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Preface: About Efficiency

Memo From: Efficiency & Ticket, Ltd., Management Consultants
To: Chairman, The London Symphony Orchestra
Re: Schubert’s Symphony No. 8 in B minor.

After attending a rehearsal of this work we make the following observations and
recommendations:

1. We note that the twelve first violins were playing identical notes, as were the
second violins. Three violins in each section, suitably amplified, would seem to
us to be adequate.

2. Much unnecessary labour is involved in the number of demisemiquavers in this
work; we suggest that many of these could be rounded up to the nearest semi-
quaver thus saving practice time for the individual player and rehearsal time for
the entire ensemble. The simplification would also permit more use of trainee
and less-skilled players with only marginal loss of precision.

3. We could find no productivity value in string passages being repeated by the
horns; all tutti repeats could also be eliminated without any reduction of effi-
ciency.

4. In so labour-intensive an undertaking as a symphony, we regard the long oboe
tacet passages to be extremely wasteful. What notes this instrument is called
upon to play could, subject to a satisfactory demarcation conference with the
Musician’s Union, be shared out equitably amongst the other instruments.

Conclusion: if the above recommendations are implemented the piece under
consideration could be played through in less than ten minutes with concomitant
savings in overtime, lighting and heating, wear and tear on the instruments and hall
rental fees. Also, had the composer been aware of modern cost-effective procedures
he might well have finished this work.

[Taken from the Amusements Pages of the New Zealand Symphony Orchestra.
Oxymoron Humor Archive, Merton College, Oxford UK.]
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Prologue

I was born in Palestine under British rule, and was raised in Israel that came into
being in 1948. This means that I have lived most of my life during the last century
(the twentieth) of the past millennium. Antiquity by itself, however, does not render
the past a golden age, and those years were not necessarily ”the good old days.” I
witnessed changes that took place in Israeli society in general, and in Israeli state
schools in particular as a student, mother, and most recently as grandmother. During
my childhood years, the World War II was raging and it was feared that the Ger-
man army that reached North Africa may invade Palestine. Italian planes air raided
Tel-Aviv. The Arabs refused to accept the UN plan for the partition of Palestine into
two states: an Arab and a Jewish state. Israel was attacked by its neighboring Arab
countries shortly after the British had left and the birth of Israel as an independent
state was declared. Massive waves of Jewish refugees arrived. From Europe came
survivors of the Holocaust, recognizable by numbers that were tattooed on their
arm in the death camps, and from the Middle East and North African countries
came penniless refugees. Food, shoes, and clothing were rationed, but some could
afford to purchase goods on the ”black market” that was flourishing. It was never-
theless a time of hope and high expectations. The newly born state was regarded
as a haven for the ingathering Jewish exiles, and as a place where Jews can resume
their national life that was interrupted by 2,000 years of life in the Diaspora. There
has been a broad consensus, among all political parties, socialist, and liberals alike,
that the state must take upon itself the responsibility for providing the vast and
varied needs of the ingathering exiles. Israel emerged as a welfare state, supplying
its citizens with health care, education, housing, and jobs. This was considered an
historic calling not an act of charity.

I favorably remember my school days. Schools provided a wide range of educa-
tional experiences and social services, and students were the apple of the eye of the
national revival. The Israeli population more than tripled during the first years of
statehood, and schools had to cope with the rapidly growing number of students.
There were periods during which my school operated in two shifts. Sometimes
my class studied from morning until noon, and at times our school day began in
the afternoon. There were times when my classroom numbered 56 students. It was
crowded, but no one complained, and teachers did their best to teach veteran and
newcomers alike. Through my newly arrived Iraqi classmates I discovered the taste

xv



xvi Prologue

of foods and spices that were not part of the East European cuisine of my mother,
and my Iraqi friends claimed that my mother’s Polish style Gefilte Fish are so sweet
that they can be served as dessert. We were given each day in school a glass of milk
or butter milk, and schools offered hot meals that were cooked in the school kitchen.
Some vegetables came from the vegetable garden that the students cultivated. Stu-
dents took turns helping to prepare and serve the meals, while also learning about
good nutrition. The meals were vegetarian, simple, and nourishing. Periodical dental
examinations and vaccinations, against Typhoid and Tuberculosis for example, were
delivered in school. The school nurse, who had a clinic in school, injected the vac-
cines. Some of us were courageous and volunteered to be the first ones to receive
the shot, while others tried to evade the needle and ran home. The nurse checked
our hair periodically to make sure that no lice found refuge there. The school nurse
was in charge of the ”health society” (Agudat Ha’Briut) consisting of students from
the upper grades. They made sure that each student would carry a handkerchief in
his/her pocket, and that shoes are polished, and fingernails are trimmed and clean.
Holidays were celebrated in school. Students and teachers took part in decorating
the school and in the preparation of the various events. All students participated in
the singing, dancing in big circles, and in all other activities. There were hardly ever
performers and spectators. Sizable part of the curriculum was dedicated to the Bible,
History, Hebrew, and literature. I can still recite verses from the Bible that we were
asked to memorize, as well as poems by prominent Hebrew poets. We were also
active in youth movements. Youth movements were very demanding ideologically.
Upon high school graduation we were expected to join a kibbutz, or better still,
found a new one. No makeup or jewelry was allowed. Listening to ”foreign” music
(i.e., non-Hebrew songs) and dancing ”saloon” dances (such as tango or waltz) was
strictly deplored, while Hebrew folk songs and dances (such as Hora) were praised
and approved. Most families did not own cars, but we become acquainted with the
country via school and youth movement trips and hikes. To boost Israeli economy
we were encouraged to buy only locally produced goods (Tozeret Ha’Aretz) and
used to sing a campaign song about the wheat that is growing on the shores of the
Sea of Galilee for our bread.

My two children were also born in the last century of the past millennium, but
were brought up in affluent Israel that emerged victorious in the Six Day War of
1967. Israeli society has become less cohesive, and a sense of common purpose
seems to have been lost. Yerida, i.e., emigrating from Israel or living abroad for
extended periods of time, that was considered an almost act of treason in the past,
gained acceptance. Offspring of holocaust survivors attempt to get passports of Eu-
ropean countries that their ancestors vowed never to set foot in again. Such passports
open economic opportunities in the European Union.

A major attribute of Israeli society is the wide and deep rifts between religious
and non-religious Jews, between Israeli Arabs and Jews, between the political left
and right, and between the rich and the poor. These divides, that often intersect
and overlap, represent contesting visions of Israel as a Jewish-democratic state and
profoundly shape Israel’s political culture. Rifts between the political left and right
concern the future of the territories that Israel controls, and are visible even in the
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discourse used to deal with this issue. Are the territories ”liberated” or ”occupied”?
Should the term ”West Bank” be used or the biblical ”Judea and Samaria”? Israeli
Palestinian-Arabs subscribe to the Palestinian historical narrative that clearly defies
the claim of Jews to have a right to the land of Israel from days immemorial. They
claim to be the indigenous people that were displaced and occupied by the Israelites
in ancient times, and by those who maintain to be their descendants – Zionist Jews –
in recent years (Lewis, 1975). Recently, two documents have been issued by Israeli
Palestinian-Arabs, proposing the abolition of Israel as the homeland of the Jewish
people and calling on Israel to divest itself of all national symbols, the anthem, and
the Law of Return that allows all Jews the right to return to Israel. According to their
vision, Israel must be transformed into a bi-national state. The Jewish majority will
be allowed to exist only as a cultural entity operating Hebrew schools and cultivating
a Hebrew culture (The National Committee of Mayors of Arab Municipalities in
Israel, 2006; Adalah, 2007). It seems unlikely, however, that Israeli Jews will agree
to a plan that denies Jews a national home in their ancestral homeland.

My children experienced studying in a reformed education system. The 1968 re-
form introduced junior high schools, as intermediary autonomous schools, situated
between 6 years of elementary schools and 3 years of high school. Tel-Aviv-Jaffa
was one of the first municipalities to adopt the reform, and my son’s age cohort
was the first generation to go into integrated middle school after graduating from
the sixth grade of elementary school. Middle schools were designed primarily to
expand the number of students who acquire high school education; facilitate inter-
ethnic contacts by creating integrated schools, and promoting greater equality of
educational opportunities for all students. Students from low socioeconomic back-
ground were bussed to my children’s school from the Southern neighborhoods of
Tel-Aviv-Jaffa. Few of them remained to pursue their high school education with
my children. Appeals to the Supreme Court by affluent parents who wished to send
their children to a school of their choice, instead of being assigned a school by
the authorities, became frequent. Initially, the Supreme Court strongly supported
the authorities in their attempts to create integrated schools, even at the expense
of denying parents their wish to make a choice of school for their children. In my
children’s schools, hot meals were not served, and students brought their own meals
from home. Milk was no longer provided in school, as well as the services of a
nurse. School counselors, a novel expertise entered schools. Parents had to pay for
a host of services provided in schools that were free of charge in the past. Parents’
expenses on books and accessories swelled. However, it was felt that overall schools
are on the right track to integration, and equality, and that the education reform will
eventually prove triumphant. What is needed is better trained educational staff, able
to teach in integrated classrooms, and students must have the professional support
for staying in school and for making progress.

Our beloved grandson was born in the twenty-first century, and was 5 years old
in July of 2008. Our dearly loved grand daughter who was born 5 weeks ago is
still breast-fed and home schooled. Our grandson started his educational career as
student in a private kindergarten catering for children aged two to four. This age
group is still not universally provided with free education. In the past academic
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year he attended a ”pre-compulsory” school, where afternoon care and meals were
paid for by parents, and on the next academic year he will attend a compulsory
kindergarten. Free education is not really free of charge, and parents’ expenses are
soaring in addition to the payment of education toll, the amount of which is annu-
ally determined by the Ministry of Education. Schools are no longer guided by the
vision of those who charted the Israeli education public space. Israeli society lost
fate in state schooling. Parents wish to avoid state schools and send their children
to quasi-private specialized schools that are supported by public funds, or start such
schools from scratch. The state education system is being increasingly fragmented
into schools pursuing their own unique ”credo.” The school system is becoming
progressively more guided by market policies and practices, and public schooling
as my generation and my children generation knew is rapidly disappearing. Schools’
celebrations, for example, are rarely produced anymore by students and teachers. In-
stead, corporations specializing in the production of events are contracted. Schools
purchase ”summit days” – summit day Holocaust, summit day Independence, you
name it – and can request (if their budget allows them to do so) colorful balloons,
and various activities including quizzes, games, contests, and various performances.
Celebration of holidays became commercialized, and the students and educational
staff are transformed into passive consumers-spectators, instead of acting as creative
and participating producers.

Our grandchildren are growing up in a society that’s a deeply divided society
that seems to have lost a common sense of purpose, and compassion and tolerance
for ”others.” Religious and right wing parties claim to be the custodians of Jew-
ish national heritage, while the political left claims a monopoly over democracy
and the desire for peace. Our grandchildren are growing up in a society that is no
longer guided by the Zionist vision of national revival in the ancestral homeland of
the Jewish people, and where post-Zionist ideology is prevalent in Arab and some
Jewish circles. Israel today is driven by the global market and by postmodern and
multicultural ideologies. Shopping malls dominate the urban scene, and shopping is
obsessively pursued. Even the kibbutzim have been privatized. Our grandson, like
his counterparts in many other countries, is already acquainted with McDonalds
and Coca Cola, wears Nike shoes, and watches internationally produced children
movies that are dubbed to Hebrew. It appears, however, that many Israelis do not
subscribe to the advertisement slogan presenting Coca Cola as ”the taste of life”,
and seek meaning in a great variety of ”new age” ventures, from Jewish mysticism,
to scientology, the cult of the immortals, and a variety of far East traditions.

Readers must have sensed my displeasure with the current state of Israeli
society. My criticism, however, comes out of love and concern, for the future of
my grandchildren and all other children that reside in Israel, and for the future of
Israel as a Jewish and democratic state. I was involved in attempts to stop the spread
of market-related policies in education, as member of the city council of Tel-Aviv-
Jaffa (in 1993–1998), through participation in the work of various committees, and
via public addresses. I sincerely hope that ”the market” will be relegated from its
present iconic status and be replaced by a humanist and child-centered approach to
education.
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Readers may wonder what motivated me to share with them my personal mem-
oirs and observations. There is no doubt in my mind that my decision to write the
present book was greatly inspired by my personal experiences. I, therefore, felt
obliged to share my subjective reflections with my readers. The book itself, however,
provides scientific analysis of the invasion of the education public place by the free
market.



Introduction

In recent decades the pendulum is swinging away from the idea and ideals of public
education, and a new ethos increasingly takes over the shrinking public space of
education.

In the 1980s markets were elevated to social and economic icons, becoming a
new secular faith. Privatizing public education became a credible policy in many
countries and there have been an increasing number of attempts to restructure and
deregulate state schooling.

Global trade agreements foster domestic and international trade in education
services treating education as a commodity to be sold and purchased, and many
countries adopt various forms of market-related practices in education. These are
not neutral, technical, managerial changes in the production and delivery of public
education. They transform education in ways that have profound social and educa-
tional consequences.

To justify the introduction of market reforms in education public schools and
educators are being defamed and accused of a series of vices, such as inefficiency
and laziness. We must be reminded that public education, i.e., mandatory publicly
financed schooling, that was introduced in Austria as early as in 1874 and spread to
other countries, was considered the most progressive movement of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. Public schools were established to make education univer-
sally available to all children, free of charge, and have been recognized as gateways
to opportunity (Kober, 2006). Public schooling was regarded as state instrument
for empowering and liberating citizens, doing away with child labor, for fostering
democracy, and for promoting social equality and national unity. It was highly es-
teemed as a force setting people free from the constraints of gender, race, ethnic
origin, and social class.

The history of public schooling varies from country to country, and greatly de-
pends on the political and economic situation and on the class structure of a partic-
ular society. In Scotland and France, for example, public schools were secularized
and freed of church control. In the United Kingdom, Scotland was first to introduce
compulsory public education through The Education Act of 1872. Initially, the run-
ning of schools was transferred from the Church of Scotland to School Boards run
by local committees, and in 1885 Scottish education became the responsibility of
a new ministerial post the Dover House, Whitehall, in London (Stephens, 1998).

xxi
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Similarly in France public education became laic, i.e., secular and mandatory in
the 1880s. Jules Ferry, the then Minister of Public Instruction is regarded as the
founder of “the modern republican school” (1′ échole republican). The Jules Ferry’s
laws established free education in 1881, then mandatory and laic education in 1882
(Harrigan, 2001).

Child labor was still common in the United States during the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries. School attendance was for only a few weeks during
the winter, schools were poorly equipped and teachers untrained. Public education
was introduced to do away with child labor, improve the literacy of the poor, and
integrate the massive waves of immigrants that were arriving. The implementation
of public education was spearheaded by Horace Mann, ardent abolitionist, social
reformer, and visionary educator, who became in 1837 head of the newly created
Board of Education of Massachusetts (Cremin, 1957; Filler, 1965). Compulsory
attendance was first introduced in Massachusetts in 1853, followed by New York
in 1854. In 1918 Mississippi was the last state to join all other states by adopting
compulsory attendance law.

In England and Wales, elementary education for ages 5–12 (inclusive) was
expanded through the Elementary Education Act of 1870, commonly known as
Forste’s Education Act. Charles Dickens was an ardent supporter of bringing the
act into power, while industrialists were not keen on having to give up cheap child
labor. The act allowed local school boards to examine the provision of elementary
education in their district and permitted them to build and maintain schools. How-
ever, elementary education became compulsory only in 1880 for children between
the ages of 5 and 10, when the government was convinced that there are enough
schools to accommodate these age cohorts. Elementary education became free in
1891 (Stephens, 1998).

The creation of public schooling in Israel will be discussed in great details in
Chapter 5. In a nut shell, Israel was founded in 1948, and the first education law
and one of the first laws to be enacted by the Knesset (parliament) of the newly
born state was the Compulsory Education Law of 1949. The law, that has been later
amended to include more cohorts, initially mandated compulsory and tuition-free
education for youngsters aged 5–13.

