.2 2.9 4.S 
 12.2 8.1 3.3
Lycee 1.4 ­ - 1.5 - 1.9 7.1 2.2 4. bVocational 
 2.0 - 1.2 2.4 1.4
Higher 1.6 -

4.3 2.3 2.0) 10.01
1.2 i.0 
 1.8 2.7 3.5 1.1 7.8
 

FET ,ALE 

Illiterates 81.2 
 83.8 45.2 41.3 
 36.3 15.6 7.7 3.3
Literate - No diploma 4.7 4.5 
18.6

7.4 12.4 3.1 6.6 3.1 
 3.1 4.1
Primary 12.0 i.1 24.7 
 38.3 24.6 23.3 
 18.2 19.3 14.4
Secondary 
 - - 9.3 3.6 9.8 23.8 22.9 34.2 
 9.7
Lycee 
 - - 4.6 1.6 6.5 14.4 27.6 19.8 9.3
Vocational 
 - - 6.2 1.7 
 5.0 3.2 11.6 11.5 27.0
sigher 
 - - 2.5 - 9.6 8.2 9.3 3.8 16.7
 

Source: Calculated from 1965 Population Census, Table 43. 
Unknowns not tabulated.
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4. 	Student Flow Analysis
 

E~ien cursory glances at Tables 11 through 15 yield insights as to
 

the sizeable growth of education at all levels in Turkey. Period
 

analysis over two decades, 1950 to 1960 and 1960 to 1970, appears
 

to indicate three general trends: (1) in the decade 160 to 1970
 

growth trends in graduates generally outstripped increases in
 

students as compared to 1950 - 1960, a product of both increased
 

capacity and, hopefully, efficiency; (2) although school building
 

appears to lag behind increasec in students, the sizeable increases 

in 1950 to 1960 secondary and lise students should account for the 

large growth of higher education graduates over 1960 to 1970, 

thus indicating increased efficiency; and (3) except for 

primary education, overall student-teacher ratios have continually 

worsened, thereby exhibiting, at least in isolation, a diminution 

utlftv _cf,:..4mri~ion: 

See next page for "Percent Growth Over Period 

1960 - 1970"
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Percent Growth Over Period
 

1960-1970
 

Schools Students Teachers Graduates 

Primary 57.9 75.6 118.5 130.6 

Secondary 185.5 203.4 - 231.0 

Lycee 139.2 219.2 - 198,2 

Higher 67.3 163.9 160.8 238.9 

1950-1960
 

Primary 40.0 77.3 74.3 
 88.6
 

Secondary 83.5 327.3 166.8 270.9
 

Lycee 120.5 241.2 115.9 115.1
 

Higher 61.8 163.1 108.8 93.9
 

Tables 16 and 17 present two statistics which indicate the 

composition of increased educational opportunities. Although data 

for school years 1967-1968 and 1968-1969 were not readily available, 

Table 16 appears to substantiate claims that educational opportunities 

are expanding at almost every level in Turkey; the data were derived by 

taking primary school enrollments for various years (Et) and tabulating 

graduates at subsequent levels given normal anticipated terminal dates of 

Gt+nwith n equal to 5, 3, 3 and 5 for primary, secondary, lycee and higher ­

respectively.
 



Table 11
 

Primary School
 
Total Schools, Students, Graduates and Teachers
 

Various Years
 

Student/Teacher
Year Schools Students Teachers Graduates Ratio
 

1930 6,598 489,299 16,318 21,179 
 30.0
 

1935 6,275 688,102 14,949 37,70) 
 46.0
 

1940 10,596 955,957 20,564 97,836 46.5
 

1945 14,010 1,357,740 27,317 150,883 49.7
 

1950 17,421 1,616,626 35,871 165,132 45.1
 

1955 18,724 1,983,668 42,169 198,407 
 47.0
 

1960 24,398 2,866,501 62,526 311,426 
 45.8
 

1965 30,466 3,924,326 85,653 451,504 
 45.8
 

1970 38,513 5,034,658 136,630 718,012 
 36.9
 

Sources: 1930-1965, 	Devlet Istatistik EnstitUsU, Hilli EAitim
 
Hareketleri, 1927-1966.
 

1970; M.E.B., 67 1l'de, Okul, Ogretmen, Otrenci Sayilari.
 



Table 12
 

Secondary School
 
Total Schools, Students, Graduates and Teachers
 

Various Years
 

Student/Teacher
 
Year Schools Students Teachers Graduates Ratio
 

1930 83 27,093 1,068 3,999 25.4
 

1935 191 52,386 2,403 8,248 21.8
 

1940 238 95,332 3,,967 16,089 24.7
 

1945 247 65,606 3,931 12,389 16.7
 

1950 406 68,187 4,528 11,508 15.1
 

1955 573 133,217 6,385 21,167 20.9
 

1960 745 291,266 12,00 42,686 24.1
 

1965 939 433,210 15,024 73,986 28.8
 

1970 2,127 883,634 - 141,305 -


Sources: See Primary School, Table 11.
 
1970 Source combines Secondary and Lycee level teachers.
 



Table 13
 

Lycee Education
 
Total Schools, Students, Graduates and Teachers
 

Various Years
 

Year Schools Students Teachers Graduates 


193f) 22 5,610 637 1l
 

1935 66 13,622 1,029 2,172 


1940 82 24,862 1,544 5,081 


1945 83 25,515 1,817 6,236 


1950 88 22,169 1,954 5,568 


1955 123 33,412 2,476 8,024 


1960 194 75,632 4,219 11,977 


1965 240 114,641 5,753 23,227 


1970 464 241,382 - 35,713 


Source: See Primary School, Table 11
 

Student/Teacher
 
Ratio
 

13.2
 

16.1
 

14.1
 

11.3
 

13.5
 

17.9
 

20.0
 

-




Table 14
 

Technical and Vocational Education
 

Total Schools, Students, Graduates and Teachers
 

Various Years
 

Student/Teacher
 

Year Schools Students Teachers Graduates Ratio
 

1930 59 9,101 815 1,277 11.7
 

1935 64 9,229 755 1,823 12.2
 

1940 103 20,264 1,355 2,995 15.0
 

1945 244 52,248 3,826 8,271 13.7
 

1950 326 53,289 4,488 12,487 11.9
 

1955 415 72,675 5,294 13,918 13.7
 

1960 530 108,221 8,333 23,507 13.0
 

1965 787 182,476 11,236 34,576 16.2
 

Source: See Primary School, Table 11.
 



Table 15
 

Higher Education
 
Total Schools, Students, Graduates and Teachers
 

Various Years
 

Schools and 
Year Faculties 

1930 17 

1935 18 

1940 20 

1945 28 

1950 34 

1955 40 

1960 55 

1965 94 

1970 92 

Students 


4,186 


7,277 


12,844 


19,502 


24,815 


36,998 


65,297 


97,308 


172,323 


Teachers 


526 


743 


967 


1,365 


1,950 


2,453 


4,071 


5,336 


10,616 


Sources: See Primary School, Table 11.
 

