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ABSTRACT

Following Michael Sadler’s interpretation of education as a complex cultural institution,
this paper attempts to offer some thoughts on the success of the Finnish educational
system in PISA, but also for its average standing in the I[EA examinations. It focuses on
the scale of reading comprehension and provides a pedagogical and cultural account for
the outstanding performance of Finnish school, while it also examines the role of school
autonomy and community support as a factor of achieving better learning outcomes.

In its final section the paper puts forward an overall critique of PISA methodology and
rationale from a comparative perspective arguing for its political rather than pedagogical
character.

The following quotation of Sir Michael Sadler’s speech in 1900 is a must
in every course book of comparative education.

In studying foreign systems of education, we should not forget that the
things outside the schools matter even more than the things inside the schools,
and govern and interpret the things inside. We cannot wander at pleasure
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among the educational systems of the world, like a child strolling through a
garden, and pick off a flower from one bush and some leaves from another,
and then expect that if we stick what we have gathered into the soil at home,
we shall have a living plant.

(Sadler, 1900)

Sadler’s message is clear: education, formal education included, is a
cultural institution (in the sociological meaning of the word). It is an
impossible, even a dysfunctional attempt, to try to implant foreign sys-
tems whatsoever in one’s own cultural environment. But we can get fresh
insights and new ideas from them to better understand our own systems
(Raivola, 1984). However, many politicians in countries, which did not
do too well in 2000 and 2003 measurements of PISA, are ready to make
hasty political conclusions concerning the innovation of their school
systems. Finland, Korea or Hong Kong seem to be promised lands of
education to be imitated as far as possible.

As we can see in the table, the achievement of the Finnish teenagers
in reading comprehension was excellent. Comparing the fifth percen-
tiles of the mean scores proves that the good result is not produced at
the expense of slow learners; or the other way round: at the expense of
the brightest students: the mean of the top five percent is third highest
among the participating countries. The conclusion is that it is not ne-
cessary to make a choice between high quality or equality for the basic
philosophy of the education system. Both are possible at the same time.

FIGURE 1
Mean score and variation in student performance on the reading scale.

Country All students Percentiles

Mean score 232;132‘; 5th 95th

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. | Score S.E. Score S.E.
OECD Countries
Australia 525  (2.1) 97 (1.5) 352 (4,8 673 (3,1
Austria 491  (3,8) 103 (2,3) 313 (7.5) 646 (4,7)
Belgium 507 (2.6) 110 (2,1) 300 (8,4) 662 (2,6)
Canada 528 (1,7) 89 (0,9 373 (3,1) 663 (2,5)
Czech Republic 489 (3,5) 96  (2,4) 320 (9,5) 636  (4,0)
Denmark 492 (2,8 88  (1,8) 338 (6,6) 627 (3,9
Finland 543 (1,6) 81  (1,1) 400  (4,8) 666  (2,5)
France 496 (2,7) 97  (2,2) 320 (7.7) 641 (3.3
Germany 491  (3.4) 109  (2,3) 295  (6,0) 652 (3,9)
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Greece 472 (4.1) 105 (2.0) 288  (6.2) 631  (5.4)
Hungary 482  (2,5) 92 (1,8 324 (6,00 625 (5.0
Iceland 492  (1.6) 98 (1.4) 316 (6.4) 640 (3.6)
Ireland 515 (2,6) 87 1,7) 364 (7,3) 647 (3.3)
Italy 476 (3,0) 101 (2,2) 295 (8.6) 627 (2.6)
Japan 498 (3.9) 106 (2,5) 310 (7.3 652  (4.7)
Korea 534 (3.1) 83 (2.0) 393  (6.0) 660 (5.0)
Luxembourg 479  (1.5) 100  (1.0) 302 (3,8 627 (2,7
Mexico 400 (4.1 95 (1.9 238  (6.1) 552  (5.5)
Netherlands 513 (2,9) 85 (2,0) 369 (6,4) 645  (4,2)
New Zealand 522 (2,5) 105  (1.5) 338  (6.2) 682  (3.4)
Norway 500 (2.,8) 102 (1,8) 321 (6.1) 656 (3.9)
Poland 497 (2,9 96 (1.8) 330 (6.3) 645  (4.4)
Portugal 478 (3,7) 93 (2,1 311 (6,6) 617 (3.9
Slovak Republic 469 (3.1 93 (2.0) 310 (5,7 613 (3,5
Spain 481  (2.,6) 95 (1,5 313 (5.8) 625 (3.,1)
Sweden 514  (2,4) 96 (1,9 349  (6.0) 660 (3.6)
Switzerland 499 (3,3) 95 (1,9 330 (5,8 643 (5,0)
Turkey 441 (5.8) 95 (4.1 291 (6.1) 608 (19.4)
United States 495  (3.2) 101 (1.4) 319 (6,6) 651 (4,5)