Public schools, or state schools as they were labeled in Israel, were regarded as
state instrument for welding the ingathering Jewish exiles into a nation, and were
involved in the renewal of Hebrew culture, the revival of the Hebrew language,
the revival of independent statehood, and the education of citizens for life in a
democracy.

Modern democratic theory, as will be discussed at length in Chapter 3, assigns
public schooling a prominent role in securing the well functioning and persistence
of democratic regimes and in developing citizenship virtues, values, and skills
(Gutmann, 1987; Niemi and Junn, 1998; Converse, 1972). Public schools are ex-
pected to do more than private schools to deliver common goods and to address
social problems. The central mission of public schools includes the preparation of
youngsters to become responsible citizens; to foster democracy by reducing inequal-
ities; and building a shared culture while promoting tolerance. Public education, as
the case of Israel demonstrates, is also a tool for nation-building.
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Public schooling is one of the most costly and extensive state-provided services.
Consequently, many education reforms at this age of economic globalization can
be characterized as finance-driven reforms, i.e., their main purpose is to reduce
public spending on education (Carnoy, 1999). Comprehensive education reforms,
such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) that was legislated in the United States in
2002, tend to gain great visibility and thus stir up much public debate. Education
reforms, however, often proceed through smaller, seemingly isolated strides such as
contracting out “non-educational” school services (i.e., provision of food and trans-
portation) or allowing the operation of magnet schools alongside public schools.
In such instances the general public often remains unaware of how such policies
and practices are interrelated, and of their consequences for democracy, national
unity, education, and the access of all children to quality education. Yet, the retreat
from public education and the exposure of education to market-oriented policies and
practices, whether made in one comprehensive reform or in a sequence of smaller
strides, represent a major change. It is essential, in my view, to provide parents,
educators, policy makers, and the general public with both information and con-
ceptual tools for comprehending the educational and social consequences of these
paramount changes.

The present volume focuses exclusively on the primary and secondary tiers of the
education system, i.e., on school levels that are expected to be, and in most instances
are, both compulsory and tuition free. Public higher education, in contrast, is selec-
tive, but should be made accessible and affordable for all qualified individuals. The
vision concerning higher education as articulated in the International Convention on
Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights is

Higher education shall be made equally accessible to all, on the basis of capacity, by ev-
ery appropriate means, and in particular by the progressive introduction of free education.
(ICESCR, 1966. Article 13:2c).

The history and development of higher education in various countries around the
globe have been studied and analyzed in many scholarly publications. The study
of patterns of change in higher education, including privatization and globalization,
brings to the fore unique issues that fall beyond the scope of the present volume.

The purpose of this book is twofold: first, to provide a comprehensive analysis
of the universal elements which characterize markets in education without focusing
on any specific country. This includes the examination of the social conditions that
facilitate the invasion of all public spaces by the free market, analysis of the var-
ious education policies and practices that embody privatization of education, and,
most importantly, exploring the educational and social consequences of markets in
education.

Second, I wish to examine the building process of the Israeli public education
system and the ethos that guided this process. I also wish to study of the retreat
from state schooling in recent years. The Israeli public (or state) education system
emerged shortly after the establishment of the state in 1948. The Israeli case study
provides a unique opportunity to closely examine the essence of public schooling
in the process of nation-building and in the building of a democracy. In Israel, the
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retreat from public education marks a retreat from the Zionist vision of education,
a general decline of collectivist values and the predominance of individualistic self-
centered values.

To more fully comprehend the conditions that facilitated the introduction of mar-
kets in education, and the social and educational consequences of privatization, I
drew on several intellectual traditions. These included modern democratic theory,
literature on social and human rights, on the welfare state, on globalization, and
on postmodern and multicultural ideologies. The literature concerning the various
forms of privatization in education was also thoroughly examined. This enabled me
to explore education markets from several vantage points, challenging their basic as-
sumptions and providing a comprehensive overview of their social and educational
outcomes. The book also represents a pioneering attempt to study the rise and fall
of state education in Israel. The Israeli case study is based mainly on the analysis
of protocols of Knesset (the Israeli Parliament) deliberations, reports of committees
appointed to explore various issues and propose educational policies, and on the
writings of those who took a central role in the building of a state education system.

The Structure of the Book

The structure of the book can be visualized as consisting of concentric circles. The
outer circles examine broad issues concerning markets in education
(Chapters 1–4), and the innermost circle zeros in on Israel as a case study of the
social and educational consequences of the rise and decline of public schooling
(Chapters 5 and 6).

My point of departure is that the retreat from public education is a manifesta-
tion of the decline of the welfare state as guarantor of social rights. I argue that
the introduction of market reforms is associated with global cultural and economic
changes. In Chapter 1, “Paving the Road for Market Reforms in Education,” the
centrifugal forces that enfeeble allegiance between citizens and government and
diminish feelings of fraternity and solidarity among citizens are discussed. These
include globalization, and postmodern and multicultural ideologies. Such trends re-
flect changes in the ideological discourse about the locus of responsibility in society
for health, education, and welfare and facilitate the decline of the welfare state.
Increasingly nested within the discourse of free market policies, these novel cultural
structures allow for the replacement of the welfare state by a market-oriented ”enter-
prise culture” (Bridges and McLaughlin, 1994, p. 2). Controversies concerning the
nature of public education often shape perceptions of what the legitimate forms for
delivering public education are. Chapters 2 and 3 explore perceptions of what edu-
cation is and/or ought to be from several vantage points. In Chapter 2 “Education:
Between Social Entitlement and the Discourse of Rights” the following perceptions
of education are analyzed: education as a public good, private good, positional good,
social service, human right, children’s right, and citizenship right. These terms are
not synonymous nor are they neutral, technical definitions. They are embedded in
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diverse intellectual traditions of what education is. In Chapter 3 “Visions of the Pur-
poses of Education: Democracy, Human Development, and the Market-Managerial
Approach,” three different visions of education are discussed. My conclusion is that
the market-managerial approach is totally alien and inconsistent with both the demo-
cratic and the child-centered pedagogical perceptions and purposes of education. In
Chapter 4, “The Educational and Social Consequences of Markets in Education,”
various forms of market practices in education are analyzed, and their social and
educational outcomes are examined. The analysis demonstrates that market poli-
cies and practices, grounded in false assumptions about the essence of education
and the expected behavior of all stakeholders, do not deliver the promised results.
Scores on standardized tests, for example, do not account for multiple educational
purposes, reduce education into quantified outcomes, and do not necessarily reflect
meaningful improvement in teaching. Similarly, competition among schools does
not by itself increase diversity or encourage innovative approaches in education.
The uncoordinated decisions of individual parents cannot produce an optimal out-
put of education as a public good. In Chapter 5 the emergence of the Israeli public
education system and the ethos that accompanied this process are explored. The
leading ethos of state education is unfolded through the analysis of education laws
that charted the education public space and the deliberations that preceded their en-
actment. State education was regarded primarily as a ruling instrument for achieving
collective goals, such as the ingathering of exiles, for solving social problems, such
as inequality, and for educating future citizens. In Chapter 6, I trace the retreat from
public education that began to gradually unfold from the 1980s when market-related
educational policies and practices were introduced. I argue that the education reform
proposed in the Dovrat report of 2005 represents the final eradication of state educa-
tion, replacing state schools with quasi-private schools that are partially supported
by public funds. I demonstrate how the retreat from state education was related to so-
cial and cultural changes within Israeli society, as well as to existing social divides. I
argue that the retreat from public education fosters and reproduces divisions and rifts
and exacerbates inequality of educational opportunities. In Chapter 7 ”The Future of
Public Education,” an overall perspective is provided of the educational and social
consequences of imposing market epistemology, policy, and practices in education.
My conclusion is that the invasion of the education public space by market-related
educational policies subverts the democratic purposes of education by creating a
new discourse, which robs education of values, and of a child-centered pedagogical
ethos. Business considerations override social and pedagogical ones and transform
schools into markets. By imposing market terminology and practices, a new episte-
mology emerges, transforming education from a public good into a commodity and
redefining the role of teachers, headmasters, the essence and contents of education,
the curriculum, and eroding state accountability for education.

I argue that the situation can be reversed and changed. To bring about change,
citizens and governments must become aware of the fact that educational markets do
not deliver the promised outcomes. Instead, markets exacerbate inequality of educa-
tional opportunities and subvert the democratic purposes of education as well as the
pedagogical-professional vision of education. Governments must take up again their
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responsibilities for the financing and operating of public education. Business should
be relegated from their elevated iconic status and must not have an advantageous
position in decision-making processes concerning education. Decisions concerning
the definition of the education public space must proceed through democratic de-
liberation processes. It is also suggested that cooperation rather than competition
among schools should be advanced, as well as creating content variations within
schools rather than among schools and ensuring that schools would become meet-
ing grounds for youngsters of diverse social and cultural backgrounds, abilities, and
interests.



Chapter 1
Paving the Road for Market Reforms
in Education

In the present chapter I argue that the retreat from state-provided public services,
including education, is closely associated with changing citizenship patterns, i.e.,
the growing fragmentation among citizens and the widening rift between citizens
and their government. The infusion of citizenship with market metaphors acts as
divisive force among citizens. Schild (2000) argues that citizens are transformed
into what he calls “market citizens” whose relationships are governed by the liberal
norms of the marketplace. However, processes of economic bargaining and pro-
cesses of civil deliberation are at odds with one another. Bargaining encourages
participants to act strategically with respect to one another, even lie to one another
about their preferences and beliefs when it serves their purpose, and to assume that
others will do likewise. Democratic deliberation, in contrast, is founded upon trust,
sharing of knowledge, and citizens’ recognition of their joint involvement in a com-
mon fate (March and Olsen, 2000).

The social contract between government and citizens is also being transformed.
Governments lose much of their power to care for the welfare of citizens and del-
egate a good deal of their control over public goods to free market forces. Gov-
ernments lose the incentive to invest public funds in social services and are under
pressure to transform public goods into private goods that are traded in the free
globalized markets. The role of government and citizens is being redefined, and all
public spaces are being invaded and transformed by market-related perceptions and
practices. I claim that the retreat from public education is both a symptom and a
consequence of changing public discourse about social services in general and edu-
cation in particular.

I attribute these changing patterns of citizenship mainly to three processes that
will be discussed in the present chapter, namely, globalization and the preeminence
of postmodern and multicultural ideologies. I propose to analyze these processes
that pave the road for the invasion of all public spaces by the market.

Market reforms in education and other social spheres are not merely “neu-
tral” technical-managerial change. They represent profound political and ideolog-
ical change. Earlier, in 1970, Brzezinski had characterized post-industrial society as
being at the onset of becoming a “technitronic” society, i.e., “a society that is shaped
culturally, psychologically, socially, and economically by the impact of technology
and electronics – particularly in the area of computers and communications” (p. 9).
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He failed to foresee, however, that the free market will dominate all social spheres
and take over electronics and technology as well. Antonio Gramsci (1971; Forgace,
1988) focused our attention to see how the routine, taken-for-granted structures of
everyday thinking shapes our perceptions and ideas. I argue that the introduction of
markets into public spheres represents profound political and ideological change. By
imposing market ideology, terminology, and practices, a new epistemology emerges,
transforming the social contract between citizens and their governments and erod-
ing the bond of citizenship among citizens. Faith in public institutions, democracy,
and fellow citizens is being replaced by a secular faith that draws its inspiration not
from the democratic social metaphor of community and cooperation, but from the
market metaphor of individual interest and competition. “Markets” were elevated to
social and economic icons, and they invaded all public spaces, notably communi-
cation and education (Cookson, 1994; Gardner, 1994; Ichilov, 2004). Let’s proceed
to analyze the processes which facilitate the growing supremacy of markets in all
social spheres.

The Eroding Bonds of Citizenship

Achieving a shared concept of citizenship that would bridge over ethnic, national,
and socioeconomic rifts is considered vital for the functioning of democracies and
is a necessary precondition for the emergence and continued existence of the wel-
fare state. Solidarity among citizens “helps to tame the divisive passions of other
identities” (Heater, 1990, p. 184). It generates empathy and a sense of common
destiny and willingness of citizens to support through their taxes, costly social ser-
vices such as education, welfare, and health. It is generally agreed that in order
to achieve solidarity, pluralism must fit within a certain kind of overarching unity
and certain ultimate values must be shared (Janowitz, 1983; Etzioni, 1992; Ichilov,
2003; Ichilov, Salomon and Inbar, 2005). Traditional citizenship bonds were based
on society’s collective memory, cultural togetherness and nationality, and the col-
laborative sense of purpose in fraternity. These elements which bind people together
with a common identity of citizenship have been eroding over the last decades, due
to global changes, including multiculturalism, i.e., the growing ethnic, national, and
cultural heterogeneity within existing societies. There has been a growing awareness
of the potential tensions between cultural, national, and social, heterogeneity, and
the virtues and practices of democratic citizenship and national unity (Kymlicka,
1991; Kymlicka and Wayne, 2000). To be sure, pluralistic societies have existed
throughout history and are not a novelty. Multiculturalism represents a new way of
thinking about and coping with cultural pluralism and minority rights (Kymlicka,
1995; Ichilov, 2003; 2004). Current multiculturalism endorses social visions that
do not necessarily value unity and cohesion. While some contemporary political
philosophers believe that the status of minorities can be resolved by supplementing
individual rights with special collective rights (Taylor, 1994; Kymlicka, 1995), oth-
ers have been suspicious of appeals for unity. “Good citizenship,” for example, is
seen as a demand that minorities should quietly learn to play by the majority’s rules
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and acculturate to majority culture (Kanpol and McLaren, 1995; McLaren, 1997 ). It
is, therefore, argued that the call for unity should be replaced by the empowerment of
minorities that are “produced” within Western forms of hegemony, to enable them
to dismantle their ideological scaffolding and develop strategies and practices of
resistance (Kanpol and McLaren, 1995; McLaren, 1998). Young I. M (1990) advo-
cates social life based on the “being together” of strangers. As a result, the ideas of
community cohesion and unity are not necessarily as accepted and appealing as they
probably were. Such divisive perceptions erode citizens’ sense of mutual responsi-
bility, solidarity, and cohesion and may advance support for the gospel of individual
freedom of choice that the market is presumed to bring forth.

Citizenship is also a bond between citizenry and a polity (Walzer, 1983). This
bond, or social contract that is grounded to a large extent in an understanding that
government is in control of the conditions that assure citizens a good life, is also
being radically transformed. Changing citizenship patterns, I argue, are associated
with immense political, social, and cultural processes that transform both the rela-
tionships between citizens and the polity and among citizens. As a consequence,
internal divisions and conflicts within societies could be on the rise. Let’s proceed
to examine how globalization and postmodern and multicultural ideologies trans-
form traditional citizenship bonds.

Globalization

Globalization refers to interaction across national borders unmediated by the state.
The emergence of new super-national structures and the shift from an economy
based on material, energy, and labor to one grounded on information and commu-
nication reduce the importance of the state as a critical player in guaranteeing the
fortunes of the marketplace. The areas in which governments have a lesser amount
of control include currencies and their valuation, markets and prices, businesses
and their regulation, borders and the movements of people and commodities across
them, and the information available to their public (Nichiporuk and Builder, 1997;
Stiglitz, 2002). Governments relinquish powers to corporations and to supranational
agencies that manage trade agreements – such as the World Trade Organization and
the North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA); mutual defense alliances like NATO
and the Conference of Security and Cooperation in Europe; regional organizations
such as the European Union – as well as to extensive networks of voluntary organi-
zations (NGOs) (Richmond, 2002). Klein (1999) claims that some corporations have
grown so big that their budget supersedes that of some governments. Unlike gov-
ernments, however, corporations are accountable only to their shareholders and their
commitments and interests shift from a local and national to a transnational focus
(Heying, 1997). Stiglitz (2002) believes that the ideas and intentions underlying
globalization were good but gradually evolved into something else. Globalization is
led by few international economic institutions that are dominated by the wealthiest
industrial countries and by the commercial and financial interests of corporations
within those countries. There is no world government accountable to the people of
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every country. This situation clearly subverts democracy and excludes people from
having their voice heard.