Graduates 


574 


1,009 


1,678 


2,221 


3,107 


3,124 


6,025 


10,611 


20,418 


Student/Teacher
 
Ratio
 

8.0
 

9.8
 

13.3
 

14.3
 

12.7
 

15.1
 

16.0
 

16.7
 

16.3
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Such attempts are obviously crude and do not include possible repeaters
 

and in-migrants. The greatest fall out within the system continues to be
 

between the primary and secondary levels; yet the relative probability of
 

advancig past primary education remains low indeed. The table is
 

constructed such that all Gt+n's presented are as of 1971 so that we
 

can state, as of the most recent evidence, the 1970-1971 primary school
 

graduating class, for examplerepresented about 81% of the 1966 enrollment
 

class.
 

Alternatively, Table 17 begis.by taking higher education graduates
 

of various years and then distributes them backwards into graduating
 

classes of each lower level. Thus, these tabulations clearly substantiate
 

the general probabilities expressed by Kazamias, namely, the probability
 

of reaching the top of the education ladder is extremely low at the
 

primary school rung and increases rapidly at lycee level. Moreover,
 

except for the very gradual increase of the primary level, no perceptible
 

upward trend appears.
 

Attempts to create truly meaningful flow analyses were vitiated 

by a lack of adequate time series, especially at a provincial level. 

Indeed, we were unable to obtain 1967-1968 and 1968-1969 school year 

data from any readily available sources. Detailed school year data for 

1965-1966, 1966-1967, 1969-1970 and 1970-1971 are presented in Appendix 

Tables 1 through 10. The authors decided to concentrate efforts in this 
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section on the primary school level-, Such a reduction in scope of analysis
 

seemed useful since primary school-level education is the foundation of
 

the whole system and also a reduction in scope allowed more in-depth trent­

ment.
 

The structure of primary education for 1965-1966 and 1970-1971 is
 

presented in Table 18. The distribution figures are misleading in that they
 

do not reveal growth trends. In this regard, it is noteworthy that the
 

eastern half of Turkey (Black Sea regions and Eastern Anatolia) has
 

generally experienced greater growth in all student statistics than the
 

western half, though they still lag far behind overall (for example,
 

primary school participation rates as of 1970-1971 for Marmara and Eastern
 

Anatolia were 95.8 and 72.4 percent, respectively.
 

Percent Change Over Period 1965-1970
 

Schools Enrollments Students Graduates Teachers
 

Marmara 15.9 16.8 20.1 42.1 45.8 
Middle Anatolia 18.2 30.6 25,4 33.1 58.4 
Aegean 14.3 18.7 14.3 31.3 93.6 
Antalya 25.7 21.3 22.5 33.8 60.2 
qukurova 23.1 28,9 32.4 44.2 65.3 
Western Black Sea 35.7 18.4 25.8 50.8 61.8 
Eastern Black Sea 35.1 33.1 36.8 52.3 67.2 
Eastern Anatolia 34.6 44.4 47.9 56.5 62,5 

Total Turkey 25.5 29.2 28.9 41.8 56.2 



Primary School 

Enrollment Year
 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 


Table 16
 

Percentage of Primary School Enrollment
 
Which Attained Each Level of Education
 

Various Years
 

Graduates from each level
 

Primary 


66.3 

72.5 

77.3 

76.1 

80.5 

70.1 

74.7 

82.3 

n.a. 

n.a.
 
35.8
 
80.8
 

Secondary 


14.6 

15.5 

17.0 

16.5 

17.3 

n.a. 

n.a.
 
20.3
 
21.4
 

Lycee Higher 

6.2 3.2 
6.0 4.8 
n.a. 
n.a. 

12.9 
10.5 

Data for 1967-1968 anti 1968-1969 not available
 

Table 17
 

Percentage of Graduates from each level
 
who Graduated from Higher Education
 

Various Years
 

Graduates of Hther Graduated from:
 
Education in Year : Primary Secondary Lvcee
 

1950 4.3 24.7 54.8
 
1960 4.0 28.1 62.9
 
1965 4.1 21.6 47.2
 
1966 4.2 20.9 45.7
 
1967 4.4 20.9 48.9
 
1968 4.9 22.2 57.0
 
1969 5.0 21.9 n.a.
 
1970 5.6 24.3 n.a.
 



Table 18 

Structure of Primary Education 
School Years 165 and 1970 

lq5-1966 

D i s t r i b u t i o n Ratios 
Student/ Enrollments/ Prti'ry -

Region Schools Enrollments Students Prrduates Teachers Teacher Graduates Sec. Dropou 

Marmara 14.9 18.6 18.f 2n.6 19.9 42.1 130.1 66.6 
Middle Anatolia 24.1 24.6 25.1 25.9 24.6 45.6 ].36.6 67.2 
Aegean 10.3 10.8 11.9 12.7 11.8 45.3 123.4 68.0 
Antalya 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.6 3.2 45.9 130.5 72.q 
Qukurova 5.5 7.0 7. 70 6.7 40.3 143.9 62.2 
Western Black Sea 6.8 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.4 47.3 152.1 72.1 
Eastern Black Sea 14.1 13.4 13.1 12.1 12.6 46.? 160.3 68.9 
Eastern Anatolia 20.0 18.1 16.1 13.5 16.7 43.2 193.1 63.0 

Total Turkey 100.0 100.0 100.0 1n.n INO.0 44.7 144.4 66.0 

1970-71 
Marmara 13.7 16.0 17.6 2n.7 18.5 34.9 106.9 50.6 
Middle Anatolia 22.7 24.0 24.6 24.3 24.9 3F.1 134.1 52.4 
Aegean 9.4 I0.0 10.6 11.7 14.6 21.7 111.5 52.n 
Antalya 3.3 3.0 3.1 3.4 3.3 35.1 11.3 56.3 
gukurova 5.4 7.0 7.2 7.1 7.1 37.1 128.6 59 
Western Black Sea 7.4 4.4 4.5 L.9 4.5 36.9 119.4 61.7 
Eastern Black Sea 15.2 13.8 13.9 13.n 13.5 37.0 140.0 56.8 
Eastern Anatolia 22.5 20.2 18.5 14.9 17.4 30.3 178.1 52.1 

Total Turkey 100.0 100.0 100.0 1O.0 100.0 36S 131.5 52.9 
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Data for the Aegean region are especially noteworthy, given an
 

increase of only 14% in students and almost a doubling of teachers.
 

The ratio measures calculated are however more revealing.
 

Between school years 65-66 and 70-71, all of the regions experienced
 

favorable decreases in student/teacher and dropout ratios.- Except
 

for a very modest decrease in Eastern Anatolia, student/teacher ratios
 

advanced almost homogeneously throughout Turkey. Improvements in dropouts,
 

although ubiquitous, were much greater in the west than in the east of Turkey.
 

Thu7, primary education in Turkey exhibited gradual improvements in both
 

quality and efficiency, at least in so far as our crude indicators are
 

representative.
 

The implicit capacity indicator (enrollments/graduates) is so
 

constructed that a ratio of 100.0 indicates a "steadystate," meaning
 

the institution produces as many outputs as it consumes inputs, even given
 

obvious "recycling" of semi-finished product. In this regard, it is
 

revealing that much of Western Turkey has approached this "steady state" and,
 

given continued decreases in dropouts, could make near-term progress in
 

achieving universal primary school education. On the other hand, high
 

capacity indicators and high dropout 
ratios in the East indicate only long­

term prospects of universal primary school education.
 