OECD total 488 (1.2) 104 (0.7) 305 (2,2) 646 (1,3)

OECD average | 494 (@0.6) | 100 (0.4) | 318 (1,4) 646 (0.7)

Partner Countries

Brazil 403 (4.,6) 111 (2,3) 214 (7,3) 581  (6,9)
Hong Kong-China | 510 (3,7) 85 (2.7 355 (9.9 630 (3.0)
Indonesia 382 (3,4) 76 (1,8) 254  (5,3) 506 (6,1)
Latvia 491 (3,7) 90 (1,7) 335  (6,4) 632 (4.6)
Liechtenstein 525 (3,6) 90 (3.,4) 365 (15.0) 661 (14.3)
Macao-China 498 (2,2) 67 (1,9 381  (6,2) 601  (4.3)
Russian Federation| 442 (3,9) 93 (1,8 281 (6,9 588  (4,7)
Serbia 412 (3,6) 81 (1,6) 274 (5,0) 542  (5,9)
Thailand 420  (2,8) 78  (1.5) 293 (4,9) 550  (5,3)
Tunisia 375 (2,8) 96 (1.8) 216 (4,7) 530 (5,5)
Uruguay 434 (3,4) 121 (2,0) 224 (5,8) 628 (6.1)
United Kingdom' m m m m m m m m

1. Response rate too low to ensure comparability

(Pisa Database 2003)

Of course it has been wonderful, especially for Finnish politicians, to
pose in the sunshine as a promised land of education. But in the 40-year
history of IEA, another famous comparative school achievement project,
Finland has never stood on the podium. And on the other hand, many
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national systems that were prize winners in IEA surveys found them-
selves just average performers in PISA. Harold Noah (1984) reminds us
that in 1980’s Japanese mathematics and science education was an en-
vied model, especially for Americans. Sputnik shock made them ask
earlier in the 1950’s what Ivan knows that Johnny doesn’t. So if you live
long enough, you will see everything happen at least twice, the second
time opposite of the first. A naked truth is that you cannot find easy
solutions abroad for complex problems at home.

FIGURE 2
The model for variable construction

School context

\

School processes

School inputs  wae- School level = School outputs

Classroom level

This simple input-throughput-output model is used to group PISA
variables and explain connection between them. But in the analysis
variables are taken separately, as given measured entities without pro-
viding them with cultural and ecological meaning. School context is
understood very narrowly as an administrative structure and decision-
making power of teachers. To me context is a very wide concept: it in-
cludes aspirational and utilitarian attitudes of communities, peer group
pressures, history and tradition connected with the idea of education,
linguistic and cultural homogeneity of a nation etc. All these factors act
as a superstructure giving interpretations to what kind of economic and
non-economic resources are provided to schools, how processes are or-
ganized, and what kind of outputs and outcomes are expected from
schools, in other words, what is thought important in a given culture.
Just to give an example, let us look at factors that explain the differences
in literacy achievement.
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Explanations to the good literacy achievement

There are, of course, several organizational, ideological and operational
factors explaining the overall functioning of a school system. But be-
cause spoken and written language is the main tool of formal education,
let’s concentrate on reading comprehension.