Relinquishing governmental responsibilities to NGOs also raises serious ques-
tions. The numbers of NGOs are rapidly increasing. In 1975 there were 3,000
international non-governmental organizations or NGOs. In 1997 the number has
reached 25,000 (Toffler and Toffler, 1997). NGOs are often perceived as part of
a “global civil society.” Their popularity is often greater than that of traditional
political associations. By 1990, for example, Greenpeace UK had more members
than the British Labour Party (Clark, 1991). NGOs, however, represent network
of interest groups rather than formal representative structures (Keck and Sikkink,
1998; Higgott and Bieler, 1999). They are, therefore, often perceived as self-selected
and unaccountable by those who question their legitimacy as participants in global
debates (Edwards and Gaventa, 2001). As we shall see later, many governmental
functions for education have been delegated to a variety of for-profit and not-for-
profit NGOs.

Democratic governments may lose their ability to balance the interests of eco-
nomic utility and social justice. The loss of governmental power and control and
the transfer of power from elected political authorities to unrepresentative and un-
elected bodies, such as corporations, undermine the autonomy of individuals and
nations alike and, thus, endanger the fulfillment of all citizenship rights (Rifkin,
1995; Barber, 1995; Kiernan, 1997).

Antigovernment sentiments among citizens may reflect more than disillusion-
ment with enfeebled public institutions. In the United States, in the 1980s, for exam-
ple, free enterprise and antigovernment sentiments dominated public discourse and
went hand in hand. There was loss of faith in public institutions, which were often
portrayed, especially by the New Right, as being expensive and incompetent. Luck
of confidence in democratic institutions was indicated by how few people chose to
vote in the United States in local, state, and national elections from the early 1970s
to the early 1990s (Cookson, 1994; Putnam, 1995).

Globalization of Education

Carnoy (1999) claims “globalization enters the education sector on an ideological
horse, and its effects on education and the production of knowledge are largely a
product of the financially-driven, free market ideology, not of a clear conception
for improving education” (p. 59). As a public service, education is free of charge
or offered at a price that does not reflect the costs of production. Before the World
Trade Organization’s (WTO) Uruguay Round of negotiations that began in 1986,
services were not included in international trade agreements. Some services were
considered as domestic activities that are difficult to trade over borders; others,
mostly of infra-structural importance, have been viewed as domains of government
ownership and control; and social services, such as health and education, were seen
as governmental responsibilities and as inseparable element of the exercise of state
sovereignty.
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The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) that entered into effect
in 1995 changed the situation. Deregulating all services, including education, and
allowing the operation of various modes of supply based on international compe-
tition, Article 1(3) of GATS excludes only “services supplied in the exercise of
government authority.” However, these are defined as services that are provided at
non-market conditions. That is to say that services that are delivered on commercial
basis or in competition with other suppliers are included in the agreement. Thus,
the introduction of market elements in education transforms education into a com-
modity that can be internationally traded under GATS (Carnoy, 1999; World Trade
Organization-GATS)

International trade law legitimizes the sale and purchase of education, exclud-
ing those who are unable to pay for it. Defining the nature and scope of education
that should remain exempt from trade and continue to be a free public service attains
increased importance when educational systems are pressured into responding to the
logic of free trade. While post-compulsory education is increasingly sold and pur-
chased for price, the liberalization commitments under the General Agreement on
Trade in Services (GATS), congruent with the requirement of the 1989 UN Conven-
tion on the Rights of the Child, affirmed the option to preserve compulsory primary
education as a free-of-charge public service. However, the exercise of this choice
by individual states greatly depends on pressures put on them by the World Trade
Organization and the World Bank to reduce budget deficits. Since the education bud-
get typically forms a sizeable part of the national budget, economic pressures often
result in budget cuts, as well as introducing market practices in education. Global-
ization, thus, relieves governments of the necessity to allocate significant parts of
their budget to education and tends to direct governments away from equity-driven
reforms.

So far, education as government responsibility still enjoys substantial support
among World Trade Organization (WTO) member states, and less than one-third of
WTO members made commitments to liberalize their education sector. However,
even the minimum requirement of elementary free education is threatened as direct
charges have spread to at least 92 countries in the world (Tomasevski, 2006). Such
practices clearly violate children’s human rights, foster child labor, and block chil-
dren’s main way out of poverty. Globalized education allows domestic and global
business to take on roles previously exercised by government (Mathews, 2000).
Global companies may establish and/or run schools free of any public controls by
democratically elected officials or public servants. This clearly divests governments
of their power and responsibility for education and undermines democracy and the
democratic makeup of public education.

Public education is founded in a sense of fraternity and solidarity among cit-
izens who are willing to support universally available quality education through
their taxes. The decline of government role as guarantor of social rights and
the introduction of market reforms are often accompanied or preceded by
forces that are weakening feelings of allegiance and solidarity among citizens
as well. Multicultural and postmodern ideologies, I argue, are clearly such
forces.
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Multiculturalism

Multiculturalism represents a new way of thinking about minority rights. It is true
that most organized political communities throughout recorded history have been
multi-ethnic, and the growing cultural heterogeneity within contemporary societies
is not a novel phenomenon (Kymlicka, 1995). However, such pluralism has been
handled using different philosophies and practices. After World War II it was hoped
that minority rights would be best resolved not by group-specific rights, but via the
new emphasis on human rights as they were stated in the UN Universal Declaration
of Human Rights. Affirmative action for disadvantaged ethnic groups was acknowl-
edged as a justified temporary and remedial measure, but the idea that specific ethnic
or national groups should be given a permanent political identity or constitutional
status was generally opposed. Minorities too generally strived for integration. Mar-
tin Luther King, the leader of the Civil Rights Movement of African-Americans
in the 1960s, endeavored for the integration of African-Americans into all social
spheres of mainstream American society. Modern society was expected to erode
the bases of traditional identities and identifications, anticipating that one’s eco-
nomic and class position would play a far more important role in determining one’s
social position. However, the growing ethnically plural composition of modern soci-
eties, and the fact that ethno-racial identity markers are still widely adhered to in
virtually all the advanced, industrial nations today, refutes the above expectation
(Allahar, 2001).

Multiculturalism is not exclusively associated with recent immigration trends.
National identity within Western democracies often lies dormant before it is recre-
ated and politicized. One of the more significant developments for both east Euro-
pean and Western political systems in recent decades has been the emergence of
regionalized nationalist movements in countries long believed to have successfully
integrated, accommodated, or repressed their national minorities. The following
cases provide an example: Celtic Britain, the Canadian province of Quebec, and the
disintegration of Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia. Such developments challenge the
widely accepted notion that national integration is a one-way street (Thompson and
Rudolph, 1989; Ishiyama and Breuning, 1998; Anderson, 1991). Anderson (1991)
observed that “the reality is quite plain: the ‘end of the era of nationalism,’ so long
prophesied, is not remotely in sight. Indeed nation-ness is the most universal legiti-
mate value in the political life of our time” (p. 3).

Current multiculturalism can be perceived as “politics of recognition” (Taylor,
1994). As Taylor puts it, “The demand for recognition. . .is given urgency by the sup-
posed link between recognition and identity. . . [i.e.] our identity is partly shaped by
recognition or its absence, often by the misrecognition of others. . .nonrecognition or
misrecognition can inflict harm, can be a form of oppression. . .” (p. 25). Kymlicka
and Wayne (2000) claim that minority rights set off fears about citizenship. These
include worries about the fragmentation or weakening of citizenship duties; fears
about the erosion of civic virtue and participation; and concerns about the weaken-
ing bonds of social cohesion and political unity. Minorities and majorities increas-
ingly clash over a variety of issues, including language rights, education, and
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curriculum. For example, should minority languages be recognized as official lan-
guages used in parliaments and courts? Should each ethnic or national group have a
right to publicly funded education in its mother tongue?

Citizenship may also come to represent multiple political allegiances rather than
a single political identity. Citizens of European countries, for example, are also cit-
izens of the European Union. This may raise issues concerning the centrality and
salience for citizens of the various political identities and allegiance among citizens
and between citizens and government. It is also possible that allegiances may be
incongruent and even conflict with one another.

How should multiculturalism be addressed? Sartori (1997) dreads ethnic and
national fragmentation within democratic societies claiming “in practice, to the
large extent to which current multicultural demands are aggressive, intolerant, and
divisive, to the same extent multiculturalism is the very negation of pluralism.”
(p. 62). Furthermore, some ethnic and religious traditions may be incongruent
with liberal democracy, notably attitudes toward women and their role in soci-
ety. Gary (1991) warns that such traditions present a threat to unity and solidarity
by challenging Western democratic customs, beliefs and principles. Etzioni (1992;
2004) emphasizes the need for shared virtues of communitarian values to bind a
democratic society together. In his view, pluralism must fit within some kind of
overarching unity, and some ultimate values must be shared if the diversity in a
democratic society is to be contained democratically. While some contemporary
political philosophers stress the need for recognizing the specific identity of minor-
ity groups, and the need to supplement human rights with some special collective
rights (Kymlicka, 1991; 1995; Taylor, 1994), others regard all forms of unity as
a demand that minorities should quietly learn to play by the majority’s rules, and
acculturate to majority culture (Kanpol and McLaren, 1995; Young, I. M, 1990). It
is, therefore, argued that the call for unity should be replaced by the empowerment
of minorities that are “produced” within Western forms of hegemony, to enable
them to dismantle their ideological scaffolding and develop strategies and practices
of resistance . Young contests any attempt to bring multiplicity and heterogeneity
into unity, arguing that such attempts entail a denial of difference and are, there-
fore, inherently oppressive. She advocates instead social life based on openness to
unassimilated otherness, the “being together” of strangers (Young, I. M, 1990).

Multiculturalism represents the fragmentation of societies in ways that repu-
diate unity and solidarity among citizens. This situation may reinforce the ten-
dency to shift from public goals to private ones and may nurture the decline
in political participation and associational life (Schlozman, Verba, Brady and
Erkulwater, 1998; Putnam, 1995; McDonnell, 2000). Putnam (1995) observes
that in the United States, there is a decline in “social capital,” that is, member-
ship in voluntary associations and the interpersonal trust associated with such
memberships. Virtual associations, on the Internet for example, that are gain-
ing popularity may further reduce citizens’ participation in their communities.
Nie and Erbring (2000) maintain that interactions with virtual family mem-
bers, co-workers, and others cannot replace the quality of face-to-face interac-
tions. In their own words, “you can’t share a coffee or a beer with somebody
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on e-mail or give them a hug” (pages unnumbered). What are the common
obligations that bind citizens, given the absence of a universal draft in many industri-
alized nations? Paying taxes is considered the almost only near-universal obligation
of citizenship (Dahrendorf, 1994; 1996; Mann, 1996). Multiculturalism, however,
could make citizens reluctant to support collective causes through their taxes.

Given these centrifugal forces that draw citizens apart, can a collaborative sense
of purpose in fraternity be achieved? Public schools in many nations have been
the place where immigrants have learned the native language and absorbed the
majority’s culture and values (Kober, 2006). Can public schools create unity in
today’s multicultural societies? Multiculturalism could foster the fragmentation of
the educational system, resulting in less heterogeneous student body in schools.
Public schools may cease to be meeting grounds for students of diverse cultural
background, a place where respect and tolerance for “others” can be learned and
achieved.

Postmodernism

Postmodernism, which declared all the grand narratives of Western society obsolete,
may be one of the forces that erode the foundations of citizenship. Considered a
contemporary phenomenon, it is hard to believe that the following statement was
made by Simmel as early as in 1921, describing a postmodern situation without
using the term “postmodernism”:

at present, we are experiencing a new phase of the old struggle – no longer a struggle of a
contemporary form, filled with life, against an old, lifeless one, but a struggle of life against
the form as such. . .[it] insists on a fight against forms simply because they are forms. This
is probably only possible in an epoch where cultural forms are conceived of as exhausted
soil which has yielded all that it can grow. . . (Simmel, 1968, pp. 12, 13).

The pattern of postmodern change is in the direction of fragmentation of old
cultures and the frenzied proliferation of new values, attitudes, and lifestyles in their
place (Lyotard, 1984). However, postmodernism is not merely an extreme form of
pluralism. Postmodernism is replacing rationality and solidarity with “semiosis, the
structural law of value the free play of signifiers without reference” (Wexler, 1990,
p. 165). Consequently, community life is impaired: “society that does not believe in
anything is a society in a state of dissolution. The sharing of common aspirations
and of unifying beliefs is essential to community life” (Brzezinski, 1970, p. 241).

The traditional foundations needed to form a social bond and to transform a ran-
dom collection of consumers, or an aggregation of political, ethnic, and economic
interests, into citizens striving for the common good are also eroding. Some scholars
believe that by their very plurality, these new cultural forms may come to constitute
a preventive force against all forms of total political ideology. However, much rad-
ical thought, particularly Marxism and feminism, reject postmodernism, arguing
that indiscriminate pluralism may lead not to sharpened awareness of and increased
respect for differences, but to uncritical sponge-headedness (Boyne and Rattansi,
1990; Gibbins, 1989; Lovibond, 1990). The fragmentary and nihilist tendencies of
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postmodern society may threaten the commonness on which the concept of citi-
zenship is founded. Are society, politics, and morality possible when partiality, rel-
ativity, uncertainty, and the absence of common foundations are the rule (Heater,
1990; Gilbert, 1992)? Sartori (1997) argues that “the ongoing vitality of pluralism
rests on the tension between conviction and toleration, not on the still waters of
indifference and relativism” (p. 65) that postmodernity may advance. Wood (1996)
equates postmodernism with “post-intellectualism,” namely, “loss of effectual per-
sonal knowledge, decline in analytic thinking. . .” (p. 20). Consequently, he argues,
American citizens have lost their sense of purpose and system of cultural values
and can no longer comprehend their own affairs nor direct their own destinies
(pp. 69–70; 113).

Conclusion

Citizenship in democracy is based on shared values such as nonviolence, tolerance,
mutual respect for reasonable differences of opinion, and the ability to deliberate
(Woods, Bagley and Glatter, 1998). Etzioni (1992) emphasizes the need for shared
virtues of communitarian values to bind a democratic society together. I concur
with his view that pluralism must fit within some kind of overarching unity, and
some ultimate values must be shared if the diversity in a democratic society is to
be contained democratically. Democratic citizenship is nonetheless genuinely and
profoundly pluralistic, not a fiction of pluralism that is advocated by some forms
of multicultural and postmodern ideologies. Such false pluralism encourages rivalry
and fragmentation and undermines fraternity and solidarity among citizens. Genuine
pluralism denies the contention that individualism and shared community cannot
coexist. The consumer market place in contrast defies pluralism and “tends to col-
onize every sphere and sector, even though it maintains the fiction of pluralism. . .

Commercializing capitalism mandates the infiltration and penetration of noncom-
mercial spheres in order to maximize profitability” (Walzer, 1983, p. 223). False
pluralism may thus pave the road for the introduction of markets in education and
other public spaces. In the nineteenth century, the pendulum swung away from self-
contained and unrelated sub-systems of schooling, toward the principle of a single,
national, educational system. It seems, as we shall see, that the pendulum is swing-
ing back in the direction of fragmented system dominated by market supply. Public
school systems are becoming a franchise of isolated private or quasi-private institu-
tions, drifting away from the collective mission of public schools in democracy.

Globalization, multiculturalism, and postmodern ideologies represent, in my
view, formative or framing contexts that help produce distinctive forms of social
discourse, perceptions, and actions, exacerbating fragmentation, competition, and
rivalry among citizens. Lack of solidarity and sense of common destiny erode the
ideological foundations of the welfare state facilitating the penetration of the market
ethos to all public spaces. Are citizens in democracy still committed to public edu-
cation? Are they willing to support public education through their taxes? Are they
willing to send their children to integrated schools?



Chapter 2
Education: Between Social Entitlement
and the Discourse of Rights

The measure of the worth of society is how it treats its weakest
and most vulnerable citizens (Sizer, 2004).

Controversies concerning the nature of public education and the legitimate forms
of provision of public education are frequently rooted in diverse and often contra-
dictory definitions of what education is or ought to be: public good, private good,
positional good, social service, human right, children’s right, or citizenship right.
These terms are neither synonymous nor neutral, technical definitions. They are
embedded in diverse intellectual traditions concerning the welfare state, democracy,
and markets.