Finally, in an effort to reveal interregional variations in primary
 

school structure more fully, the authors constructed a simple education model
 

depicting the major policy oriented variables. The basic foundation of this
 

model is analogous to an input-consumption equation where, on the left-hand sil
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total teacher inputs are equated to students' consumption of teacher
 

services: 4/
 

Ti - Sh
 

where T - total teachers
 
1 - average teaching load, hours per week
 
S - total students
 
h = average hours taught per student per week. 

Here capitalized variables are compiled from existing statistics and 

others (I and h) are derived. Since teaching load and hours taught per 

student data are not available, the authors decided to make a basic 

assumption concerning the program of instruction and then derive 1 and h 

independently. The program of instruction was disaggregated into teacher
 

inputs for regular work (h r) and extra, mostly administrative, teacher
 

requirements (he). Thus, average hours taught per student per week can be 

expressed as: 

h= (hr + h) C 

where C - average class size. The last statistic utilized in the system 

is the student/teacher ratio, R = S/T. 

In order to calculate interregional variations, the authors assumed
 

a standard program of instruction of 36 regular teaching hours per week and
 

6 for administrative requirements, h - (36 + 6) / C. Part A of Table 19
 

presents the structure of the primary school system as of the 1970-1971
 

school year. Besides the aforementioned regional variations in student/
 

teacher ratios, variations in average-class size are clear; contrast, for
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example, Antalya and Vukurova regions. The derived teacher load levels
 

(1) are clearly quite sensitive to changes in student/teacher ratios and
 

average class size. Low load levels for the Aegean regions are a product
 

of low student/teacher ratios whereas low levels for the gukurova are
 

determined by higher class sizes. On the other hand, high load levels for
 

the Western Black Sea and Antalya regions are determined by low average
 

class sizes.
 

Obviously, various combinations of assumptions and constraints could
 

be "plugged" into the system in an effort to project future primary school
 

structures. The authors herein present only one very simple alternative
 

projection for only one year, school year 1971-1972. One assumption and two
 

constraints were used. The projected increase in students was assumed to be
 

equal to the average yearly increase over the period 1965 to 1970. Furthermor
 

as Table 19, Part B, indicates student/teacher ratios and average-class size
 

were constrained to be equal to or less than certain arbitrarily-determined
 

levels. Constraints on R and C variations obviously imply much more homogeneo
 

levels of h and 1. In terms of required additional teachers, the following
 

summarizes the necessary increases:
 

% Increase
 
1971-1972
 

Region Students Teachers
 

Marmara 4.0 3.9 
Middle Anatolia ** 5.1 5.5 
Aegean 2.9 3.0 
Antalya 4.5 4.6 
ukurova** 6.5 9.7 

Western Black Sea * 5.2 7.5 
Eastern Black Sea** 7.4 12.7 
Eastern Anatolia** 9.6 19.6 

• Constrained as to student/teacher ratio only.
 
•* Constrained as to student/teacher ratio and class size.
 



Table 19
 

Structure of Primary Education in Turkey
 

A. Initial Parameters for School Year 1970-1971
 

Marmara 


Middle Anatolia 


Aegean 


Antalya 


ukurova 


Western Black Sea 


Eastern Black Sea 


Eastern Anatolia 


Total Turkey 


flarmara 


Middle Anatolia 


Aegean 


Antalya 


gukurova 


Western Black Sea 


Eastern Black Sea 


Eastern Anatolia 


Students 


883,709 


1,231,323 

533,440 


158,045 


360,003 


227,134 


698,796 

931,710 


5,034,658 


B. 


919,057 


1,294,120 


548,910 


165,157 


383,403 


238,945 

750,507 


1,021,154 


Student/ Average Hours Taught Teacher's 

Teachers Teacher Ratio Class Size Per Student Load 

25,342 34.9 47.9 0.87 30.3 

34,089 36.1 53.1 0.79 28.5 

19,953 26.7 49.0 0.85 22.7 

4,497 35.1 44.1 0.95 33.4 

9,710 37.1 63.5 0.66 24.5 

6,172 36.8 45.7 0.91 33.5 

18,496 37.8 49.3 0.85 32.1 

23,724 39.3 52.7 0.79 31.0 

136,630 36.8 51.0 0.32 30.2 

Possible Structure for School Year 1971-1972 

26,334 34.9 47.9 0.87 30.4 

35,948 36.0 48.0 0.87 31.3 

20,558 26.7 4S.0 0.87 23.2 

4,705 35.1 44.1 0.95 33.4 

10,650 36.0 48.0 0.87 31.3 

6,637 36.0 45.7 0.91 32.8 

20,847 36.0 48.0 0.87 31.3 

28,365 36.0 48.0 0.87 31.3 
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The constraints imposed obviously necessitated greater increases in
 

teachers in the constrained than non-constrained regions, with those
 

regions faced with both constraints even more so. The constraints were not
 

severe for Middle Anatolia; therefore necessary increases in teachers were
 

modest. 
The almost 10 percent requirement for the qukurova was clearly a
 

product of the decreased class sizes. 
On the other hand, relatively large
 

increases in enrollments and severe constraints on R and C imposed extremely
 

large requirements for new teachers in Eastern Black Sea and Eastern Anatolia,
 

This simple system could be useful in not only projecting the system
 

given certain assumptions and constraints, but also in exploring possible
 

interregional transfers of staff. 
 In other words, if the required increaaes
 

in teachers cannot be met, a modest diminution of student/teacher ratios in th
 

Marmara and Aegean regions could supply part, though most likely not all,
 

of the needsin the East. As the next section points out, this simple model
 

could also be used to cost-out the necessary financing to reach more socially
 

desired school structures. 
Finally, as a last effort to indicate interregiona 

variations in education, the model was used to calculate a crude index of 

quality of instruction, q - IC. The regional quality ranks are as follows: 

1970-1971 

Region Index 

Marmara 
Middle Anatolia 

1,451.4 
1,513.4 

Aegean 
Antalya 

1,112.3 
1,472.9 

gukurova
Western Black Sea 

1,555.8 
19531.0 

Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

1,582.5 
1,633.7 

Total Turkey 1,540.2 
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Although this quality index does not purport a discrete optimal number, a
 

lower index implies greater quality and is so constructed such that the
 

quality measure deteriorates as average class size and/or teacher load
 

increase. As would be hypothesized, quality of instruction declines as one
 

moves spatially across Turkey from weq, to east.
 

The design and testing of more e]aborate, and useful, education models
 

are left for other scholars to articulate. However, the analysis above
 

meets present purposes and helps to elucidate persistent interregional
 

variations in education attainments and school structures.
 

5. Financing of Education in Turkey
 

Financing education is clearly a subject which warrants separate
 

detailed investigation; however, to round out our general "sector"
 

approach, some general trends are presented. Education financing is important
 

in that it yields insights as to the priorities and extent of commitment a
 

government attaches to the sector and its various components. In fact,
 

the composition and regional distribution of educational expenditures
 

implicity reveals the human resource developments strategy of a government.
 