FIGURE 3
Variables explaining differences in literacy achievement

Figure 5 Explained variation in student performance (R?) in Finland
and in OECD countries

Engagement in reading

Interest in
reading

Cultural communication
at home

Possesions related to
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Self-concept
in reading

Competitive strategies
Cultural activities
Elaboration strategies
Control strategies
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The analysis shows that three variables dealing with literary activi-
ties explain 46 per cent of students’ performance differences in Finland
compared to 23 per cent average in OECD countries. These are not, of
course, the only explanations for the result. Rather, the successful per-
formance of Finnish students seems to be attributable to a combination
of interrelated factors having to do with comprehensive pedagogy, stu-
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dents’ own interests and leisure activities, the structure of the education
system, teacher education. school practices and, in the end, Finnish
culture.

Finnish students, together with students from the other Nordic coun-
tries, read highly diverse materials. They read newspapers, magazines,
comic books as well as e-mails and Web pages more frequently than do
their fellow students in the other OECD countries on average. Finnish
students’ engagement in reading is supported by a comprehensive net-
work of municipal libraries, which generally also have separate depart-
ments for children and youth. No wonder, Finnish students tend to use
libraries more often than students from the other OECD countries. Re-
sults show that in Finland 44 per cent of students borrowed books from
a library at least once a month, compared to the OECD average of 26
per cent. The Finnish PISA researchers believe that the result is an in-
dication that the Finnish comprehensive school has managed to arouse
students’ interest in reading and, hence, to even out the impact of so-
cio-economic background. The researchers feel that optional subjects
combined with a flexible school curriculum play an important role in
encouraging students to take up and keep up their own interests, not
least as it concerns reading. The explanation is not, however, that sim-
ple.

A brief summary of Finnish history and geography is needed to ren-
der the Finnish education system comprehensible. For 600 years Fin-
land was under Swedish domination, and for most of this period was a
part of the kingdom of Sweden. The language of administration and high
culture was Swedish. The schools were Swedish-speaking. Thus the
children of ordinary Finnish peasants and workers were compelled to
learn Swedish on starting school. The first secondary school with Fin-
nish as the language of instruction was established as late as 1858, al-
though by the end of the nineteenth century the number of Finnish-
speaking schools and Finnish speaking pupils was greater than that for
Swedish.

Martin Luther’s ideas and the Reformation were adopted eagerly in
all Nordic countries. The idea of Luther that each Christian should be
able to read the holy scriptures was taken literally in the work of the
church. As early as the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries peripatetic
schools and occasions when the reading skills of the populace were put
to the test had ensured a distinctly widespread literacy. Holy matrimo-
ny was the Church’s greatest weapon. No marriage could be solemnised
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unless those concerned could prove that they could read and had mas-
tered the rudiments of Christian doctrine.

At the time of the Napoleonic wars, Russia took Finland from Swe-
den and annexed it in 1809 as an autonomous grand duchy. Towards
the end of the period of autonomy the Russian administration embarked
upon an aggressive policy of Russification and a reduction in the degree
of autonomy, also linguistic, in Finland. This manifested itself in the
schools in the compulsory study of Russian, with extremely bad results,
as in many schools it became a point of honour not to do well in studies.

The fight for the right to use the language of the majority was cultur-
al and economic during Swedish regime and political during Russian
regime. Together with Lutheran church it, however, built a strong liter-
ary culture in the country newspapers, magazines, and leaflets as their
means. This was emphasized by the sparse population (there still are
less than five people per square km in half the country), which made
more social activities difficult to arrange. In towns every household gets
its daily newspaper or many of them every morning before six in the
mailbox and even in the remotest areas before noon. Yes, the Finns, not
just the PISA sample, are heavy readers. (See the Finnish education
system: Raivola, 2000.)