In this chapter these various approaches to public education will be examined.
The fate of state-provided public education cannot be divorced from issues related to
the welfare state itself. I will, therefore, begin by discussing the changing status and
perception of social provisions, in general, and move on to examine the provision of
public education.

Social Services in the Welfare State

After World War II the idea of benevolent government had few critics while today it
is government that is out of fashion. The welfare state has been very much in vogue
from World War II until the early 1980s. I argue that unity among citizens and
government commitment to citizens are necessary preconditions for the emergence
and continued existence of the welfare state. It overshadows economic considera-
tions when costly social reforms are considered. In Britain, for example, remarkable
unity was achieved among citizens during World War II. The war has done much to
break down class barriers and to arouse the middle-class conscience to the plight of
the poor. Never before had the government involved itself so much in the lives of the
people since their well-being and productivity were essential for victory. The after-
math of the war also required massive government involvement. Vast spheres of life
of the country– its cities, its industry, and its infrastructure – needed to be rebuilt, a
task that would take years. The fact that the war had left Britain virtually bankrupt
did not deter the Labour government from adopting in 1945 a social security sys-
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tem to assure a minimum standard of living. One of the government’s new welfare
schemes provided children with hot meal at school five times a week. In the 1944
Education Act the school leaving age was raised to 15, and free secondary education
was made available (Waller, 2005). Paradoxically, as the economy grew stronger and
living conditioned improved, the British wartime community spirit was replaced by
a selfish Me. The case of Israel, which will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, also
demonstrates how bankrupt and war-devastated Israel treated its citizens more gen-
erously than the present-time wealthy Israel. These cases clearly reveal the impor-
tance of unity and government commitment for the existence of the welfare state
and the preeminence of ideological and social considerations over economic ones.

Welfare states were held responsible for securing minimum standards of eco-
nomic well-being, thereby protecting citizens from the vagaries of market processes
and somewhat correcting the gross inequalities of distribution that markets presup-
pose and amplify. In most Western societies an expending public sector became a
norm. Consequently, in most member countries of the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), including the United States, the propor-
tion of national income allocated to welfare services has increased steadily since
the late 1940s, frequently absorbing as much as 50 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct (Waldron, 1993). Since the mid-1970s, however, economic crisis undermined
expectations for continuing growth needed to sustain extensive provision of welfare
services. Consequently, most developed countries had to curtail welfare spending.

In the United States and Britain particularly, such policies received ideological
support from the so-called New Right, a movement that gained visibility especially
in the late 1970s and 1980s under the rule of President Reagan and Prime Min-
ister Thatcher. New Right theorists supported, on both economic and ideological
grounds, the removal of state intervention, allowing free market mechanisms to
operate in all areas of public policy including provision of welfare services and
education. Economically, welfare provisions were considered to suppress people’s
incentive to work and to seek employment diligently. Ideologically, a free market is
considered the embodiment and guarantor of liberty; interference in the operation of
the free market is thus an assault on democracy itself. Furthermore, new right argu-
ments suggest that economic deregulation of social services endorses freedom of
choice and consumer accountability (Nozick, 1975; Friedman, 1962; Hayek, 1944;
1960; Murray, 1982; Saunders, 1993).

Welfare economics, in contrast, as embodied in the works of Amartya Sen who
received the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economics in 1998, seeks to evaluate eco-
nomic policies in terms of their effects on the well-being of the community. Sen
(1999) claims that the discipline of economics moved away from focusing on the
value of freedom, i.e., from enabling people to pursue the life they choose, to that
of utilities, income, and wealth. This shift in the focus of attention of pro-market
economists from freedom to utility, he maintains, has been achieved at the cost of
neglecting the central value of freedom itself. In order for economic growth to be
achieved, he argues, social reforms, such as improvements in education and pub-
lic health, must precede economic reform. Likewise, the contribution of economic
growth has to be judged not merely by the increase in private incomes or efficiency,
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but also by the expansion of social services that economic growth may make possi-
ble. He argues that equity-oriented and efficiency-oriented considerations are often
at odds with one another. While agreeing that responsible adults must be in charge
of their own well-being, he argues that the capabilities that a person does usually
have (not merely theoretically enjoys) depend on the nature of social arrangements.
Therefore, the state and society cannot escape responsibility (Sen, 1999).

Citizens in welfare states grew accustomed to expecting publicly guaranteed pro-
vision of goods and services. However, social services, including education, were
typically considered entitlements, not rights, something that might be changed or
abolished with change of government. The erosion of public funding for education,
and the desire to shrink the public sector and reduce public expenditure on social
services, has often been used as an excuse to introduce market-related policies in
education. Consequently, while it has been common to hope, perhaps, for too much
from politics, the more dangerous temptation now is to hope for too little from pub-
lic life (Purdy, 1999).

Social Services and the Discourse of Rights

The idea that citizens qua citizens are equal, without any achieved or ascribed qual-
ifications, is echoed again and again in modern political thought (For example,
Callan, 1997; Heater, 1990; Gutmann, 1987; Dahrendorf, 1994; Marshall, 1977).
According to Heater (1990), the universality of citizenship transcends particularity
and difference. Whatever the social or group differences among citizens, whatever
their qualities of wealth, status, and power in the everyday activities of civil soci-
ety, citizenship gives everyone the same status as peers in the political public. Can
welfare benefits that are awarded on a discretionary basis be considered citizenship
rights?

The perception of social provisions as human and citizenship rights, not as revo-
cable entitlements or charitable goods, is fairly recent and is rooted in both demo-
cratic theory and a series of international conventions.

Walzer (1983) views welfare provisions as universally acknowledged element of
citizenship in any political community:

There has never been a political community that did not provide, or try to provide, or claim
to provide, for the needs of its members as its members understood those needs. And there
has never been a political community that did not engage its collective strength – its capacity
to direct, regulate, pressure and coerce – in this project (p. 84).

Marshall (1977; 1981) differentiates among three dimensions of citizenship:
civil, political, and social. The civil element of citizenship is composed of the rights
necessary for individual freedom, and the institution most directly associated with
it is the rule of law and a system of courts. The political component consists of the
right to participate in the exercise of political power. Political rights are associated
with parliamentary institutions. Social rights represent the right to the prevailing
standard of life and social heritage of society. Citizenship in the social sense is
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based on the obligation of individual citizens to contribute taxation to a state system
of provision and to a method of redistribution of resources to those fellow citizens
who are unable to provide for their own needs. These foundations of citizenship,
in Marshall’s view, have been institutionalized in the welfare state. The existence
of a welfare state is, therefore, a requisite of modern democracy and democratic
citizenship.

Sen (1999) presents a humanistic-centered economic theory that challenges many
of the ideas of markets. In analyzing social justice, he argues, there is a strong
sense for judging individual advantages in terms of the capabilities that a person
has, that is, the substantive freedoms, in being able to pursue the kind of life he
or she has reason to value. The substantive freedoms include elementary capabili-
ties like being able to avoid such deprivations as starvation and under-nourishment,
escape morbidity, participate in society, and enjoy uncensored freedom of speech. It
must be realized that while economic prosperity helps people to have wider options
to lead more fulfilling lives, so do more education, better health care, and finer
medical attention. In this constitutive perspective, development involves expan-
sion of these other freedoms. Development in this view is the process of expand-
ing human freedoms, and freedom is an end of development. Human beings must
not be treated merely as a means of production, but also as the end purpose of
development.

The New Right challenges the view that social entitlements are irrevocable citi-
zenship rights. All social services are considered commodities that should be traded
in the global free market.

Let us go on to examine how the social needs of people are treated in interna-
tional agreements and what role is assigned to governments in caring for the social
essentials of citizens.

UN Conventions

Several landmarks can be traced in the development of the discourse of rights at
the international level. This discourse transforms social provisions from revocable
entitlements into rights that are irrevocable, rights that governments must protect.

Human rights have autonomous and universal existence and apply to all human
beings based solely on moral considerations. The obligation to enable individuals to
fulfill a right is independent of charity or justice considerations.

The UN Charter of 1945

The charter mentions the obligation of all nations to respect human rights. However,
the rights were not detailed, nor were state obligations with reference to the fulfill-
ment of these rights stated clearly. The charter calls for international economic and
social cooperation, and Article 55 specifies:



UN Conventions 15

With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which are necessary
for peaceful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal
rights and self-determination of peoples, the United Nations shall promote:

a. higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic
and social progress and development;

b. solutions of international economic, social, health, and related problems;
and international cultural and educational co-operation; and

c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental
freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion”.

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948)

In this fundamental and pioneering document that has been regarded as the Magna
Carta of our times, social rights are clearly acknowledged as human rights (Oduaran
and Bhola, 2006):

“. . .the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, includ-
ing adequate food, clothing and housing, medical care and necessary social services, and
the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age
and other lack of livelihood beyond his control” (Article 25). Also included are the “right to
work” (Article 23(1)), “right to just and favorable remuneration, ensuring for himself and
his family an existence worthy of human dignity” (Article 23(3)), “the right to education”
(Article 26), “the right to rest and leisure, including reasonable limitation of working hours
and periodic holiday with pay” (Article 27).

First generation, i.e., civil and political rights, and second generation, i.e., social
rights, clearly enjoy equal status in the Declaration of Human Rights.1 The underly-
ing approach is that people who lack the basic necessities of life cannot adequately
enjoy civic and political freedoms. Freedoms should go hand in hand with equality
and social justice (Nickel, 1987). The General Assembly, therefore,

Proclaims this Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a common standard of achieve-
ment for all peoples and all nations, to the end that every individual and every organ of
society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and educa-
tion to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national
and international, to secure their universal and effective recognition and observance, both
among the peoples of Member States themselves and among the peoples of territories under
their jurisdiction (In Brownlie, 1992).

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights – 1966

The 1948 Declaration of Human Rights did not, however, earn the international
consensus necessary to become a binding treaty. Particularly, a rift existed between
capitalist-democratic nations, such as the United States, that favored civil and polit-
ical rights, and communist nations that favored economic and social rights. Con-
sequently, in 1966 human rights were divided into two separate covenants: The
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and The International Covenant
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on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Both covenants went into effect in 1976.
The 1966 division represents a certain retreat from the view that all human rights
have equal status rather than being hierarchically ordered. It appears that social
rights were downgraded relative to civic and political rights. First, a stronger posi-
tion is taken concerning the protection and implementation of civil and political
rights. States are held accountable, and governments are obliged to create institu-
tions and make laws that secure these rights. Concerning social and economic rights,
in contrast, governments are obliged to make progressive effort to sufficiently pro-
tect such rights:

Each State Party to the present Convention undertakes to take steps, individually and
through international assistance and co-operation, especially economic and technical, to the
maximum of its available resources, with a view to achieving progressively the full realiza-
tion of the rights recognized in the present Convention by all appropriate means, including
particularly adoption of legislative measures (Article 2(1)).

Consequently, social and economic rights, compared with civil and political
rights, are less acknowledged as rights and less well protected by both international
conventions and institutions and by states’ laws and courts. Denial that social enti-
tlements represent social rights is often based on classifying social provisions as
positive claim rights – in other words, as representing spheres in which individuals
are allowed to demand that others take action. Civil and political rights, in contrast,
are classified as negative rights, requiring inaction, or as liberty rights that define
spheres of freedom in which individuals are not obliged to act or to refrain from
action.

Gavison (2003) does not accept this distinction between social and civil and polit-
ical rights. Civil and political rights, she maintains, are often positive claim rights as
well, whose implementation and protection require heavy taxation and high public
expenditures. For example, the right to vote, the protection of individuals from dis-
crimination, and the protection of property rights require public action and funds.
Thus, the above distinction between social rights and civil and political rights offers
no excuse for relegating social rights to a lower position.

The classification of social rights as positive claim rights raises fundamental
issues: Who should be accountable for fulfilling such rights? What are the obli-
gations of those held accountable? Can such rights be universally implemented dis-
regarding the wealth and competences of those held accountable? Since 1985, the
UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural rights supervises the implemen-
tation of social rights by member states. It seems, however, that the international
community is much more involved in the protection of civil and political rights than
in the protection of social and economic rights.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was supplemented by a series of
conventions to protect the human rights of specific populations. These conventions
that were drafted between 1966 and 1989 include conventions against racial discrim-
ination and against the discrimination of women and the convention on the rights of
the child, which will be discussed later in more detail.
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Patterns of Citizenship

Social Citizenship

“Social citizenship” is largely a twentieth-century concept that is closely associated
with modern democratic theory. Social rights such as state responsibility for educa-
tion, health, welfare, safety, and employment have undergone enormous expansion
in the welfare state. Democratic theory views these provisions as irrevocable social
rights of citizens. The idea that in order to be able to participate fully in public
life, one needs to be in a certain socioeconomic position resonates throughout the
tradition of Western political thought. Subordination causes pain to vulnerable indi-
viduals in all societies; in a liberal society it also threatens core political values
(Nussbaum, 2004). Democratic regimes seek to associate their quest for legitimacy
with underlying principles of respect for the humanity of their members. That rules
out the coercive option in the face of the threat posed by need (Waldron, 1993;
Nussbaum, 2004; Sen, 1999). Rawls’ theory of justice (1971) provides another
powerful argument connecting citizenship with at least basic welfare provisions.
He claims that no one can voluntarily join an economic system without welfare
provision. Citizens who have to live under such system (i.e., no welfare) will be
unable to give it their support. Universal citizenship in the political sense requires
that everyone be put in the socioeconomic position that one has reason to believe
citizens ought to be in. Inequality subverts democracy in many ways. The poor, for
example, can be manipulated by those who have economic power over them – those
with whom they must come to terms if they are to secure a living. The removal of
need from society is, thus, one of the urgent tasks of democracy, because as long
as it remains, there is always the danger that the poor will not be able to fully and
freely exercise their political and civil rights. Furthermore, economic security gives
citizens the time and leisure to reflect on broader political issues, while inequal-
ity erodes feelings of fraternity and solidarity among citizens and interferes with
processes of democratic deliberation.

Social citizenship became embedded in the expectations of ordinary people and
cannot be altered without grave disruption to people’s lives. Security of expectation
is the basis of people’s ability to plan their lives, and taking away welfare provi-
sions upsets their expectations and ability to plan. Education plays a central role in
producing a society decently attentive to human equality (Nussbaum, 2004).

Market Citizens

The decline of the welfare state marks a shift in citizenship conceptions from users
of public goods or “social citizenship” to clients of privatized services or “mar-
ket citizenship” (Schild, 2000). The infusion of citizenship with market metaphors
could act as divisive force among citizens. Relationships among “market citizens”
are governed by the norms of the marketplace. Processes of economic bargaining
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and processes of civil deliberation are at odds with one another. Bargaining encour-
ages participants to act strategically with respect to one another, even lie to one
another about their preferences and beliefs when it serves their purpose, and to
assume that others will do likewise. Democratic deliberation, in contrast, is founded
upon trust, sharing of knowledge, and citizens’ recognition of their joint involve-
ment in a common fate (March and Olsen, 2000). Privatization of social services
can thus be regarded as a kind of reverse social contract: It dissolves the bonds that
tie citizens together into free communities and democratic republics. Furthermore,
education, welfare, and housing are functions that citizens associate with the very
essence of statehood with both sovereignty and the social contract which grounds it
(Barber, 2007). It is not surprising that for many critics, the contemporary reliance
on the market to solve political and social problems is an attack on the principles
of democratic citizenship. Taking welfare rights away from the poor means tak-
ing political rights away from them as well (Marshall, 1977, 1981; Turner, 1993;
Waldron, 1993; Ichilov, 2003). The retreat from public schooling is clearly a mani-
festation of the decline of the welfare state and of the invasion of all public spaces
by the market.

Perceptions of Education

Education is a unique and multifaceted social right. Unlike health and welfare ser-
vices that are expected to support people in times of need, education represents the
most widespread form of institutionalized socialization of youngsters. Educational
institutions produce human capital for the various social spheres in any given soci-
ety and must be held accountable for providing each child with equal opportunities
to acquire quality education, i.e., education that offers an open future, a future that is
not decided nor limited by one’s gender, race, religion, socioeconomic status, ethnic
origin, or nationality. The widening access to education in most nations is anchored
in the principles of social justice. Some countries, however, may embrace these
ideas more warmly than others. Nevertheless, it is difficult to find any nation that
has overtly repudiated the idea of widening access to education (Oduaran, 2006).
However, some definitions of the essence of education do not support this view of
education.