In their well-known book on human resource development, Harbison and
 

Myers noted that the relatively advanced nations exhibited higher rates
 

of allocation of national income to education than did most developing
 

nations. Moreover, the composition of total education expenditures in the
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advanced nations was more concentrated in higher-secondary and university
 

5/

level institutions than in the developing countries.- As the following data
 

indicate, in Turkey, educational financing has averaged about three percent
 

of national income during the 1960's, a figure up about 1/2 of one percent
 

over the 1950-1959 average:
 

Year Education Budget as %
 
of National I come
 

(current factor cost)
 

1960 2.21
 
1961 2.87
 
1962 2.83
 
1963 3.36
 
1964 3.45
 
1965 3.52
 
1966 3.23
 
1967 3.31
 
1968 3.45
 
1969 3.16
 
1970 2.71
 

More detailed data for education budgets and investments are presented
 

in Table 20. Over the period 1960 to 1970, the average annual in­

crease in the education budget was less than that of the national budget
 

and consequently, educdtion as a part of the national budget has not
 

increased over the period. In fact, education as a percentage of the
 

national budget has fallen relative to the 1963 through 1965 years.
 

Readily available data on the education budget are not disaggregated
 

by level of instruction; therefoy, we were unable to ascertain the
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composition of the budget and/or any shifts in the magnitudes of
 

expenditure patterns by levels of education. Data from more intensive
 

studies, especially the OECD Mediterranean Project, indicate that
 

historically primary education has accounted for about half of all education
 

expenditures. The OECD study advocates a shift in the pattern of financing
 

with greater emphasis to higher education (from about 15% of total educa­

tion expenditures in 1960 to over 20% by 1968) with a more than
 

corresponding decrease in the proportion to primary schools.
 

Although we were unable to discern the composition of educational
 

expenditures to various regions in Turkey, adequate data on total funding
 

exist. Since total education expenditures are by nature "lumpy" we
 

calculated the aggregate per capita total and education expenditures for
 

each region over the period 1963 through 1968. Such calculations,
 

Table 21, yielded somewhat unexpected results. Although Eastern Anatolia
 

and the Eastern Black Sea received lower per capita expenditures, the per
 

capita levels were much more homogeneous than anticipated. Furthermore,
 

the distribution of expenditures to the regions followed the existing
 

population distribution much more closely than was expected. In fact, at
 

least implicity, the distribution of expenditures appears to be a function
 

of the population distribltion.
 

The high degree of homogeneity of funding might well be defended
 

on grounds of social justice. However, if,as the Second Five Year
 



- 45 -

Development Plan advocates, regional discrepancies are to be
 

decreased, a much more ambitious program of human capital creation in
 

the lagging regions of Turkey may well be necessary. Although the
 

authors do not possess adequate data to "cost-out" possible combina­

tions of school financing requirements, the simple model presented in
 

section 4 above might well represent a basis upon which a more socially
 

desirable educational structure could be articulated and necessary
 

financing calculated. Although present purposes do not allow
 

investigation as to the adequacy of existing education financing
 

levels, the apparent high growth capacity at all levels - as measured
 

by the ratio of yearly enrollments to graduates - indicates increasing
 

pressures to expand educational opportunities. This assumes of
 

course no severe deterioration in the efficiency of educational
 

institutions - as measured by student/teacher ratios, drop-outs, etcb ­

will be tolerated and, in all likelihood, pressures for incresed 

educational opportunities will be compounded by demands for increased 

efficiency and quality of instruction. Moreover, ambitious attempts
 

to expand educational opportunities can easily be vitiated by
 

persistent high population growth.
 



Table 20 

Financing Education 
Budget and Investment 

(TL !'illion) 

Turkish Education Education 
Fiscal National Education as % of National Education as % of 
Year Budget Budget total Year Investment Investment total 

1960 7,281.7 981.2 13.4 1961 2,861.2 236.5 10.0 

1961 8,678.7 1,338.5 15.4 1962 3,462.5 342.6 9.9 

1?62 10,114.9 1,477.2 14.6 1963 4,126.3 560.0 13.6 

193 12,101.6 2,008.0 16.5 1964 3,563.5 630.6 17.7 

1964 13,484.3 2,205.1 16.3 1965 4,014.6 569.5 14.2 

1965 14,421.4 2,419.1 16.7 1966 4,863.1 662.3 13.6 

1965 16,775.3 2,594.1 15.4 1967 5,251.2 785.3 15.0 

1967 18,813.5 2,920.1 15.5 1968 6,176.0 972.7 15.7 

1968 21,612.2 3,354.1 15.5 1969 6,938.9 928.3 13.4 

1969 25,697.0 3,427.7 13.3 1970 6,990.5 781.0 11.1 

1970 28,860.3 3,377.4 11.7 

Source: Milli Egitim Bakanligi, BUtge Raporu - 1972, Sy. 135 - 136. 



Table 21 

REGIOnaL EDUCATION EXPENDITURE DATA 
1963 - 1968
 

Per Capita 
 Educa-

Expenditures 7 Distribution tion as
 

-Expenditures 1965 % of
 
Region Education Total Education Total 
 Population Total
 

1. Marmara 465 
 1337 21.1 22.1 
 19.6 34.8
 

2. Middle Anatolia 435 1191 23.1 
 23.0 22.9 36.5
 

3. Aegean 415 1108 11.1 
 10.8 11.6 37.5
 

4. Antalya 467 
 1261 3.3 3.2 
 3.0 37.0
 

5. cukurova 
 477 1114 6.6 
 5.6 6.0 42.8
 

6. Western Black Sea 422 979 
 4.6 3.9 4.7 
 43.1
 

7. Eastern Black Sea 405 988 
 12.0 10.7 
 12.8 41.0
 

8. Eastern Anatolia 407 1262 
 18.2 20.6 19.3 
 32.2
 

Total Turkey 432 1185 
 100.0 190.0 100.0 36.5
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6. 	Analysis of Third Five Year Development Plan Targets
 
and Projections
 

For most practical purposes, educational planning within the Third
 

Five Year Development Plan (TFYDP) represents a major departure from
 

earlier efforts. Three points especially are noteworthy: (1) the old
 

five year Primary school level has been changed to an eight year Basic
 

education system, thus incorporating Primary and Secondary (orta) schools;
 

(2) the new education system will also alter in terms of course content,
 

namely, a "streaming" concept is to be established whereby progressively
 

more and more students are somehow to be channeled into vocational and
 

technical education as contrasted to the more traditional lycee preparatory
 

work for higher education; finally, (3) the TFYDP presents very explicit
 

targets and projections. Neither the concepts employed nor the feasibility
 

of implementation of the education reform strategies will be addressed in
 

this paper; however, in the context of the historical data presented
 

before, targets and projections of the TFYDP are summarized.
 

Plan projections for the new basic education level are presented
 

in Table 22. During the Plan period, the projections indicate (1)
 

achievement of universal schooling at the first five years of basic 

education, up from 88.1 percent in 1971 (Appendix Table 10), (2) an increase 

of schooling rates in the second step of basic education from 33.9: percent 



TABLE 22 DIRECTIONS OF BASIC EDUCATION - PLAN PROJECTIONS 
School years 1974-1973
 

(000)
 

First Five years Last three 
School 
year School age New Total , in No.of School age Total 
ending Pop.(7-12) Enrollments Students Schcol Classes pep.(13-15) Students 

1974 5770.2 1091 5193.1 90.0 129.8 2642.2 117a.5 


1975 5878.9 1105 5408.1 92.C 135.2 2692.3 1203.8 


1976 5988.8 1128 5689.3 95.0 142.2 2743.2 1231.9 


1977 6111.9 1160 5923.5 97.0 14C.2 2792.8 1343.3 


1978 6242.7 1182 5242.7 100.0 155.1 2843.0 1441.4 


Source: Third Five Year Developr.ent Plan Tables 550, 571, and 573
 

years 

7 in 
School 

44.3 


44.9 


46.0 


48.1 


50.7 


7 pass 
to Lycee 

43 

34 

32 

33
 

32
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In 1971 to 50.7 percent in 1978, and (3) a decrease in the proportion 

of basic education graduates who advance to the lycee. The last trend 

is presumed to be a product of the "straming" concept mentioned 

above.
 