One could say that Finnish is an easy language to read, because it is
extremely phonemic spelling: one sound - one letter. Many children can
already read when they start the school at the age of seven. There is an
ample supply of foreign films on television provided with Finnish sub-
titles instead of dubbing. While watching television, children have to
read, developing a quick reading routine.

All three scales used in PISA 2003 were literacy tests. They did not
measure the content of curriculum: knowledge of literature, grammar,
richness of vocabulary, orthography or knowledge of mathematical con-
cepts or scientific laws. So the tasks used in PISA were extremely well
suited to the Finnish culture and curriculum. We can with reason ask,
whether it is school or society at large to praise for good literacy scores.

What if in those countries which did not too well in PISA, school or
community libraries would be established and youngsters made to read
either by stick or carrot? Would achievements be better in the next PISA?
Probably not, because you cannot adopt the centuries old literary cul-
ture just over night.
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Autonomy or democracy?

The correlations also reveal that the higher the local (school) responsi-
bility for deciding which courses are offered and the more equitable the
distribution of learning opportunities are the better learning achieve-
ments. And also, the lower the degree of stratification (i.e. late selection
and weak institutional differentiation) the higher the national mean in
all PISA scales. Now it seems that the less there are social divisions in
the society and the more decision power is decentralized the better the
result. But the question is not just the locus of power. The question is
about democracy. You cannot import democratic principles into the class-
rooms and at the same time leave the rest of the society to do without
it. Schools can rise no higher than communities that support them.

In the Nordic countries equality and social justice have a long tradi-
tion. Serfdom never existed in Finland. Yeomen were autonomous de-
cision makers in local affairs. Franchise was given to women among the
first in the world (1906). When it proved problematic to establish state
girls” schools (the first came in the 1840’s), the American tradition of co-
education was eagerly adopted. Since the 1880’s girls have been eligible
to take the matriculation examination and thereafter to seek admission
to university. Primary education has always been, since the establish-
ment of public school system in 1860’s, under the surveillance of local
authorities. The system got rid of inspectorate system in 1980’s, there
are no national exams (except the matriculation exam at the end of up-
per secondary school) and parents interfere very seldom in teachers’
freedom and autonomy. Teachers are trusted as professionals and they
are educated well. Already in 1860’s Finland had a co-educative four-
year seminar for primary school teachers, as early as in 1930’s some
elementary school teachers were trained in higher education and since
1980 all teachers are trained in universities at master’s level. They work
in a culturally homogeneous environment: only 1,8 per cent of the Finn-
ish population is foreign-born. That means that almost every student
answered PISA tasks in their mother tongue.

However, Ludger WéBmann (2005) from University of Munich — Ifo
Institute has shown, that if the education system has no central exams,
then school autonomy has a negative impact on student performance in
those decision making areas which offer incentives for opportunistic be-
haviour (teacher influence on curriculum, textbooks, school budgets or
teacher salaries). School autonomy must be accompanied with account-
ability. Finland seems to be an obvious exception of this relationship.
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Conclusion

National systems of education are extremely complex, heterogeneous
agglomerations of students, teachers, schools, administrators, curricula
and syllabi, parents, school books and materials, resources of different
kind, values, labour market expectations, national economy etc. Mea-
sured causal determinants of achievement vary by level of education and
subject matter. Measured reality is just a tiny part of the whole reality
and indicator reality only a small part of measured reality. It is impos-
sible to predict causal relation of variables out of their cultural context.
One problem in surveys like PISA is the aggregate level of measurement:
individual student is the provider of information, i.e., the unit of mea-
surement, but national systems are the unit of analysis. One of major
findings was that achievement varies less among schools in Finland than
in other countries. But inside school variance can be greater than be-
tween school variance. It is teachers that make the difference, not schools
as an entity. Comparing IEA and PISA we see how unstable the results
are. Learning always takes place at micro level. It is situational and deeply

individual. It is an ecological fallacy to claim that standardized achieve-

ment scores are not only a measure of how much individual pupils know
but also an index of the quality of schools and even national systems.