Education as Public and Private Good

Public goods are usually delivered by the government and financed from public
funds like taxes. The distribution of such goods is non-competitive and univer-
sal. A public good, often entitled also common good or public interest, is much
more than an aggregation of all private or personal goods. It includes goods that
serve all members of the community and not necessarily anyone in particular, such
as national defense, and goods that would serve members of generations not yet
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born, such as protecting the environment (Etzioni, 2004). Education, for example,
whether acquired in public or private schools becomes the private property of indi-
viduals in the sense that the cultural capital possessed by an individual can be fur-
ther exchanged for a position in the labor market . Simultaneously, an individual’s
cultural capital is also part of the human capital of society at large and greatly
determines the ability of all social spheres to function effectively for the benefit
of all citizens. Public goods have been traditionally considered part of the politi-
cal sovereignty of governments. Privatization transforms public goods into private
goods thus raising the issue of redefining the boundaries between the public and the
private spheres. Should all public goods be transformed into private goods? Which
goods should remain public, if any? Who should participate in decision-making pro-
cesses to determine this issue, and how should such matters be decided?

Education as a public good is provided within publicly funded schools that uns-
electively admit all students and cater to the needs of heterogeneous student popu-
lations. Public schools are also expected to do more than private schools to address
social problems. They are expected to have programs to feed low-income children,
provide before- and after-school-care, prevent substance abuse and violence, and
address health issues. Education as private good signifies the rules governing its
production and distribution. Typically, there is competition involved in obtaining a
private good, and it is possible to exclude a class of consumers from consuming
the good (e.g., those who have not paid) (Frank, 1997; Geuss, 2003). Education as
private good is acquired in private schools that admit students selectively and are
financed through tuition fees paid by families. The distinction between public and
private schools, which has been blurred by the introduction of market components
in public education, represents diverse and contradictory patterns of production and
delivery of educational goods. Public goods are closely associated with the under-
lying propositions of both the welfare state and social citizenship. Private goods are
linked to the market discourse. The social and educational consequence of trans-
forming education into a private good will be discussed later.

Education as Positional Good

Education can also be viewed as a positional good. Such goods include products
and services whose value is mostly, if not exclusively, a function of their ranking or
desirability in comparison to substitutes (e.g., Rolls Royce) (Hirsh, 1976). Veblen
(2006) characterized the consumption of such goods as conspicuous consumption.
Competition for positional goods is, by definition, zero-sum game, because such
goods are inherently scarce, at least in the short run. Quality education is only par-
tially a positional good. It is always possible to create more good schools, build more
schools, employ more teachers, and buy more educational technology. Scarcity of
good education is not inherent but rather social. Safeguarding the scarcity of quality
education serves the interests of those involved in conspicuous consumption, i.e.,
those attempting to impress others, not necessarily to obtain superior qualifications,
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and those concerned with upholding their advantageous social position. This is so
because education value-in-exchange depends on the amount held relative to others,
not necessarily on its absolute value. Unlike income, the absolute level of education
or even quality of education attained is probably less important than the relative
amount and quality of education an individual or group attains. As a result, the pay-
off associated with a given level of education declines rapidly as a large fraction
of the population attains it. Consumers’ desire for relative consumption causes the
market mechanism to allocate valuable goods to the highest bidder (Jonathan, 1990).
Hence, schools which are in great demand employ high admission standards and
charge high tuition fees where possible. Credentialism exacerbates such tendencies.
Credentialism is the constant increase in absolute levels of educational attainment,
often unreasonably and unjustifiably inducing higher educational entry tariffs to be
applied to the “good jobs” (Collins, 1979). In the United Kingdom, for example,
nearly a third of British workers were over-educated for their employment (Sloane,
Battu and Seaman, 1999). The scarcity of “good” schools, credentialism, and con-
spicuous consumption in education, and the introduction of competition in the pro-
vision of education, clearly supports perceptions of education as positional good.
The perception of education as positional good greatly negates the idea of equality
of educational opportunities and makes quality education rare and hard to access.

Education as a Human Right

The right to education is increasingly recognized as an overarching right – one
not only fundamental in itself but also indispensable for the realization of all other
human rights (Ouane and Glanz, 2006).

The major milestones in the acknowledgment of the right to education as a human
right were Article 26 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 1966
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Article 28 of the 1989 Conven-
tion on the Rights of the Child, and declarations made in a series of UNESCO world
conferences on education for all (UNESCO, 2000a,b,c; Spring, 2000). Article 26 of
the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights proclaims that “Everyone has the
right to education,” but does not articulate the purpose and content of this right. The
nature of the right to education as a human right is articulated in Article 1 of the
World Declaration on Education for All:

Every person – child, youth, and adult – shall be able to benefit from educational oppor-
tunities designed to meet their basic learning needs. These needs comprise both essential
learning tools (such as literacy, oral expression, numeracy, and problem solving) and the
basic content (such as knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes) required by human beings
to be able to survive, to develop their full capacities, to live and work in dignity, to partic-
ipate fully in development, to improve the quality of their lives, to make formal decisions,
and to continue learning. The scope of basic learning needs and how they should be met
varies with individual countries and cultures, and inevitably, changes with the passage of
time (WCEFA, 1990).
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The implementation of the universal right to quality education is essential for
achieving other human rights that guarantee equality and citizens’ ability to actively
participate in all social and political spheres.

The 1960 Convention against discrimination in Education is of particular interest
for the discussion of the retreat from public education. Discrimination concerning
the implementation of the right to education may take the form of “any distinction,
exclusion, limitation or preference” that is exercised based on peoples’ race, color,
sex, language, social class, religion, political opinion, and national origin (Brownlie,
1992: 319). The exercise of language rights, however, may result in the voluntary
isolation of youngsters in specialized schools and in the rejection of students based
on religious and language considerations. The convention does not support such
extremist multicultural, divisive, and exclusionary vision of education. While sup-
porting minorities’ language rights, it simultaneously supports the right of minori-
ties to the dominant language and culture (Brownlie, 1992, p. 321). The preferred
road for integrating minorities into mainstream society is biculturalism and bilin-
gualism. My preference is for integrated schools consisting of heterogeneous stu-
dent body by gender, race, socioeconomic position, and culture, being exposed to
a multicultural curriculum. Schools, I claim, should be meeting ground for diverse
student population, providing opportunities to meet “others” and to learn to respect
“otherness”.

In 1989 the UN issued the Convention on the Rights of the Child, a conven-
tion that was endorsed by all member states, with the exception of Somalia and
the United States. The convention represents a novel approach, viewing children as
autonomous bearers of rights, and not merely as helplessly dependent on the good-
will and charity of their custodians. All human rights apply to children upon birth.
Children are entitled to civic, political, social, economic, and cultural rights. All
these rights share equal status, are interrelated, and are indivisible. It is the respon-
sibility of the state to take all necessary actions to allow all children to fully realize
their rights (United Nations, 1989):

“States Parties shall undertake all appropriate legislative, administrative, and other mea-
sures for the implementation of the rights recognized in the present Convention” (Article
4). However, “With regard to economic, social and cultural rights, States Parties shall under-
take such measures to the maximum extent of their available resources and, where needed,
within the framework of international cooperation” (Article 4).

Articles 28 and 29 of the convention are specifically dedicated to children’s right
to education, and they state that the child is the bearer of the right (not his or her
parents or any other party). Parents or other persons legally responsible for the child
should “. . .provide in a manner consistent with the evolving capacities of the child,
appropriate direction and guidance in the exercise by the child of the rights recog-
nized in the present Convention” (Article 5).

States Parties are obliged to progressively fulfill the right to education. Progres-
sive application, a typical directive for the implementation of social and economic
rights, does not undermine the responsibility of the state. States must take con-
crete actions, within a reasonable period of time, to fulfill the goals stated in the
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convention. The universal minimal educational requirement is to “make pri-
mary education compulsory and available free to all” (Article 28(a)). Concern-
ing secondary education, states should “encourage the development of differ-
ent forms. . .including general and vocational education, make them available and
accessible to every child, and take appropriate measures such as the introduction of
free education and offering financial assistance in the case of need” (Article 28(b)).
There is recognition that primary education is insufficient, and that secondary edu-
cation should be made available to all students free of charge. Higher education
should be made accessible to all on the basis of capacity (Article 28(c)).

Concerning the right to education, states are obliged not only to refrain from dis-
crimination (as stated in Article 2) but to actively secure equal opportunity (as stated
in Article 28). States must also “take measures to encourage regular attendance at
schools and the reduction of drop-out rates” (Article 28 (e)).

Article 29 adds a qualitative dimension by focusing attention on the contents and
purposes of education. Education must be child-centered and directed to “the devel-
opment of the child’s personality, talents and mental and physical abilities to their
fullest potential” (Article 29(a)). Education must instill respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms and develop respect for the natural environment, for the
child’s parents and the child’s cultural identity, for the national values of the coun-
try in which the child is living, and for civilizations different from his or her own
(Article 29 (b,c,e)). Education should prepare the child “for responsible life in a
free society, in the spirit of understanding, peace, tolerance, equality of sexes, and
friendship among all peoples, ethnic, national and religious groups and persons of
indigenous origin” (Article 29(d)).

Concerning education, the Convention on the Rights of the Child adopted the
principles that were stated in the 1966 Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights. The supervisory committee overseeing the implementation of social rights
established four criteria to measure the extent to which the right of education is
being put into practice in any specific state. These criteria are indivisible and must
be progressively implemented.

• Availability: Educational facilities for all children must be available.
• Accessibility: Educational facilities must be free of charge, indiscriminately

admit all children, and be physically accessible to all children including disabled
and handicapped children.

• Acceptability: The content of education should be congruent with the purposes
stated in the convention and offered by qualified educational team, in a supportive
and well-equipped educational environment.

• Adaptability: Student-centered education must be responsive to children’s
wishes, inclinations, talents, special needs, and students’ cultural background.

(Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR) (14/12/90), Gen-
eral comment.)

Given the great economic disparities among nations, the convention sets the
minimal rod at elementary schooling, which is compulsory and free of charge.
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However, the aim is clearly to make secondary education available and accessi-
ble to all children regardless of the purchasing power of their families. The con-
vention also establishes high qualitative standards for education. Accountability for
the implementation of children’s right to quality education rests clearly with the
state. State’s responsibility for and control of education must persist in situations
in which individuals and bodies have the liberty to establish and direct educational
institutions (Article 29(2)).

Conclusion

The foregoing discussion of the various definitions and perceptions of education
reveals a contested terrain. The “entitlement” view may lead to the revocation of
public-financed social services, to their curtailment or expansion, based upon char-
ity, justice, and economic considerations. In the discourse of rights, rights are ulti-
mate, irrevocable, and independent of charity, justice, or economic considerations.
Entitlements depend on the benevolence of governments and on the agreement of
citizens to support social services through their taxes. Entitlements can be produced
and delivered by the state or contracted and supplied by non-government providers.
In contrast, it is the ultimate responsibility of government to secure the fulfillment of
rights, independent of generosity and compassion. This responsibility is indivisible
and cannot be delegated or contracted.

The status of social rights as human rights, however, is unclear and controver-
sial. Are they less important or equally important as political and civil rights? What
would amount to proper progressive implementation of such rights by governments?

The views of liberal-capitalist democracy and those of social democracy also
diverge. What serves best the interests of democracy and citizenship rights,
government-regulated public spaces and the provision of “public goods,” or dereg-
ulation and the operation of free market to provide “private goods”? These issues
will be further discussed in the following chapters.

Perceptions of the essence of education have changed over the years. Paradox-
ically, the welfare state that provided a great variety of publicly funded social ser-
vices on a universal and non-competitive basis regarded such services as revocable
entitlements, not as rights. The current recognition of social rights as human and
citizenship rights is, unfortunately, accompanied by economic globalization and by
the preeminence of divisive multicultural and postmodern ideologies. While UN
conventions and modern democratic theory define education as a human and citi-
zenship right, international trade law defines education as a service and commodity,
legitimizing the sale and purchase of education and the exclusion of those who are
unable to pay for it (Tomasevski, 2006). Globalization, thus, relieves governments
of the necessity to allocate significant parts of their budget to education and tends
to direct governments away from public education. Concerning citizens, supporting
public education is in itself an exercise in citizenship. People contribute tax money,
time, and effort toward an activity that benefits the entire society. The willingness
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Table 2.1 Characteristics of public and private schools

Public education Private education

State responsibility Responsibility of private corporations and
consumers

Free of charge, publicly funded Tuition fees charged
Serves public missions and individual goals Serves individual and sectarian goals
Universally available Selective admission
Education is human right, citizenship right,

entitlement
Education is commodity, service, entitlement

Education is public good Education is private good, positional good
Students and parents: act as democratic

citizens
Students and parents: act as market citizens,

consumers

to do so is grounded in a sense of fraternity and solidarity among citizens. However,
these elements of citizenship, as we have seen, are being weakened by multicultural
and postmodern ideologies.

The conceptual distinctions concerning the essence of education enable us to
more clearly characterize public education in contrast to private education. As “ideal
types” (summarized in Table 2.1), public and private education are designed and
destined to fulfill diverse missions. These two systems also differ widely with regard
to the rules governing the actions of both service providers and consumers.

The introduction into public education of market-related policies, such as vouch-
ers and other forms of choice, blurs the “ideal type” distinction between public and
private schools. Such policies and their social and educational consequences will be
discussed in the following chapters.

Note

1. The division of human rights into generations was initially proposed in 1979 by the Czech
jurist Karel Vasak at the Institute of Human Rights in Strasburg. The division follows the three
watchwords of the French revolution: Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.



Chapter 3
Visions of the Purposes of Education:
Democracy, Human Development,
and the Market-Managerial Approach

Societies’ expectations of their public schools may vary and change overtime.
However, some core expectations seem to remain stable in democratic societies
throughout the years. Public schools have always been expected to be guided by the
democratic purposes of education and by the humanist-professional child-centered
ethos of education. In Chapter 2 the essence of what education is or should be was
examined via the prism of diverse definitions regarding education as revocable enti-
tlement, as public or private good, or as the embodiment of human and civic rights
that governments have the obligation to fulfill and protect. In this chapter, the char-
acteristics of three visions of education will be analyzed: the democratic vision of
public education, the pedagogical-humanist vision of education, and education as a
market. I will demonstrate that the idea of markets in education is several decades
old, and the association between business and education dates even further back.
What is unique of the present situation is the totality or hegemony of markets in all
public spaces including education. In the 1980s markets were elevated to social and
economic icons, becoming a new secular faith (Cookson, 1994; Ichilov, 2004). At
present global education strategies foster domestic and international trade in edu-
cation services treating education as a commodity to be sold and purchased, and
many countries adopt various forms of market-related practices in education. I will
demonstrate how the ethos of education markets is inconsistent with those of the
democratic and pedagogical visions of education and defies the purposes of both
human development and education for democracy.

The Democratic Purposes of Education

There is a wide consensus that education and democracy are inextricably linked and
that schools are the nurseries that enable democracy to persist. There is also general
agreement that the primary mission of education is democracy itself. In Marshall’s
words,

Education of children has a direct bearing on citizenship, and when the State guarantees that
all children shall be educated, it has the requirement and the nature of citizenship definitely
in mind. It is trying to stimulate the growth of citizens in the making. The right to education

O. Ichilov, The Retreat from Public Education,
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is a genuine social right of citizenship, because the aim of education is a necessary prereq-
uisite of civil freedom (Marshall, 1977 pp. 81–2).

Democratic education can, thus, be perceived as conscious social reproduc-
tion (Gutmann, 1987; Barber, 1992; Marshall, 1977; Battistoni, 1985). Passing the
democratic legacy from one generation to the next and encouraging each younger
generation to voluntarily choose democracy, being convinced of its virtues as well
as being aware of its faults, is the prime goal of democratic education.