Universal schooling in the first level of basic education, as a
 

basic tenet of the TFYDP, deserves closer analysis. The anticipated
 

aggregate increases implicit in first level basic education projections
 

are tabulated below:
 

Percent Increases Over Plan Period
 

Time School Age few 

Period Population (7-12) Enrollments Students Classes Teachers 

1971 to 1974 0.9 15.6 3.1 31.6 22.0 

1971- to 1978 8.2 25.2 24.0 58.2 128.1 

From these, two points are worthy of mention. First, the population 

growth rates used appear to be quite low. Whereas the TFYDP projects 

the population ages 7 through 12 at 8.2 percent over the period 1971­

to 1978, recent census data presented below indicate much higher historical 

growth rates: 
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Census Year Number (000) Percent Change 

1950 2,917.7 -

1955 3,253.1 11.5 

1960 4,275.4 314 

1965 5,063.6 18.4 

1970 * 6,024.6 19.0 

* 15% sample results 

The 1970 Census sample results also indicate that the targeted 1977
 

school age population is upon us already: obviously, the goal of
 

universal schooling will be more difficult to achieve than implied in
 

the Plan projections. Secondly, in terms of the regional model presented
 

in section 4, implications of the fairly large additions to the stock
 

of classes and teachers over the plan period may be summarized as follows:
 

School Year Average Class Size Student/Teacher Ratio
 

1970-1971 51.0 36.8
 

1973-1974 40.0 31.2
 

1977-1978 40,0 20.0
 

In other words, although the Plan anticipates a 58.2 percent ivzrease in
 

classes and presumably also some more schools, the average Llass size will
 

not be altered. On the other hand, the 128.1 percent increase in teachers
 

will noticeably affect the student/teacher ratio, ie. a 45.7 percentdecrease
 

should be achieved, Although provincial level Plan projections are not
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readily available, it can be presumed that, if the regional imbalances
 

summarized in Section 4 above are to be reduced, the distribution of new
 

teachers will need to be more concentrated in Eastern Anatolia and the
 

Eastern Black Sea regions than in the past. On the other hand, it must
 

be noted, a distribution of new classroom and teacher supply which favors
 

the western provinces will widen the existing regional imbalances.
 

Projections for middle school and higher education are summarized in
 

Table 23. Here, the "streaming" concept becomes quite apparent. Over the
 

plan period, general lycee students are projected to increase by only 11.0
 

percent, reaching an anticipated maximum schooling rate of 13.4 percelit
 

in the second year of the Plan. The number of technical lycee students
 

is, however, projected to increase by 91.9 percent over the Plan period
 

with a gradual increase in schooling rates. In other words, the composition
 

of total middle level students is expected to shift from over 67 percent
 

general in 1973-1974 to only 53 percent general at the end of the Plan
 

in 1977-1978. As Table 23 indicates, the Plan also anticipates a modest
 

increase in participation in hig her education.
 

Although the authors are not qualified to assess the adequacy of
 

education financing in the Plan, certain trends should be mentioned. As
 

pointed out in Table 24, new investments in education during the Third
 

Five Year Development Plan are projected at 12,400 million TL, a rate of
 

increase of 44.2 percent over the adjusted Second Plan levels. However,
 



TABLE 23
 

PLA14 PROJECTIONS FOR MIDDLE AID HIGHER EDUCATION 
SCHOOL YEARS 1974 - 1978
 

(000) 

M I D D L E SC 1 0 0 L HIGHER EDUCATION 
Lycee-General Lycee-Technical


School Total 
 % in Total % in Total % in
 
Year Students School Students School Students 
 School
 

1974 326.2 13.2 160.7 
 6.5 208.0 7.1
 

1975 338.4 13.4 191.9 7.6 232.0 7.6
 

1976 345.6 13.4 229.5 
 8.9 252.0 8.0
 

1977 352.6 13.4 268.4 
 10.2 275.0 85
 

1978 359.4 13.4 308.4 11.5 298.0 
 9.0
 

SOURCE: Third Five Year Development Plan, Table 550.
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the share of total investment to be allocated to education in the Third
 

Five Year Development Plan is projected at only 5.0 percent, an almost
 

two percentage point decrease from the 6.7 percent share allocated to
 

education under the Second Plan. The following data summarize education
 

investments in the three Plans:
 
Percent Share 

Amount Percent of Total 
Million TL Change Over Planned 
1971 Prices Previous Plan Investments 

First Five Year Plan 6,251.8 - 6.6 

Second Five Year Plan 8,602.0 37.6 6.7 

Third Five Year Plan 12,400.0 44.2 5.0 

At least in isolation, this trend appears to be inconsistent with rising
 

social and economic demands for education within the context of Turkey's
 

present level of economic development# The proposed distribution of
 

education investments by level does, however, appear to be consistent with
 

and further highlights the Plan emphasis on basic education and technical
 

and vocational schools.
 

In summary, although the Plan may be criticized for the low population
 

growth rate estimates used in projecting basic education and relative
 

decrease in the share of investments going to education, explicit targets
 

have been articulated. These targets and projections may now be utilized
 

by both scholars and planners to make more detailed projections and evaluate
 

trends during the Plan period.
 



Table 24
 

Third Five Year Development Plan
 
New Education Investments 

Level 

Amount 

Million TL. 
1971 Prices 

Percent 

of 
Total 

Basic 3,780.0 30.1 

Lycee - General 4j0.O 3.5 

Lycec - Technical 2,600.0 20.2 

Commercial and Other 

Practical Schools 2,150.0 17.3 

Universities 1,750.0 14.1 

Other Higher Education 500.0 4.0 

Culture, Youth, and Sports 870.0-11 7.0 

All Others 320.0 3.8 

Total 12,400.0.K/ 100.0 

Source: Third Five Year Development Plan, Table 554
 

1/ The plan incorrectly lists this as 87.0 million.
 

2/ Actual total is 14000.0; however, 1600.0 million TL
 
represents unidentified, continuing Second Five Year
 
plan projects and is therefore herein deducted.
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Horeover, the Plan projections, both in terms of student flows and resource
 

allocation, are in apparent conformity -iith projected skilled manpower
 

shortages and it can be presumed that the concept of channelling more
 

students into terminal programs of middle-level vocational and technical
 

education will in part alleviate the skilled manpower gaps.
 

7. Summary
 

From the outset, the purpose of this paper was to present a historical
 

analysis of existing statistical evidence concerning regional variations
 

In educational attainment; this modest aim appears to have been achieved.
 

Where possible, we also have ateempted to identify some of the key policy
 

issues within educational planning; likewise, some of the major targets
 

and projections of the Third Five Year Development Plan are presented and
 

implications investigated. A simple model is constructed which depicts
 

the fundamental parameters describing regional education structures. The
 

model is used only as an indicator of the type of analysis which could
 

be extended to all levels of education.
 