Another ecological fallacy, more political in nature, is to draw conclu-
sion and make high-stake decisions affecting local schools on the basis
of international test results (see Theisen et al., 1983).

Peter Lukdcs (2002), General Director of a Hungarian research insti-
tute, criticizes heavily the rationale of PISA. He points out that Hungary
succeeded well in IEA surveys and Finland did not. IEA measured the
traditional knowledge and the content of curriculum. PISA is more like
an American Scholastic Aptitude test. A handful of experts in OECD say
what young people have to master in order to adapt to society. A few
people seem to know better than hundreds of teachers, curriculum ex-
perts, researchers and national boards of education (who designed the
IEA measurements) what the needs of the young are. IEA’s approach
was pedagogical and curricular; PISA’s approach is political. Although
people in OECD/CERI deny it, they are obviously trying to bring about
the world curriculum, what OECD member countries have to teach to
the new generation. It has compelled national governments and even
the EU to react according to the OECD’s value system.

There is an obvious threat, that it is not only WTO and GATS which
are the main practical and political tools for globalizing services, educa-
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tion included, but also projects like PISA. They knock on your back-
door, because front doors are guarded by the EU’s subsidiarity principle
and national sovereignty. What is to be taught and how it should be
taught is less and less a business of a sovereign state.

FIGURE 4
PISA — the Leaning Tower of the Finnish school system?

I would go back to sir Michael. He would, after all, have been de-
lighted at PISA. It is exactly what he meant by systematic, empirical in-
formation production for comparative purposes. But much less enthusi-
astic he would have been about political conclusions drawn from achieve-
ment lists. In another speech (1902), the founding father of comparative
education warned us of the eulogistic attitude towards foreign systems.
Every education system has its strengths and weaknesses. So has the
Finnish system. Pupils are not happy at school according international
comparisons. In fact, they are the unhappiest among students in Eu-
rope. Truancy and bullying are common among them. Six per cent of
students do not continue their education after compulsory schooling.
Girls outperform boys in every subject. Teachers feel burn out. The teach-
ers union says that new obligations are continuously loaded on teachers
without tools to perform them. They are deprived of disciplinary tools
to control classrooms. Their salaries are not competitive in international
purchasing power. In the country dozens of schools are closed every
year and pupils are taken to bigger school units by bus or taxi. That
means that their school day may lengthen by 2-3 hours. Pedagogical
criticism points out that the good result in the cognitive domain is brought
about at the expense of creativity and emotional and social development
of the pupils. There are very few hours for practical subjects and arts
subjects in the curriculum. In that sense PISA is a perfect model of Finnish
education: it is like the Leaning Tower of Pisa, leaning towards knowl-
edge and information producing one-sided personalities.
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PISA is technically as good as paper and pencil tests and survey
methodology can produce at the moment. Finnish education has undoubt-
edly many strengths but also many weaknesses. To conclude: statistical
cognitive measures can disclose only a small fraction of educational re-
ality. Finnish education is by no means a universal model of perfect
education. But maybe, after extremely careful scientific and cultural
analysis of, e.g., Greek and Finnish PISA results and their contextual
factors, the Finnish system can offer some ideas to understand and maybe
to improve some practices in Greek education — and the other way round.
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MepiAHWH

MmopoUpe va avTAfjOOUHE TIPAKTIKHG XPNOIHOTNTAG YVWOELG amd T PeAE-
T TWV EEVWV EKTTAISEUTIKWV GUOTNHATWY;
H ®wvAavédia kat To povrého g PISA

H k\aoikn yia ™ Zuykpiriki Exmaideuon prion tou Sadler 611 «60a oupPaivouv extég

oyoAeiou €youv peyahiTepn onpaocia, Siémouv kat e&nyolv autd mou oupPaivouv péoa oto
oyohe{o» pmmopel va amoteAéoel pia ypriotpn umevBupion atoug moAitikolg mou Pidorn-
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kav va e€aydyouv elkoAa oupmepdopara amé Tig udmAéc emddoelg Ywpwyv, omwg n Piv-
Aavdia, oto S1ebvry pabnrikd diaywviopd PISA Tou OOZA.