Opinions diverge, however, on what kind of education would best serve the
democratic purpose. Liberal economists and New Right theorists support the
removal of state intervention, allowing free market mechanisms to operate in all
areas of public policy, including the replacement of public education with free mar-
ket practices. A free market is considered the embodiment and guarantor of lib-
erty and means to endorse freedom of choice and consumer accountability (Nozick,
1975; Friedman, 1962; Hayek, 1944; 1960; Murray, 1982; Saunders, 1993). Others
are convinced that to preserve a viable democracy, education must be both pub-
lic and democratic (Gutmann, 1987; Barber, 1992; Macedo, 2003). Public schools
are government institutions that are financed through public funding and are under
democratic control. The government has the power to decide how much to spend
on education and how much to spend on other, competing social goods. It is, how-
ever, the responsibility and moral obligation of democratic institutions to allocate
sufficient resources to education to provide all children with ability adequate to par-
ticipate in the democratic process. Public schools derive their legitimacy from the
consent of the electorate and they should be held publicly accountable for providing
all the public goods embodied in the enterprise of a common schooling (Macedo,
2003; McDonnell, 2000). These goods, as we shall see, cannot be delivered equally
and effectively through educational markets. Public schools are expected to do more
than private schools to address social problems. The collective missions aimed at
promoting the common good include

• Preparing youngsters to become responsible citizens.
• Promote tolerance while building a shared culture.
• Reducing inequalities: Public schools were established to make education uni-

versally available to all children, free of charge, and have been recognized as
gateways to opportunity. Only public funding can give schools the consistent
support needed to educate children from poor families (Kober, 2006).

What are the hallmarks of public education according to modern democratic the-
ory? What are the guiding principles of democratic education? What should be the
role of the state in the production and distribution of education? Who should have
authority to make decisions about education? Who are the legitimate stakeholders?
Let’s proceed to outline and analyze the characteristics that are considered to form
the corner stones of democratic education, and to discuss how the introduction of
markets subverts these principles.
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Gutmann (1987) claims that educational authority should not rest exclusively
in the hands of the central government. Educational authority should be shared and
broadly distributed among citizens, parents, and professional educators. Content and
purpose must be decided in a democratic manner, through rational deliberation of
competing conceptions. Citizens should be empowered to influence the education
that in turn shapes the political values, attitudes, and modes of behavior of future cit-
izens. Gutmann (1987) neglects to include future citizens among the stakeholders.
Yet we must not forget that participation in decision-making processes is a demo-
cratic and a human right of children. Parents and other custodians must ensure chil-
dren’s participation to the best of the child’s evolving capacities (United Nations,
1989). Markets, as will be demonstrated later, restrict broader citizens’ participation
in decision-making processes concerning education, as business and the better-off
parents become the main actors.

Development of self-control and critical thinking is an essential element of demo-
cratic education (Gutmann, 1989a). According to Dewey: “The only freedom that is
of enduring importance is freedom of intelligence, that is to say, freedom of obser-
vation and of judgment exercised in behalf of purposes that are intrinsically worth-
while.” Education that betrays this democratic mission mounts to “miseducation”
(Dewey, 1965, p. 61).

While recognizing the importance of empowering citizens to take part in the mak-
ing of educational policy, democratic theory of education recognizes also the need
of constraining their choices among policies. Gutmann (1987; 2003) suggests that
limits on choice should be put in accordance with the principles of non-repression
and nondiscrimination. To be non-repressive, democratic schools must introduce
children to a wide array of ideas and develop their critical capacities to evaluate
ideas and make choices (Rosenblum, 2003). The principle of non-repression de-
legitimizes the use of education, by political authority or parents for example, to
restrict rational deliberation of competing conceptions of the good life and good
society.

Development of self-control and critical thinking is an essential element of demo-
cratic education (Dewey, 1965). By these criteria, the messages that advertising
brings into schools deserve to be regarded as “miseducation,” as betrayal of the
democratic purpose of education.

Ackerman (1980) expresses this idea more emphatically suggesting that the
mission of liberal education is “to provide the child with access to the wide
range of cultural materials that he may find useful in developing his own moral
ideas and patterns of life.” (pp. 155–6). He is concerned that entrusting par-
ents with a choice of school for their children may defeat the purpose of liberal
education:

[it would] legitimate a series of petty tyrannies in which like-minded parents club together
to force-feed their children without restrain. Such an education is a mockery of the liberal
ideal. Parents should have a say, but should not be given an exclusive voice (p. 160).

It is clearly the responsibility of government to enforce these principles of
non-repression and nondiscrimination in public schools. These principles bring to
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the fore issues related to parental choice and other manifestation of markets in
education. Does home-schooling, for example, comply with these principles of
democratic education? Could it not be repressive and limit youngsters’ access to
a great variety of educational experiences? Do specialized magnet schools that are
narrowly focused on specific curricular contents comply with these principles? Does
selective admission to schools violate these principles?

Another dimension of pluralism is having a heterogeneous student body in
school. Public schools must be a meeting place for male and female students of
diverse socioeconomic, racial, and cultural backgrounds, possessing diverse aca-
demic abilities and interests. Children are, among other things, each other’s educa-
tional resources (Walzer, 1983; Gutmann, 1987; Levinson and Levinson, 2003). The
meeting of “others” in schools can be an educational resource introducing students
to ways of life different from their own and learning to be tolerant, be respectful,
and appreciate the cultural and social mosaic of pluralistic societies. Heterogene-
ity among students also supports greater equality of educational opportunities. The
quality of children’s education depends significantly on how they are distributed
among and within schools. Securing integrated schools is clearly a moral obligation
of democratic governments and in many instances a legal duty as well. Integrating
schools is justified to combat prejudice and inequality even when it goes against the
majority will. In the United States un-integrated schools limit the education of black
students in ways that violate the democratic standard of non-exclusion (Gutmann,
1987).

The moral obligation of democratic societies is not merely intervening when the
rule of non-repression is broken, but to actively secure the apprenticeship of liberty,
giving all children the opportunity to learn to be free.

According to Barber (1992):

We are born ignorant, weak. . .born in chains. Our dependency is both physical – we need
each other and cannot survive alone, and psychological, our identity is forged through
a dialectical relationship with others. We are embedded in families, tribes, and commu-
nities. We must learn to be free. . .we must be taught to be thinking, competent, legal
persons and citizens. . .we have to learn how to sculpt our individuality from common
clay (p. 4).

Nondiscrimination is an important characteristic of democratic education. A
democratic society is responsible for educating not just some but all children for
citizenship. Public schools, unlike private schools, must unselectively admit all stu-
dents and respond to their diverse interests and needs. Discrimination is repressive,
excluding entire groups of children from schooling, and denying them an educa-
tion conducive to deliberation of competing conceptions of the good life and good
society. No child can be deprived of the ability to participate effectively in the
democratic process. Barber (1992) extends the idea of nondiscrimination to oppose
selective school admission of students, a practice that is frequently used in private
schools. He rejects the idea of an existing dichotomy between equality and excel-
lence claiming that education needs must not begin with the selection of equally
adept students, because education is itself the equalizer:
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Equality is achieved not by handicapping the swiftest, but by assuring the less advantaged a
comparable opportunity. ‘‘Comparable’’ here does not mean identical. . . The challenge in
a democracy is to transform every child into an apt pupil, and give every pupil a chance to
become an autonomous, thinking person and a deliberative, self-governing citizen: that is
to say, to achieve excellence. (Barber, 1992, pp. 12, 13).

Gutmann (1987) considers the extent to which institutions other than schools
(libraries and television in particular) should educate children. The decision to
involve other institutions in democratic education must rely on a thorough exam-
ination of the democratic purposes of these institutions and consequently on if and
how a democratic society should allocate authority over to them (Gutmann, 1987).
By these criteria it is highly unlikely that corporations would qualify as partners in
the education of future citizens.

Education is not solely a citizenship right. It is also a human right and a right
of every child. The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child holds governments
accountable for making educational facilities available and accessible for all chil-
dren. Schools must be free of charge, indiscriminately admit all children, and must
be physically accessible to all children including disabled and handicap children.
Education must be student-centered; responsive to children’s wishes, inclinations,
talents, special needs, and cultural background; and offered by a qualified educa-
tional team, in a supportive and well-equipped educational environment [Committee
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR) (14/12/90), General comment].

Business Involvement in Education

Business involvement in education is not a novel phenomenon created by the present
era of globalization. However, the forms and intensity of such involvement have
changed over the years (Ball, 2007). The ethos of business itself has changed over
the years. Barber (2007) claims that capitalism evolved from “productivist capital-
ism” in its initial phase into today’s “consumerist capitalism.” Productivist capital-
ism prospered by meeting the real needs of real people, creating a synergy between
making money and helping others. Consumerist capitalism, in contrast, profits only
when it can address those whose essential needs have already been satisfied but
who have the means to adopt new and invented needs. Fabricating needs become
an essential part of profit making under consumerist capitalism, replacing the tra-
ditional market forces of supply and demand. Capitalism as a productive system
of economic organization rooted in work, investment, saving, and deferred gratifi-
cation was associated with the Protestant ethos (Weber, 1992). Consumerist capi-
talism, in contrast, extols consumption over hard work, investment, and long-term
planning. Spending replaces the ethos of saving, and being engaged in consumption
becomes more valued than the work of production. The Protestant ethic of ascetics
is being replaced by an indulging ethos, whereby consumers act regressively, more
like impulsive children than mature adults (Barber, 2007). Keat, Whiteley and Aber-
crombie (1994) observe a striking recent development: the tendency to refer to peo-
ple as consumers in a wide range of contexts where they had been previously known
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by other and more varied names (i.e., students, citizens, patients, theater goers). Fur-
thermore, those who are involved as “producers” in cultural and educational institu-
tions and in public service organizations (i.e., theaters, schools, hospitals) are urged
to treat people as consumers. It seems that a new form of one-dimensional man is
emerging – the consumer.

The association between education and business is not new. In the United States
as late as 1890 the average length of schooling for each individual, including higher
and special education, was but four and a half years, and many children received
far less than that (Curti, 1959, p. 206). The American education system gradu-
ally expanded, mainly in response to demands of the industrializing economy and
national unification. In the early 1880s demands were made for effective abolition
of child labor and compulsory school attendance in common schools, and for more
public funds for education.

American educators tended to consciously or unconsciously mold the school sys-
tem to accord with the capitalist industrial economic system. They believed that
many more students would enroll and stay in school if their parents would be con-
vinced that the study of industrial and commercial subjects would enable their chil-
dren to get ahead in the workplace. They were also convinced that schools should
inculcate knowledge which would give America the upper hand in competing with
other industrial nations for markets and hoped that capitalists would agree to support
the expansion and operation of education through their taxes. Curti (1959) claims
educators initially sided with capitalists and were supportive of their struggle against
unionizing workers. Educators considered strikes manifestation of socialism, anar-
chism, and communism (using the terms interchangeably), insisting that schools
should train children to resist the evils of strikes.

“Efficiency” the factory style has been tried out in education decades ago
(Callahan, 1962). The scientific management movement in industry of the early
1900s influenced education as well. Scientific management conceived of work-
ers as means of production that were to perform tasks planned and controlled by
management (Taylor, 1947). To introduce such alien practices in education schools
were defamed as “manufacturing establishment running on low grade of efficiency”
(Curti, 1959, p. 228). Efforts at achieving greater efficiency in education included
some familiar current practices such as the introduction of specialized classes, tests,
measurements, and new administrative methods. In 1902 Dewey claimed that the
profit drive of the publishing industry affects the introduction of new school sub-
jects and the course of study (Curti, 1959, p. 229). Overall, however, for the most
part business was indirectly involved in education. Many capitalists remained indif-
ferent to the benefits of schooling making use of child labor in industry and agri-
culture. Nevertheless it was pointed out in 1880 that some capitalists “gladly paid
taxes” for the education of poor children and that some declared in public that they
were willing to be taxed for the improvement of schools in the South (Curti, 1959,
p. 230). Despite these allegiances the majority of educators subscribed to the princi-
ples of greater equality of educational opportunities as vehicle for achieving greater
social equality by closing socioeconomic gaps. Progressive educational ideas were
increasingly promoted through the influence of thinkers such as John Dewey. Voices
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began to be heard demanding the substitution of a democratic and cooperative econ-
omy for a competitive and mercilessly unjust society. The unionization of teachers
and their affiliation with the American labor movement also advanced the idea that
education should not be subordinate to the market. John Dewey, for example, was an
ardent supporter of the union movement (Dewey, 1916). Margaret Haley, a teacher
and pioneer in the movement for the unionization of teachers and for their affiliation
with the general labor movement, fought the tendency toward what she called “fac-
torizing education.” Such a tendency, she claimed, made the teacher a robot, a mere
factory hand, expected to carry out orders without question. She supported an edu-
cational vision which places humanity above commercialism and which demands
the full expression of life for every human being (Haley, 1904).

The idea of replacing public education with free market practices can be traced
back to Milton Friedman, Noble Prize winning economist. He believed that “every
act of government intervention limits the areas of individual freedom directly and
threatens the preservation of freedom indirectly” (Friedman, 1962, p. 33). The high-
est democratic value for Friedman was individual freedom, and he believed that free
education markets would foster liberty. Earlier in 1955 he laid out a far-reaching
plan calling for providing each child with a modest publicly funded voucher that
would pay less than the full cost of private school tuition. Parents would be allowed
to unlimitedly supplement the public voucher with their own funds and send their
children to any school of their choice. Friedman anticipated that competition among
schools would lead to the elimination of failing schools, and that the availability
of public funds for private institutions would increase the supply of new schools
(Friedman, 1955; 1962; Friedman and Friedman, 1982). He contemplated non-profit
organizations (such as YMCA) running schools alongside for-profit companies.
Friedman predicted that the poor would benefit most from his plan, more than the
rich who would be hardly affected at all, and the middle class who would be only
moderately affected.

While supporting free education markets, leading economists, including
Friedman himself, are opposed to corporate involvement in social causes, includ-
ing education (Friedman and Friedman, 1982; Sternberg, 1994; Henderson, 2001).
Friedman argues that it is in the interest of freedom that companies will best dis-
charge the responsibilities that specifically belong to them by taking profitability
alone as a guide. In his words, “Few trends could so thoroughly undermine the very
foundations of our free society as the acceptance by corporate officials of a social
responsibility other than to make as much money for their shareholders as possible”
(Friedman and Friedman, 1982, p. 133). Cadbury (2006) suggests that in addition
to meeting its material obligations to shareholders, customers, suppliers, and cred-
itors, to pay taxes and to fulfill its statutory obligations, corporations should take
responsibility for the direct results of carrying out their primary tasks, for example,
avoiding damage to the environment.

Corporate involvement in social causes, often presented as “corporate social
responsibility” is becoming increasingly widespread and trendy (Emmot, 2002;
Commission of the European Communities, 2001). In fulfilling their primary pur-
pose, companies can choose to undertake such social activities as they believe
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are in their corporate interest. Shareholders often support and even demand that
corporations will adopt a favorable social profile, i.e., be looked upon as benevolent
organizations that are not driven solely by making profit. Such companies are often
required to report on their activities in the social, ethical, and environmental fields
and disclose how, and how far, they take the interests of society into account in their
decisions and actions (Cadbury, 2006).

Corporations are increasingly involved socially, not necessarily because of
benevolent considerations. Reputation, which is considered a corporate asset, is
built out over years, and so is consumer loyalty to products and companies. Edu-
cation was considered a public space that should be free of any commercial activi-
ties and influences. Various forms of business donations to schools were kept fairly
inconspicuous. Since the 1990s sponsored schools and commercialized classroom
became a widespread phenomenon. Today, business is deeply and directly involved
in schools. Corporate presence in school, or schoolhouse commercialism, is growing
from advertising in hallways, classrooms, busses, and rooftops, to writing curricu-
lum (VanderSchee, 2005). School–business partnerships, a term preferred by those
who favor the penetration of markets into schools, can take various forms:

• Providing schools with sponsored instructional packages. These materials that
are supplied by corporations and/or trade associations claim to have an instruc-
tional content. Often, however, such materials were found to be educationally
trivial and highly commercial (Molnar, 1996).