As in most other studies of this nature a gueat deal of further research
 

is necessary. At the macroeconomic level, coordination of education
 

planning and manpower planning could be approached through research an the
 

education and skill components required of certain manpower categories given
 

various mixes of technology employed. The logic of such investigation
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implies that rational choices of technology should be geared to the
 

country's ability to supply the required complementary skilled labor
 

factor inputs as well as capital and supporting institutions. Analysis of
 

urban-rural real wage differentials and rate of return computations could
 

be useful in articulating overall incomes policies, including minimum wage
 

legislation, and benefit/cost calculations inherent in designing
 

social programs. Here, particular attention should be paid to the
 

potential effects of additional education and training on income distribu­

tion. Moreover, socio-economic factors explaining demand for various
 

levels of education should be of concern to economic planners, especially
 

if resource allocations are to be geared to meeting the "felt.-needs" of
 

society.
 

Various microeconomic studies also appear to be necessary. The model
 

and supporting data presented in section 4 could easily be refined and
 

extended to examine what factors explain regional variations in the quality
 

of student output, as measured by standardized university entrance examina­

tions. Such an inquiry could be of valuable assistance to education planners
 

both in terms of allocating existing inputs and determining necessary
 

measures to improve educational opportunities, in quantitative and qualitativ
 

aspects, between regions. Finally, research on the correlates of educational
 
be 

attainment might/of interest to social planners who are investigating trends
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of migration and urbanization, demand for improved health and family
 

planning assistance, and overall rural development measures, All of
 

these research possibilities clearly highlight the need for scholars an
 

planners to begin formulating the appropriate questions and testable
 

hypotheses which can lay the foundation for future planning and
 

implementation efforts,
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APPETTDIX A 

22 

21 

20 

19 

Higher Education 

15 

14 

13 

12 

18 

17 

16 

Lycee 

11 

10 

9 

15 

14 

13 

Secondary 

8 

7 

6 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

Age 
Level 

Primary 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

Grade 
Level 



'n(n11,1:: T-1l c 1 
.'tufl ":,t Floi, ,*ni~vqis 

Part r _ Pr>-r"'.chool 
1965 - 1966 

New 
Schools Ne" Students Student/ Enrollments/ 

Region Village Total Enrollments Village Total Craduates Teachers Teacher Tntio Graduates 

Marmara 3,968 4,559 135,Q16 400,427 735,731 104,479 17,385 42.3 130.1 

Middle Anatolia 6,764 7,397 170,471 643,229 q-l,936 131,345 21,519 45.6 136.6 

Aegean 2,346 3,166 79,1n5 302,692 466,541 E4,1n7 10,304 45.3 123.4 

Antalya 028 1,116 23,570 93,666 121,9r,4 I',056 2,807 45.Q 130.5 

gukurova 1,516 1,696 51,-?0 157,927 271,936 35,458 5,r 73 46.3 143.9 

Western Black Sea 1,987 2,096 34, 56 141,110 130,52q 22,901 3,314 47.3 152.1 

Eastern Black Sea 4,016 4,332 98,242 303,999 510,777 61,303 11,059 46.2 160.3 

Eastern Anatolia 5,933 6,425 132,393 435,334 630,111 rq,51i6 14,600 43.2 193.1 

Total Turkey 27,955 30,690 730,91188l 2,568,442 3,0n6,424 506,37n !7,456 44.7 144.4 

Source: D.I.E. Milli EAitim tstatistikleri - IlkShretim, 1965-1967 



Appendix Table 2
 

Student Flow Analysis
 

Secondary School
 
lq65-1966
 Resmi Bagimsiz
 

New Student/ Drop Out New Enrollments/
 

Region Schools Enrollmncnts Students Graduates Teachers Teacher Ratio Patio Graduates
 

??,i2n 2,338 


Middle Anatolia 204 31,92L 73,772 14,728 3,007 24.5 39.9 216.8
 

Aegean 107 16,337 35,621 6,521 1,427 25.0 40.2 250.5
 

antalya 31 3,430 7,428 1,512 298 24.0 24.7 226.9
 

qukurova 44 8,579 19,897 3,604 7nq 2?.1 50.9 232.1
 

Marmara 163 26,!,f. 11,725 26.6 44.6 225.3
 

27.9 224.1
Western Black Sea 4C s,3! 110,172 1,940 614 24.6 


Eastern Black Sea 95 14,29- 32,320 6,33P 1,155 29.0 4n.2 225.5
 

Eastern Anatolia 140 l,771 42,025 8,37" 1,730 24.2 43.8 236.1
 

Total Turkey 836 125, Oi 283,765 54,835 ln,95 25.8 41.5 229.2 

flesmi Ba~li al 

Marmara 33 8,439 22,212 4,195 - - 39.5 201.2 
191.3
!MiddleAnatolia 27 11,117 27,89] 5,810 - - 29.3 

Aegean 13 1,193 1, 6F4 2,132 280 38.2 33.1 196.7 
- - 38.6 209.0Antalya 5 1,625 4,037 774 

gukurova 8 4,824 11,400 it1? 265 43.0 63.3 266.1 

Western Black Sea 6 2,07? 5,183 955 - - 33.3 217.0 

- - 27.5 221.7Eastern Black Sea 15 4,775 11,761 2,151 
- - 33.3 235.0Eastern Anntolin 19 5,011 11,242 2,12( 


Total Turkey 126 4,05r 104,410 19,962 35.5 210.7
 

a/ Many provinces aggregated Resmi Bnali and Lise teachers;
 

consequently detailed statistics are not available
 

Source: D.I.E. Milli EAitim tstatistikleri - Orta Orctim, 1q65-1967
 



Student Flow Analysis 

Appendix Table 3 Part I - Primary School 
1966-1967 

Region 

Schools 
Village Total 

New 
Enrollments 

Students 
Village Total Graduates Teachers 

Student/ New Enrollments/ 

Teacher Ratio Graduates Ratio 

Marmara 4,048 4,675 152,319 408,544 77(,203 111,222 18,705 41.5 137.0 

Middle Anatolia 7,013 7,666 223,479 683,439 1,047,4n5 12S,770 23,336 44.9 173.5 

Aegean 2,906 3,245 04,287 312,789 483,227 58,344 11,063 44.1 161.6 

Antalya 990 1,082 29,100 l00,n4 137,44r 19,020 3,n98 44.4 153.0 

;ukurova 1,510 1,771 62,674 lr0,521 2n1,451 37,637 6,519 44.2 166.3 

Western Black Sea 2,155 2,269 40,739 153,416 i5,349 24,904 4,269 45.8 163.6 

Eastern Black Sea 4,342 4,676 126,844 435,196 562,120 67,542 11,102 50.7 187.8 

Eastern Anatolia 6,324 6,842 154,577 475,811 690,920 70,726 15,919 43.4 218.6 

Total Turkey 29,358 32,226 884,019 2,733,756 4,189,820 513,215 94,085 44.5 170.6 

Source: See Primary School, 1965-1966 



Appendix Table 4 

STUnENT FLOW ANALYSIS 
Secondary School 

1966-1967 

Region Schools 
:"ew 

Enrollments 

Resmi E!Iinsiz 

Students Graduates Teachers 
ntuient/ Drop Out New Enrollment 

Teacher/Patio Ratio Grad_____ 

Harwara 
Middle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
qukurova 
Western Black Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