Orembddoeig g GivAavdiag oy épeuva PISA yia Tov avayvworikd akdapnriopd rav
mpdypart agloBadpaocreg. ‘Oxt povo Adyw g uPnArig 6éong mou katéhaPe otnv kardraén
TWV YWPWV TTou oUppeTelyav, aAd kat yiati n amdoraon perall Twv uPnAdtepwv Kkat Twv
XapnAdrepwv Babpoloyiv Twv OvAavdwy padntwv rfrav amd Tig pikpdTepES, evioyio-
VTag e Tov TPOTo auTd Ta emiyelprjpara éowv umrooTtnpilouv 6Tt 1 (ekmatdeutikr) motd-
TnTa kat n (kowwvikr) toétra dev eival amapairta aclppareg €vvoleg.

Ta amoreAéopara Tou PISA Sladépouv onpavrikd amé exeiva avrioTolywv dlaywviopwov
G IEA Twv TeAeutaiwv 40 xpdvwv, otoug omoioug n GivAavdia dev karékmmoe moTé ugn-
NG Béoeig. Ot duo €peuveg akohouBouv diadopetikéc mpooeyyioelg. To PISA avrihapPd-
VETAL TO OUYKE(Hevo TG ekmaibeuong pdMov meplopiotikd. Ae AapPdvel emapkag uméyn
ToU Mapdyovreg dmwe n LoTopia kat n mapddoaon, 1 MONTIOMIKY KAl YAWOOIKT) OpoLOYE-
VEIQ [lag YWpag kat ot avriAjels Twv molkidwy opddwv oupdepdvtwy yia To fnrolpevo
amé v ekmaideuon. Ta oroiyeia autd mpoabiopilouv Tig Mpoodokieg mou kdBe eBvik
KouAtoUpa €xet amd Ta oyoAeia TnG kal n avdhuor] Toug pmopel va e&nyroet dtadpopetikd
v udnAr] amédoon Twv OvAavowv pabnrov.

Ta amotehéopara Tou PISA é8ei&av 61t ot divAavdol pabnrég apiepwvouy peydlo pépog
TOU Xp6vou Toug oTo didPacpa (BiPAiwy, edpnuepidwv, MePLOdIKWV, 10TOGEN WY K.T.A.), EVE)
otnv Tdon aut 6pa evioyuTikd To eupy dikTUO TwV dnpoTikWy PiPAtoBNKWV. Zipdwva pe
Toug epeuvnTég Tou PISA, To oyoAeio elval ekeivo Tou €yel katadépel va dleyeipel To ava-
YVWOTIKG evdladépov, To oupmépacpa auté woTGoo eival 1dlaiTepa LOVOHEPES.

Mia avaokdmmon g dtvAavoikrg moATikrg kal BpnokeuTiki¢ loTopiag pmopel va
eppnveloet Mo olvBeta T oyéon mou €xouv ot PvAavdol pe v avdyvwon. H ywpa utmp&e
yia ekatovtddeg ypoévia umé ooundikn Kal pwolkn Kuplapyia, pe emionpn YAooa tng K-
maideuong dMn amd Ta pivAavdikd, kal péhig mepi To Téhog Tou |90u alwva Ta oyoheia
Tou Ypnotpomolotoav T ¢pvAavoikn yAdooa amotéeoav T mhelovétnta ot ywpad. O
€Bvik6g aywvag —oMTIKAG, 0lkovoptkdg ald Kkal TTOAITIoPIKOG— evavTiov TG EEvng
karoyrig Tautiotnke ev MoANoi¢ kat pe T dtekdiknon Tou Sikalwparog yvwong kat Xprjong
NG HNTPIKIG YAWOOAG.