• The allocation of school space such as scoreboards, rooftops, bulletin boards,
walls, school buses and textbooks on which corporations may place logos and/or
advertising messages.

• Contracting for goods and services. Typically include agreements between
schools and corporations that give corporations the exclusive right to sell and pro-
mote their goods and services in school. In return the district or schools receives
a percentage of the profit.

• Sponsorship of programs and activities in return for the right to associate the
name of the corporation with the sponsored events.

• Corporate programs that provide money, goods, or services to a school or school
district when its students, parents, or staff engage in a specific activity, such as
collecting particular product labels or cash register receipts from particular stores
(Molnar, 1996).

• Donations: money, equipments.
• Volunteering staff time to extend help during working hours: for example, to

serve on governing boards and teach vocational or business studies in schools.
The use of volunteers lowers costs and offers a chance for companies to enhance
their reputation (Boyles, 2000; Molnar, 1996).

What is the educational vision of business? What prompts business to get
involved in education? Opponents of business involvement in education often high-
light the irresponsible, profit-driven behavior of corporations. In this chapter I
chose to examine the perception of the role of business in education as presented
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by a highly respected organization. The Committee for Economic Development
(CED) is an American think tank, or a policy institute, that conducts research and
engages in advocacy dedicated to voicing the “the best of business thinking.” It
should, nevertheless, be noted that critics of think tanks see them as public relations
fronts that are engaged in activities that serve the advocacy goals of their industry
sponsors.

The CED presents itself as a nonpartisan, business-led public policy research
organization that had been in existence for over six decades. Its declared aim is to
bring the business voice and perspective to critical national issues in the United
States, and to affect future economic growth and prosperity. The CED portrays
its actions throughout the years as providing a strong business voice for protect-
ing the integrity of American democratic institutions. It had been involved in the
Marshall Plan of the 1940s, educational reforms in the past two decades, including
preschool for all children, and more recently a new reform titled “making Washing-
ton work.” This is clearly a veteran, involved, and concerned organization, not an
organization driven primarily by greed and self-interest, as some businesses often
are (http://www.ced.org/). Examining its perceptions of business involvement in
education should, therefore, present business at its best.

The CED considers education, social services, and economic development poli-
cies as parts of a whole rather than as independent choices, harnessed to achieve
the following national objective: “This nation [the USA] has embarked on a diffi-
cult and important new task: redefining its commitment to its citizens, especially its
children [my emphasis, O.I.]” (Timpane and Miller-McNeill, 1991, p. ix). The rise
of private business interest in education reforms and improvements is described as
one of the most dramatic and significant aspects of this process.

What, according to CED, motivates business involvement in education?
“Education-minded business executives see their involvement in education as a mat-
ter of corporate survival more than social responsibility or community public rela-
tions” [My emphasis, O.I.] (Ibid., p. 34). “Today, human resource development is
commonly named the most significant issue for future of most industries, proba-
bly with raw materials, markets, taxes, takeovers, and debt notwithstanding. In the
late 1970s and early 1980s the supply of qualified entry-level workers became short.
These changes in labor supply and demand, and the rapidity of technological change
spurred renewed business interest in education, and in how the needs of business
should be integrated into the nation’s broader social and educational requirements”
(Ibid., p. 32).

To meet those needs the preparation of students for a productive work life must
be an important objective of education. To cater to the needs of business, schools
must be transformed from multi-purpose educational institutions into factory-like
business, into production sites; and the essence of education is narrowed down to
measurable students’ achievements:

. . .[schools] were being asked to restructure themselves, as many businesses had, in order
to give operating sites (i.e., individual schools) clear expectations, incentives, resources,
authority, and ultimately, responsibility for producing a greater educational outcome (i.e.,
measurably improved student performance) [My emphasis, O.I.] (Ibid., p. 4).
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This vision of education is being diligently implemented through the involvement
of business in educational policy making at the federal and state levels, as well as
through various forms of involvement in the schools themselves:

New relationships have been formed at every level of government and in almost every area
of educational policy. Government and business leaders have begun to play a new and vital
role in deciding the fate of public education [my emphasis, O.I.] (Ibid., p. 8).

Business involvement in education is comprehensive and includes

• Application of new management theories and new perceptions of accountability
to the world of education. Business attempt to change schools by addressing man-
agement development needs, and administrative analysis. [My emphasis, O.I.].

• School–business partnerships and programs of assistance to individual schools
and teachers.

• At the state level, business had begun to participate in the development of edu-
cational reforms.

• Programmatic initiatives, to change existing practice, rather than to enhance
existing school programs (Ibid., pp. 8, 9).

Why, according to CED, are state officials so eager for business involvement in
education?

The fiscal condition of the states was extremely tenuous during the 1980s; many states
experienced their worst budget crises since the Great Depression. Intense international and
interstate economic competitiveness for high-growth, and high technology industry made it
increasingly clear that the nature of state policy making in economic development, employ-
ment, and education needed to change (Ibid., p. 32).

It seems that the dire economic situation, rather than ideological considerations,
prompted state officials to engage corporate leaders in formulating new policies,
policies that are shaped to fit primarily the interests of business.

Similarly, school principals, described as the most aggressive solicitors of
school–business relationships, seem to be short of funds to deliver quality educa-
tion.They seek the tangible, material outcomes they hope school–business partner-
ships can produce and would prefer to see more awards, scholarships, and special
incentives for students; donations of more computers, equipment, or books; the pro-
vision of guest speakers; and the use of business facilities and equipment – rather
than greater business involvement in the consideration of education programs and
policies (Ibid., p. 11).

What specific impact has business had on state education reform initiatives?

Sometimes business is credited with creating a positive climate for educational reform; in
other cases business has garnered the political support necessary to pass specific propos-
als in state legislatures. In either case, it has frequently had enormous political influence.
Business helped change the politics of educational policy making in the states, and helped
create a new era of educational decision making [My emphasis, O.I.] (Ibid., p. 24).

Economic squeeze can be a justifiable incentive for change. However, the pro-
cess of decision making concerning the nature and implementation of educational
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reforms seems to subvert the democratic processes of public deliberation and broad
citizen representation:

“In most states, the initiative in setting education policy shifted during the decade from state
boards of education, chief state school officers, and educators to governors, legislature, and
business interests. New mechanisms for the development of policy have been discovered:
special task forces and commissions that emphasize the involvement of business” (Ibid.,
p. xi). Further more, business leaders participated in special task forces and commissions to
set educational agendas (Ibid., p. 21).

New reforms would not have passed without the pressures put by business:

The legislature really listens to the business community. Three business calls to a legislature
seem like a groundswell. . . They have been critical in stimulating the reform movement in
this state [My emphasis, O.I.] (Ibid., p. 24).

This conduct of business is not unique to the United States alone. There is a
growing tendency of business to play a much more active role in domestic politics.
In Sweden, for example, business has been spending annually twice as much as all
the parliamentary parties together on the formation of opinion in several elections.
During the 1994 referendum on membership in the EU, Swedish business interests
spent more than ten times as much in favor of EU membership than all groups
opposing it (Pestoff, 1998, p. 5).

This has been self-presentation of business at its best, enabling us to learn about
the purpose and vision of getting involved in education and modes of operation. The
power of business clearly derives from the command of economic resources and the
decline in the power of governments to effectively control many aspects of the econ-
omy and society (Ichilov, 2004). Some corporations have grown so big that their
budget supersedes that of some governments (Klein, 1999). Should the power of
money give corporations such prominent role in policy-making processes in democ-
racy? Should their interests, however legitimate, eclipse those of other sectors and
the multi-purpose nature of public education in democracy? Should business take
advantage of the dire economic situation of states and schools? Should democrati-
cally elected or appointed decision-making bodies be taken over by un-elected and
non-representative task force and other bodies? Should profound reforms, which
according to business would rewrite the contract between citizens and government,
proceed without broad public representation and deliberation?

My conclusion is that corporate involvement in education and the educational
policies and practices that are formulated through decision-making processes dom-
inated by business are not necessarily fashioned in the best interest of democratic
society. They are simply reflections of the specific interests of powerful political
actors. There are clear limits to corporate responsibility. Even the most civic-minded
companies are primarily accountable to making profits for their shareholders. Busi-
ness and democratic governments should be kept apart. A democratic society is “a
society where no social good serves or can serve as a means of domination” (Walzer,
1983, pp. xiv–xv). The power of money must not allow business a legitimate advan-
tageous access to shaping the ideology and behaviors of politicians at all levels of
government, and of educators. These issues will be further discussed in Chapter 4.
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The Pedagogical-Humanist Vision of Education

The market ethos and perceptions of education and schooling are diametrically
opposed to the humanistic, professional child-centered pedagogical ethos. Educa-
tors’ claims to expertise and knowledge are undermined by the market. Market-
driven educational reforms tend to deny that differences exist between corporations
that process raw materials and institutions whose “raw materials” are human. The
operation of both types of organizations, it is claimed, must comply with identical
rules, i.e., those of the economic market. The process of educating a child, how-
ever, is not the same as building a car or selling or advertising. One of the strik-
ing differences between these enterprises is that organizations that “process” human
beings, i.e., hospitals, prisons, welfare agencies, and educational institutions, ideally
cannot select their “raw materials”, i.e., patients, students, clients, unlike manufac-
turers who can send back to the supplier raw materials that do not comply with
high-quality standards. Public schools are expected to admit all children unselec-
tively, including poor children, children from disintegrated families, abused chil-
dren, handicap, children with learning disorders, the talented and the not so tal-
ented, the highly motivated and the unmotivated. Schools are expected to empower
and educate every child, respond to children’s special needs, and provide each child
with an open future. Teaching, unlike industrial production, cannot be standard-
ized. Educators must take into account the great variety among students in learning
styles, motivation to learn, and the time it takes each student to learn various sub-
jects. Professional teachers are child-centered and adopt their teaching methods and
instructional time to the needs of each child (Levin, 1988; Cohen, Kulik and Kulik,
1982; Fitz-Gibbon, 2000; Gutmann, 1989b).

According to the pedagogical-humanist ethos, teachers form the cornerstone of
any educational reform. To achieve its educational mission, schools must rely on
a team of highly qualified professional teachers, who view teaching as a calling
and who are committed to serve each child in a way congruent with the highest
ethical and professional standards. Radical educators see their professional activities
as welded to political acts. Teachers are viewed as bearers of critical knowledge that
should empower students, especially those belonging to marginalized social groups,
to make sense of their position in the world (Giroux, 1989; 1997; 2002; Freire, 1998;
2004; Kecht, 1992; McLaren, 1995; McLaren and Farahmandpur, 2005; Diamond,
2006). The primary commitment of teachers is to their students, and the students’
well-being is their main concern (Bidwell, 1974). The school principal is above all
a “head teacher,” a pedagogical leader who is in charge of creating the atmosphere
and conditions that would enable teachers to respond to the needs of each child.
Running schools like firms have greatly transformed the role of school principals,
from “head teachers” to directors and officers. The influence of the business sector
in education is noticeable by the persons being appointed as leaders. People with
business or managerial skills but limited educational knowledge are often appointed
to lead districts and schools in crisis. In Boston and Chicago, the position of school
superintendent was renamed in 1996 – “chief education officer,” same as “chief
executive officer” in a firm (Stromquist, 2002). Instead of providing tools facilitating
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educational processes, school managers’ chief responsibility is to exert control over
teachers, by measurable outcomes (Apple, 2006). These new managers have been
described by May (1994, p. 619) as “technicians of transformation” and by Foucault
(1979, p. 294) as “technicians of behavior” whose task is to make workers docile
and submissive.

Market reforms seek guidance for ways to run schools in economy, engineer-
ing, and organizational administration theories and practices. Schools must be “effi-
cient,” and to make them efficient they must be run in a business-like fashion. The
infusion of market terminology in education and the parity between schools and
firms are demonstrated in the following phrases:

Schools fail to attract students “because their product is deficient or out-of-date. . .while
bankruptcies or school closing clearly affect negatively the individual firms or schools that
go out of business, the effects of such closing are positive at the systemic level – other units
respond by improving their products. . .[and] deliver a better service more efficiently [My
emphasis, O.I.]” (Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000, pp. 9–10).

Schools’ survival depends on efficiently delivering fashionable products and ser-
vices that would attract students. This would lead to a world of designer schools
offering trendy curricula and utilizing questionable pedagogical strategies. Are pop-
ularity and quality education the same? School subjects that are related to the social
sciences and humanities are becoming “out of date”. Should they be abandoned?
Who should take the responsibility for securing students with an adequate alterna-
tive school in the unfortunate event of a “school bankruptcy”?

Conclusion

In this chapter three visions of education were discussed. The analysis reveals that
the business vision of education and the conduct of business in implementing this
vision clearly subvert the fundamental democratic principles of public education.
Educational authority that should be shared and broadly distributed among citizens
is being considerably narrowed by the advantageous position of business. Com-
peting conceptions are not being rationally and democratically deliberated as busi-
ness becomes dominant in shaping educational policies and educational practices
at the school level. Schools are being transformed into production sites of narrow
and quantified knowledge, are allowed to selectively admit students, and educa-
tion becomes market rather than child-centered. This clearly undermines the non-
repressive and nondiscriminatory principles of public education.

The pedagogical vision and the market vision also greatly diverge concerning the
nature of schools as organizations, the essence and outcomes of education, and the
roles that teachers and principals should play. Authority in modern society greatly
depends on the control of meaning. The meaning of education is controlled by
the market, not by the democratic purposes of education, not by a child-centered
approach, or by the right to education.
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Table 3.1 Pedagogical vs. market-managerial ethos in education

Pedagogical ethos Market-managerial ethos

Type of organization Unique, “process” human
beings

Firm like organization

Who leads change? Teachers School principals
School principal is: Leader of pedagogical team Business manager and

entrepreneur
Type of discourse Ideological, pedagogical Business-like
Direction of educational

processes
Bottom up: teacher–student Top down: principal,

organization
Principal–teachers relations Cooperative and egalitarian Hierarchical, control
Teachers’ role Autonomous professionals Technocrats
Teachers are primarily

accountable to:
Their students The organization

Outcomes Varied Standardized test scores

The differences among the approaches that were analyzed and discussed in this
chapter are summarized in Table 3.1.

In the next chapter the various forms of market practices in education are ana-
lyzed, and their social and educational outcomes are examined. The conceptual tools
that were provided in Chapters 2 and 3, via the analysis of the various definitions of
education and visions of public education will be employed to examine the social
and educational consequences of implementing various market policies and prac-
tices in education.



Chapter 4
The Educational and Social Consequences
of Markets in Education

In the present chapter principal forms of market practices in education are analyzed
and their social and educational outcomes are examined. I demonstrate that market
policies and practices are grounded in false assumptions about the essence of edu-
cation and the expected behavior of all stakeholders. Such policies do not deliver
the promised results.

Special attention is given to standardized tests as indicator of the quality of
schools, teachers, and the knowledge acquired by students. The role of parents
and their behavior in the education market place will also be examined. Do par-
ents act as rational, informed consumers? Does the cumulative result of individual
parents’ choices improve schools? How is the role of teachers and school principals
being defined in the market place? What are the consequences of business–school
partnerships?

Markets in Education

By the early 1990s, privatizing public education became a credible policy in many
countries and there have been an increasing number of attempts to restructure and
deregulate state schooling. Privatization in education embraces a variety of prac-
tices. Generally speaking, privatization can be defined as “the transfer of activities,
assets, and responsibilities from government/public institutions and organizations
to private individuals and agencies” (Belfield and Levin, 2002; Levin and Belfield,
2006). Privatization often involves deregulation, i.e., liberalization from binding
government rules. It may also include the creation of new markets as alternatives
to operating governmental systems (Levin, 2001). Concerning education, the dis-
tinction economists make between public and private schools usually refers to the
provision and funding of education. Public education is provided in government-
run schools and funded by government. Private education takes place in schools
operated by a variety of for-profit or not-for-profit organizations and funded by par-
ents. Some policy initiatives introduce a “market” element into the provision of
educational services (vouchers, for example) even though they continue to be paid
for largely out of taxation. The term “quasi-market” is increasingly being used to
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characterize such attempts to introduce market forces and private decision mak-
ing into the provision of education (Le Grand and Bartlett, 1993). The extent of
government intervention distinguishes quasi-markets from idealized view of “free”
market. Quasi-markets frequently remain regulated in various degrees with the gov-
ernment controlling the entry of new providers, investment, quality of services, and
price, which is often zero to the user (Whitty, Power and Halpin, 1998). In Eng-
land and Wales, for example, all schools privately operated and state-run must meet
state accountability standards and are monitored by a government agency (Office for
Standards in Education). In Denmark and the Netherlands, the majority of schools
are privately run, but are strictly regulated by government (Belfield and Levin,
2002).