180 
233 
123 
34 
49 
47 

107 
185 

31,697 
3Q,512 
19,205 
4,248 

11,42C 
5,321 

16,406 
22,240 

72,715 
90,381 
43,066 
9,476 

23,8n3 
12,686 
34,773 
47,624 

11,827 
15,592 
7,027 
1,495 
41655 
2,206 
5,q48 
n 0nn 

2,539 
3,1Q6 
1,635 

312 
77Q 
474 

1,197 
1,196 

28.6 
2.3 
26.3 
30.4 
4 .7 
26.0 
29.1 
25.1 

61.4 
49.6 
55.7 
53.5 
62.3 
50.3 
43.2 
47.5 

268.0 
253.4 
273.3 
284.1 
312.7 
241.2 
275.? 
246.9 

Total Turkey 958 150,057 334,614 56,758 12,02S 27.0 52.9 264.4 

Marmara 
Middle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
gukuroya 
Western Black Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

39 
32 
17 
6 
9 
6 

21 
26 

11,242 
11,975 
5,287 
1,79P 
4,771 
2,635 
7,879 
6,980 

Resmi Bak!i n/ 

28,112 5,175 
31,067 5,712 
12,S59 2,261 
4,370 735 

12,997 2,161 
6,043 897 

17,952 2,962 
16,530 2,912 

-
364 
117 
216 
129 
-

-

-
35.3 
37.4 
60.2 
46.8 

-

50.5 
47.7 
49.1 
4q.4 
50.8 
3.2 
48.0 
51.5 

217.2 
209.6 
233.8 
246.6 
22n.9 
297.1 
266.0 
230.7 

Total Turkey 156 52,567 129,930 22,S05 49.n 230.5 

a/ Many provinces aggregated Resmi BaAli and Lise teachers; 

consequently, detailed statistics are not available. 

Source: See Secondary School 1965-1966. 



Appendix Table 5
 

STUDENT FLOI ANALYSIS
 
PART:I - SCHOOLS AND TEACIERS
 

1969-1970196cool Year
 

vil­
lages P r i n, a r y Secondary Lycee Higher 

No. of with no Schools Total Teachers Teach-

Region Villages Schools Village Total Classes Village Total Schools Teachers Sciools ers Sc!ools Teachers 

Marmara 4037 199 4355 517 17258 12107 24034 403 3746 213 5732 30 3465
 

Middle
 
Anatolia 8048 598 7864 8681 22600 19560 31077 458 3469 191 4851 29 4484 

Aegean 3142 177 3188 3576 10559 9206 14377 273 1994 102 2643 15 935 

Antalya 1038 48 1131 1236 3410 3053 4316 77 449 36 989 1 5 

qukurova 1652 102 1825 2060 5586 5083 9200 101 820 60 1459 4 60 

Western 
828 - -

Black Sea 2628 308 2502 2534 4741 4261 5729 84 580 42 


Eastern
 
Black Sea 5065 571 
 5237 5624 13549 12703 16712 217 1194 95 1895 3 154
 

Eastern
 
Anatolia 10009 3027 7678 8334 16952 13045 20604 299 1725 138 2317 5 514
 

Total
 
13979 878 20241 89 9574
Turkey 35422 4960 33772 37330 95055 80045 127391 1892 


Source: Milli Ejitim Bakanli~i, 67 ilde okul, V retmen, o renci Saylari - 1969-1970 (Ankara: 1971). 



Appe-dix Table 6 

STUDENT 
PART II 

1969-1970 

FLOW ANALYSIS 
- STUDENTS 
School Year 

Region 

P r 
New Enrollments 

Village Total 

i m A r y 
Students 

Village Total 
Graduates 

village Total 

Secondary 
New 

Enrollments Students Graduates 

Marmara 
Middle 
Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
Qukurova 
Western 
Black Sea 
Eastern 
Black Sea 
Eastern 
Anatolia 

72060 

139905 
58811 
20652 
36901 

26266 

99950 

111393 

149655 

223196 
93489 
30235 
65228 

41719 

125410 

173439 

433672 

764515 
335714 
113637 
195983 

171644 

530184 

580052 

879565 

1220068 
534112 
156961 
350678 

226709 

682574 

883772 

63700 

93471 
46175 
14654 
24093 

21779 

61887 

59611 

128143 

155528 
76601 
21115 
44033 

29579 

82843 

93726 

64829 

75220 
36714 
9071 

23910 

11110 

35098 

44452 

174403 

203435 
97289 
23466 
63729 

30678 

93206 

114661 

27140 

34893 
15376 
5856 
9491 

5359 

14731 

21137 

Total Turkey 571065 902223 3125500 4934842 385480 631479 301168 800900 133360 

Source: See Student Flow Analysis, Part I. 



Appendix Table 6 (Cont,)
 

STUDENT FLOW ANALYSIS 
PART II - STUDENTS 

1969-1970 School Year 

Lycee Higher 
New New 

Enrollments Students Graduates Enrollments Students Graduates 

Marmara 28550 81944 14878 15113 76973 6808 
Middle 
Anatolia 33412 89057 16134 14982 58413 6648 
Aegean 15364 42118 7335 3875 14007 1035 
Antalya 3889 9997 2047 80 80 -
Gukurova 10558 29000 -5409 984 3234 -

Western 
Black Sea 4965 13847 -2616 - - -

Eastern 
Black Sea 13820 35861 6695 502 1650 189 
Eastern 
Anatolia 18214 47253 8521 1048 4452 353 

Total 
Turkey 128543 350516 63872 .36584 159919 15023 

Source: See Student Flow Analysis, Part 1.
 



Appendix Table 7
 

STUDENT FLOW ANALYSIS
 
PART III - INDICATORS
 
1969-1970 School Year
 

P r i m a r y S e c o n d a r y Lycee
 
New New
 

Student/ Enroll- Student/ Enroll- primary- Student/ New
 
% in School Teacher ments/ % in School Teacher ments/ Sec. % in SchoolTeacher Enroll./
 

Region Female Total Ratio Graduates Female Total Ratio Graduates Drop-out Female Total Ratio Graduates
 