Amé v A\, ot 16ée¢ TG BpnokeuTikrg PeTappuBuiong eiyav 16iaitepa oyupr| ami-
xnon orn ®wAavdia kat n dmom Tou Aoubrjpou, 6t kdBe YploTiavdg ddelhe va eival oe
Béon va 6laBalel Tig Mpadég, obrjynoe mpakTikd oty umoypéwon Twv MoAIT@yv va padai-
vouv Tnv €Bvikni} Y\ooa. ‘Etal, ot Bvikoi aywveg kat n AouBnpavikn ekkAnoia ouvéreivay
ot dnuloupyia plag oyuprig avayvworikig kouAtolpag oe pia 16laitepa apalokaroikn-
HEVN XWPA, HE €K TWV TTPAYHATWY OTTAVIEG KOVWVIKEG EKONAWCELG.
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To (610 10yUel oo Béua Tng 1o6TTag Kal TG dnpokpariag ora oyohela. ZTig okavoL-
vapikég YWPES ot apyég TG LodTNTag Kal TG Kolvwvikng dikatoolvng €xouv pakpd mapd-
doon. H ywpic mapeABdv douleiag GvAavdia firav amd Tig mpWTES YWPEG OTOV KGO0 TTOU
avayvwploe dikaiwpa Yripou oTig yuvaikeg, ev) uloBEtoe amd oA vwpig Tr) HIKTH €k-
naibeuon ayoptwv kat koptrotwv. Ot emBewprioeig ota oxoAeia karapyrfnkav amé 1o 1980
kat ot ekmatdeutikol GAwv Twv Pabpidwv avtiperwmifovrav amd Ty apyr] wg emayyehua-
1{ec ulmAoU klpoug, amohapPdvovrag kardprion mavemoTnplakoy emmédou.

H épeuva PISA daiveral 61 Eeyvd mwg Ta eBvikd ouotrpara ekmaibeuong amoreholv
ETEPOYEVEIG KAl TOAUTIAPAYOVTIKEG CUCOWHATWOELG SladopeTikol TUTOU alwv Kkal Tpoo-
dokiv, kal e&dyel Ta oupmepdopatd TG ayvowvTag To TTOMTIOUIKG OUYKE(HEVO. ZUuyKpi-
vovtdg T pe 1o dlaywvioud ™ IEA, n mpoaoéyyior| Tng eival meploodTePO «TTONTIKI|», OF
oxéon pe v kAaotkn «matdaywytki» g IEA. Kat, mapdrt ot e1érjpoveg Tou OOZA ap-
vouvrat 6Tt €youv TéToleg MpoBEaelg, Sev pumopel va mapayvwploTel 611 To «oloTnpa aglov»
mou To PISA emBpaPedel potdlet va amotehel mpdTutio yia TOAEG €BvikéG KuPepvrioelg
al\d kat v {6ta v EE.

To pvAavéikd olotnpa €xel, 6mwg dha dAwore, Tig aduvapieg Tou: pabnrég mou
duoavaoyetolv e To oyoheio, adikaloAdynreg amouoieg kat pavopeva piag, exmaideuti-
kol Tou StapapTipovral yia Tig auEavopeveG UTTOXPEWTELG KAl Toug Xapnhoug piobolg
TOUG, TPGYPANHA TIOU UTTOTLHA Tr) SNULOUPYIKOTNTA Kal TV KOWVWVIKT] VOWHATWOT) K.0.K.
Qg ex ToUTOU, TO htvAavdikd oyoleio dev pmopel oe kapid mepinTwon va BewpnOei éva eidog
olkoupevikoU povrélou. H ywpic mpokarahrlelg emornuovikr avdluorj Tou eivat duva-
TOV va TpoodEépel 15€€G yia TNV kaAUTepn karavonon 1j kat T PeAT{won TTUXWV TG ekmai-
deuonrig MWV Ywpwv — Kdtl PEPata mou LoyUel kal avTioTpodwg.
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