Marmara 97.5 99.9 36.6 116.8 
 32.1 43.5 45.3 238.9 49.4 15.9 21.0 14.2 191.9
 
Middle
 
Anatolia 89.0 96.2 39.3 143.5 20.2 
 36.6 50.6 215.6 51.6 12.2 19.7 18.4 207.1
 
Aegean 91.1 94.8 37.2 122.0 26.4 37.4 48.8 238.8 52.1 13.8 18.7 15.6 209.5
 
Antalya 89.6 95.7 36.4 143.2 17.3 32.6 52.3 154.9 57.0 8.3 17.3 10.1 190.0
 
Cukurova 83.1 93.1 38.1 148.1 26.0 40.6 77.7 251.9 45.7 13.0 22.3 19.9 195.2
 
Western
 
slack Sea 87.7 96.3 39.6 141.0 12.2 26.8 52.9 207.3 62.4 8.1 15.2 16.7 189.8
 

Eastern
 
Black Sea 73.3 88.3 40.8 151.4 13.2 30.3 78.1 238.3 57.6 6.5 15.0 18.9 205.4
 

Eastern
 
Anatolia 52.3 71.5 42.Z 185.0 9.9 23.7 66.5 210.3 52.6 6.7 13.6 20.4 213.8
 

Total
 
Turkey 80.0 89.7 38.7 142.9 19.7 34.0 57.3 225.8 52.3 11.1 18.1 17.3 201.3
 



Sttdent Flow Analysis
 
Part I - Students and Teachers
 

1970-1971 School Year
 
Primary
 

No. of Villages with Schools Total Teachers
 

Region Villages ITo School Village Total Classes Village Total
 

Marmara 4,358 185 4,431 5,285 18,461 12,775 25,342
 

Haddle Anatolia 8,181 489 7, 4 8,740 23,177 21,674 34,089
 

Aegean 3,161 165 3,21 3,61-3 10,883 9,269 19,953
 

Antalya 1,052 35 1,172 1,277 3,580 3,282 4,497
 
gukurova 1,669 80 1,852 2,088 5,665 5,610 9,710
 
Western Black Sea 2,633 270 2,699 2,844 4,967 4,625 6,172
 
Eastern Black Sea 5,117 558 5,444 5,851 14,161 14,164 18,496
 
Eastern Anatolia 10,206 2,872 7,964 8,649 17,668 15,271 23,724
 

Total Turkey 35,997 4,510 34,837 38,513 98,647 86,370 136,630
 

Secondary Lycee Higher
 

Schools Teachers Schools Teachers Schools Teachers
 

lIarmara 442 1,328 247 6,728 28 3,755
 
Middle Anatolia 527 424 224 7,958 22 4,865
 
Aegean 269 381 117 4,458 14 1,128
 

40 954 - -
Antalya 86 39 

Vukurova 116 302 66 2,041 4 87
 

110 44 1,154 - -
Western Black Sea 96 


Eastern Black Sea 260 68 106 2,986 2 143
 

Eastern Anatolia 329 132 155 4,228 3 518
 

Total Turkey 2,127 2,788 1,001 32,808 92 10,616
 

Source: See, Student Flow Analysis - 1969, Part I
 



Appendix Table 9
 

Student Flow Analysis
 
Part II - Students
 

1970-1971 School Year
 

P7-TAy SECOIDARY 
New Enrollments Students Graduates New 

Region Village Total Village Total Village Total Enrollments Students Graduates 

Marmara 
Ifiddle Anatolia 
Aegean 
Antalya 
ukurova 

Western Black Sea 
Eastern Black Sea 
Eastern Anatolia 

75,977 
147,069 
60,384 
20,842 
35,912 
31,333 

102,096 
121,796 

158,712 
234,421 
94,001 
28,579 
65,769 
41,393 

130,728 
191,115 

426,484 883,709 
758,057 1,231,323 
341,300 533,440 
114,755 158,045 
200,263 360,003 
171,956 227,134 
546,373 698,796 
545,561 931,710 

71,317 
102,81n 
49,810) 
16,928 
27,9P7 
25,412 
70,337 
66,955 

148,427 
174,806 
84,295 
24,157 
51,127 
34,662 
93,352 

107,304 

73,316 
83,17) 
40,481 
10,562 
25,082 
13,287 
40,293 
51,445 

195,633 
220,308 
109,n58 
26,135 
67,471 
33,898 
99,280 
129,970 

25,567 
33,031 
17,904 
4,205 

11,867 
5,868 

16,317 
21,850 

Total Turkey 591,811 944,328 3,168,518 5,034,658 431,702 71P,012 338,283 883,634 141,305 

LYCEE HIGHER 
Kew New 

Enrollments Students Graduates Enrollments Students Graduates 

Marmara 
Middle Anatolia 

30,518 
34,589 

89,563 
104,285 

15,306 
17,965 

16,774 
15,317 

80,411 
63,326 

9,745 
8,227 

Aegean 
Antalya 

17,368 
3,768 

47,500 
10,060 

7,755 
1,979 

4,645 
80 

16,336 
145 

1,396 
-

Vukurova 11,544 31,792 6,027 1,246 4,416 -
Western Black Sea 5,105 15,455 2,815 - - -
Eastern Black Sea 15,194 41,142 7,048 693 2,042 265 
Eastern Anatolia 19,318 54,707 9,635 395 1,076 116 

Total Turkey 128,755 392,717 67,455 40,772 172,323 20,418 

Source: See, Student Flow Analysis - Part I
 



,appenaix LaDoe iv 

Student Flow Analysis 
Part III - Indicators 
1970 - 1971 School Year 

Primary 
Student/ New1Ne 

Secondary 
Pri-Sec. 

Lycee 
New 

Region 
% in 

School 
Teacher 
Ratio 

Enrollmeunts/ 
Graduates 

% in 
School 

Enrollments/ 
Graduates 

Dropout 
Patio 

% I 
School 

Enrollments/ 
Graduates 

Marmara 95.3 34.9 106.9 46.5 286.3 50.6 21.8 199.4 

fiddle Anatolia 93.4 36.1 134.1 38.0 218.7 52.4 22.5 192.5 

Aegean 90.9 26.7 111.5 40.0 226.1 52.0 20.1 224.0 

Antalya 92.4 35.1 118.3 34.6 251.2 56.3 16.7 190.4 

qukurova 91.1 37.1 128.6 40.9 211.4 50.9 22.2 191.5 

Western Black Sea 93.4 36.8 119.4 29.4 226.4 61.7 17.5 181.3 

Eastern Black Sea 87.6 37.8 140.0 30.7 247.0 56.8 16.4 215.6 

Eastern Anatolia 72.4 39.3 178.1 25.8 235.4 52.1 15.3 200.5 

Total Turkey 88.1 36.8 131.5 33.9 239.4 52.9 16.8 190.9 

Source: See, Student Flow Analysis, Part I 
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FOOTNOTES
 

1. 	The authors are, respectively, Assistant Program Economist and
 

Technical Specialist Economist with the United States Agency for
 

International Development, Ankara, Turkey; however, this paper 

is the personal effort of the authors and does not necessarily
 

represent views or opinions of the Agency or United States
 

Government,
 

2. 	 [7, p. 171] 

3. 	Drop out ratios used in this paper are not entirely accurate in
 

that, due to lack of a time series and for ease of computation 

the authors took primary graduates in time t less secondary 

enrollments as of the same year divided by graduates of primary
 

in 	 t. 

4. 	To keep the analysis simple, the authors have projected only one
 

year into the future and assumed no constraints on new teacher
 

supply. A more accurate formulation might take the form as
 

follows:
 

T 	 lt " S? ht 
t ~ t 

where, 4 is the "possible" growth rate in teacher supply (a 

function of Tt-i, capacity of teacher-training schools, and
 

a "fall out" factor) and , is the grcwth rate in students 

(a function of population change, enrollment ratios, and
 

"fall out"). The authors have identified R and C as the most 
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No. 	4 (Continued)
 

likely variables to be constrained, i.e. they are politically
 

sensitive factors. We have imposed no bounds on i or h but
 

some type of constraint could be imposed.
 

5. 	F Harbison and C. A. Myers, Education.Manpower and Economic
 

Growth (New York: McGraw - Hill, 1964).
 