The privatization of education may include the following practices that are not
mutually exclusive. These practices will be briefly described here, and some of them
will be later examined in more detail.

1. School-based management: Moves to dismantle centralized educational bureau-
cracies and to create in their place devolved systems of education allowing
for significant degree of institutional autonomy. School-based management
(SBM), for example, is a reform strategy based on transferring significant
decision-making authority from state and district offices to individual schools.
SBM provides principals, teachers, students, and parents greater control over the
education process by giving them responsibility for decisions about the budget,
personnel, and the curriculum. Through the involvement of teachers, parents,
and other community members in these key decisions, SBM is expected to cre-
ate more effective learning environments for children. Overall, SBM is often
not more efficient or more effective than centralized decision-making processes.
There are, of course, many variations on how it is put into practice. Participatory
decision making sometimes creates frustration and is often slower than more
autocratic methods. Participating members must be able to work together and
concentrate on the task at hand. Not all teachers are interested in the budget pro-
cess or want to devote time to it. Spending time on planning and budget matters
leaves principals and teachers less time to devote to the main aspects of their
work: teaching and educating youngsters. Furthermore, research has not found
a link between SBM and gains in student academic achievement, lower dropout
rates, increased attendance, and reduced disciplinary problems (Oswald, 1995).

2. Charter schools: Charter schools are another form of deregulation. Such schools
originated in the United States in the 1960s by the Magnet School Movement
in an attempt to create desegregated schools. The idea was to create in the
cities high-quality schools with a distinct profile, to attract middle-class blacks
and whites that might otherwise move to the suburbs or to private schools. In
the United States such schools are typically sponsored by a local school board
or state education agency and are freed of many restrictive rules and regula-
tions including local labor contracts. They can, for example, select students and
staff and design curriculum. In return, these schools are expected to achieve
educational outcomes within a certain period, usually 3–5 years, or have their
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charters revoked. Overall, charter schools tended to be somewhat more racially
diverse; simultaneously, however, such schools tended to enroll slightly fewer
students with special needs and limited-English-proficient students than the aver-
age schools in their state (Hochschild and Scovronick, 2000).

3. Cutbacks in public funds: Cutbacks in public funding for schools compel schools
out of financial necessity, to reduce costs, while maintaining facilities and essen-
tial instructional programs and remaining accountable for student outcomes. To
survive the dwindling public resources, schools often undergo downsizing result-
ing in staff layoffs and eliminating educational programs. The consequences of
layoffs strike hard on the remaining instructional staff that must teach the same
numbers of students (or even more students) with less funding. What is efficiency
in economic terms is, thus, counterproductive for improving schools. Schools
become increasingly reliant upon the support of business and must diligently find
ways to mobilize money from the private sector. As we shall see, this reliance
negatively affects schools’ performance. Cutbacks in public funds that cripple
schools defy the democratic purposes of education and represent a retreat of
government from one of its core responsibility. According to democratic theory,
it is the responsibility and moral obligation of democratic institutions to allocate
sufficient resources to education to provide all children with adequate ability to
participate in the democratic process.

4. Private providers of education: Provision of education is separated from its
finance, so that different providers, including private and voluntary sector bod-
ies, can compete to deliver the service. These may typically include the following
arrangements:

• Education Management Organizations (EMOs) are for-profit and non-profit
management companies engaged in takeover and whole school operation of
public schools (Green, 2005). For-profit EMOs are increasingly becoming a
big business in the United States and the United Kingdom. It is estimated
that in the United States, EMOs were projected to generate up to $123 bil-
lion in revenue in 2000. In the smaller UK system, it is estimated that about
£5 billion of services in public education could be contracted out to private
organization per annum (Fitz and Beers, 2002). In the United States the profit
potential of various forms of investing in schools is estimated at $600 billion
(Saltman, 2005). Unlike private schools that collect tuition from parents and
offer private educational services, EMOs seek contracts with school districts
or states to run public schools for profit. Thus, corporations take over public
schools to run them for profit. This means that public funds are used to extract
profits for investors instead of being invested in the improvement of educa-
tional facilities, higher teacher salaries, and richer educational programs and
services for students. Therefore, the operation of public schools by for-profit
firms has often been opposed. The main concern is that they will attempt to
operate schools at the lowest possible cost in order to maximize profits and
shareholder returns and therefore will not maximize the educational expe-
rience of students. EMOs often run schools in poor neighborhoods, while
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wealthier communities can afford to spend much more on education, attract
the teachers and administrators they want by paying higher salaries, and
consequently have the highest performing schools. Can EMOs offer under-
funded public schools that largely serve poor and non-white communities
a better education while at the same time making profit? Prior attempts at
what was labeled “performance contracting” often ended in disaster (Molnar,
Garcua, Sullivan, McEvoy and Joanou, 2005; Ascher, Fruchter and Berne,
1996). From the point of view of democratic theory, it seems that EMOs
should be disqualified as partners in the education of future citizens
(Gutmann, 1987).

• Non-Government Organizations (NGOs): As early as the 1950s, Milton
Friedman had contemplated non-profit organizations (such as YMCA) run-
ning schools alongside for-profit companies (Friedman, 1962). NGOs today
can be local, nationwide, or transnational and global not-for-profit organiza-
tions dedicated to social causes. NGOs are networks of interest groups rather
than formal representative structures and are, therefore, perceived as self-
selected and unaccountable by those who question their legitimacy as partic-
ipants in the delivery of public goods such as education (Keck and Sikkink,
1998; Higgott and Bieler, 1999; Edwards, 2001).

• Private Finance Initiative (PFI): Private construction firms are contracted to
design, build, and in some cases manage new projects. Contracts typically last
30 years during which time the building is leased by a public authority. It is a
way of postponing the immediate recourse to the public purse.

• Public schools contracting with private providers for services like transporta-
tion, food services, textbooks, maintenance, instructional programs, and pro-
fessional development. Although the schools remain public and receive public
funding, there is movement toward privatization of school operations (Hill,
Pierce and Guthrie, 1997). This, as we shall see, diverts schools’ pedagog-
ical, child-oriented focus to an economic, managerial focus, and children’s
education and health are being often compromised.

5. Introduction of various forms of school choice: For example, providing families
with educational voucher and/or tuition tax credit that could expand participation
in private schools by reducing the costs to families.

6. Various forms of corporate involvement in schools: The issue of corporate
involvement in social causes, including education, was discussed in Chapter 3
and will be further discussed in this chapter.

7. Home-schooling: It is, perhaps, the most extreme form of retreat from institu-
tionalized schooling. School-aged children are educated at home rather than at
a school. As of the early 2000s, it is perhaps one of the fastest growing trends
in education in the United States. Since 1993, the practice has been legal in
all 50 states. In 1999 the estimated number of home-schooled children was
850,000, and about 1.1 million students were being home-schooled in the spring
of 2003. Parents choose to home-school their children mainly because of con-
cerns regarding the environment of schools or wish to provide moral or religious



The Underlying Assumptions of Markets in Education 43

instruction. Home-schooling can be an option for parents who wish to provide
their children with a quality of education they believe is unattainable in schools
(Wikipedia Website: Homeschooling, 2008; Murphy, Gilmer, Weise and Page,
1998; Bielick, Chandler and Broughman, 2001; Bauman, 2002). This practice
raises major concerns about the implementation of children’s right to education
and the difficulty to supervise families to make sure that children receive quality
education as defined in the Convention on the Rights of the Child – 1989, and that
they are acquiring the civic competences necessary for taking part as citizens in
democracy.

Privatization blurs the traditional distinctions discussed in Chapter 2 between pri-
vate and public schools, by imposing similar guiding ethos, conduct, and practices
in both types of schools.

The Underlying Assumptions of Markets in Education

The introduction of market-related practices in education is founded in a series of
questionable assumptions concerning the identification of problems in the function-
ing of public schools and the behavior of all stakeholders in education. Market-
driven educational reforms tend to deny that differences exist between corporations
that process raw materials and institutions whose “raw materials” are human. The
operation of both types of organizations, it is claimed, must comply with identical
rules, i.e., those of the economic market. The differences between these two types
of organization are discussed in Chapter 3.It is sufficient to remind us here that the
process of educating a child is not the same as building a car or selling or advertis-
ing. Market reforms assume that educators have the resources, competences, and the
proper conditions and support to pursue improvement but will act only when coerced
and driven externally by punishment and rewards. Monitoring and assessing educa-
tional outcomes and teachers’ and school principals’ performance via the periodical
use of standardized tests becomes a major component of the reward–punishment
system. It is also alleged that the lack of motivation to improve stems from the fact
that public schools, unlike private ones, have a monopoly over the education of stu-
dents in assigned educational zones. Private schools are “better” than public schools
because they must compete with both public schools and other private schools and
make efforts to attract students. Educators in public schools, in contrast, are confi-
dent that students’ enrollment will remain fairly stable, and make no effort to inno-
vate, diversify, or improve. Parents, having the right to choose a school, may punish
“failing” schools by transferring their children to “better” schools. The cumulative
effect of parental choice is expected to raise the general quality of education in
society.

Schools are fully equated with production sites of goods and services, and stu-
dents and parent are regarded as merely customers shopping for better services at a
lower cost. The following quotation provides an example of the infusion of market
terminology in education concerning failing schools. Schools fail to attract students.
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because their product is deficient or out-of-date . . . while bankruptcies or school closing
clearly affect negatively the individual firms or schools that go out of business, the effects
of such closing are positive at the systemic level – other units respond by improving their
products . . . [and] deliver a better service more efficiently [My emphasis, O.I.] (Schneider,
Teske and Marschall, 2000, pp. 9–10).

This view overlooks the fact that private schools are often best, not because they
offer the “best education” but because in large part they draw the best prepared
and best equipped students, possessing the best social and educational backgrounds.
They typically have a policy of selective admission, while public schools must admit
students unselectively and respond to their highly varied interests, problems, and
needs (Barber, 1992). Research findings reveal that once students’ background traits
are taken into account, the difference in achievement between public and private
school students disappears (Laitsch, 2006).

Another false assumption is that markets are neutral means to achieve efficiency
in all institutional spheres. I argue that the entry of market terminology, discourse,
and practices into education creates a new epistemology that profoundly transforms
all aspects of education. Epistemology helps social actors frame their reality and
act upon it and has far-reaching effects on how and what is done (Kallinikos, 1995;
Pestoff, 1998). Market-oriented reforms have an impact on the quality and substance
of education through the climate that is created and the way school managers and
others interpret the changing context and pressures in which they organize schooling
and educate children (Woods, Bagley and Glatter, 1998). Berenstein (1971) main-
tains that “Formal education knowledge is considered to be realized through three
message systems: curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation. Curriculum defines what
counts as valid knowledge, pedagogy defines what counts as a valid transmission
of knowledge, and evaluation defines what counts as a valid realization of knowl-
edge on the part of the taught” (p. 47). I will demonstrate how market practices and
epistemology transform these components of the educational process.

The Reduction of Education into Measurable Outcomes

Market reforms claim to use a strategy of deregulation while in reality
all-encompassing means of re-regulation are being introduced, including new
bureaucratic institutions to monitor the performance of service providers.
Widespread use of standardized testing became a cornerstone of many educational
reforms, establishing a new and pervasive form of control. The guiding philoso-
phy is “[what] could be effectively measured could then be effectively controlled”
(Witzel, 2002, p. 64). To become marketable, services must be commodified, i.e.,
must be transformed into “products” that can be bought and sold. To commodify is
thus to impose singular meaning on multidimensional goods (Barber, 2007; Leys,
2001). Test scores commodify educational outcomes and define the product that
schools are expected to produce. This vision of educational outcomes is rooted in
market epistemology that relies heavily on the numerical description and coding of
various activities, converting human accomplishments into numerical values, and
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directing attention to the primacy of utility and price (Kallinikos, 1995; Pestoff,
1998). This one-dimensional perception of education outcomes narrows what is
considered knowledge worth learning, undermining the perception of education as
a broader, humanist understanding of the world (Stromquist, 2002). Thus, the price
for higher test scores may be significant restriction of a student’s overall educational
experience. This clearly violates the democratic vision of education as an opener
of the widest horizons possible for all students and as preparation for the citizen-
ship role. Narrowing the variety of educational experiences to which youngsters are
exposed contradicts the humanist-pedagogical outlook of education as well.

Test scores also became a form of surveillance (Apple, 2006). In the belief that
a reward and punishment system will stimulate progressive school improvement,
policymakers have used student test performance as the basis for awarding or deny-
ing resources and recognition to schools, educators, and students, threatening state
takeovers of poorly performing schools – a system known as high-stakes assess-
ment (Laitsch, 2006; Kohn, 2004). Ball (2000) describes such monitoring systems
as “performativity,” i.e., “. . . a technology, a culture and a mode of regulation that
employs judgments, comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, attri-
tion and change – based on rewards and sanctions (both material and symbolic)
(Ball, 2000, p. 216). Such measurements are regarded as evidence of educational
outputs and quality, and as such are presumed to represent the value of individual
educators and schools (Elliott, 2001).

The survival imperative makes it necessary for educators and schools to adopt
new teaching strategies. Kozol (2005) emphasizes the negative educational con-
sequences mainly for inner city students in the United States, claiming that lib-
eral education is increasingly replaced by culturally barren and robotic methods of
instruction. Teachers focus attention on the tested areas and neglect others, coach-
ing to narrow skills sets and knowledge domains, and often feel that high-stakes
tests are forcing them to teach in pedagogically unsound ways. Testing helps to
cement the idea that education (and teaching) consists of pouring prescribed knowl-
edge into empty receptacles, viewing students as objects (Freire, 1998; Kohn, 2004).
Although somewhat effective for raising test scores, such teaching techniques do not
necessarily help students develop higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills.
Educators may become frustrated professionally and may despair feeling that the
target goal is unattainable. Thus, more highly qualified teachers may be leaving the
profession (Kohn, 2004).

Test scores have become an essential component in the promotional campaign
of schools that are competing with each other to attract students, especially the
better students. To assure high scores, low-scoring students are often inappropri-
ately removed from the pool of test takers. Practices such as transferring special
education students to other schools or pushing students out by counseling them to
leave the school have been used. Minority and high-poverty students are particularly
vulnerable (Laitsch, 2006). Such practices clearly violate the ideas of equity and
equality of educational opportunities (Viteritti, 2003; Wolfe, 2003a, b). In Barber’s
(1992, pp. 12, 13) own words, “The challenge in a democracy is to transform every
child into an apt pupil, and give every pupil a chance to become an autonomous,
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thinking person and a deliberative, self-governing citizen: that is to say, to achieve
excellence.” Dismissing lower achievers in order to artificially inflate schools’ test
scores is undemocratic and professionally unethical.

Standardized tests do not expose previously unknown “failing” schools. There is
ample information which schools are experiencing problems, and high-stakes test-
ing can only exacerbate existing problems. Testing represents control instead of pro-
viding tools facilitating educational processes. It humiliates and hurts the schools
that most need help, signaling to families to abandon those schools and transfer to
schools that often do not want their children, being stigmatized as “fugitives” of
failing schools. Consequently, more low-income minority students are dropping out
or are abandoned in “failing” schools (Kohn, 2004).

Who should be responsible for providing students who leave failing schools with
better educational opportunities? Who should provide compensatory education for
such students to allow them to succeed in the “better” schools? Furthermore, school
closures can only occur at a time of falling school rolls (Walform, 1994). This seems
to be a drastic and rare event. Many “failing” schools remain open, raising the
question who assumes responsibility for the quality of education available to their
students?

Unpopular schools may seek to “improve” by changing the schools’ image to
attract middle-class students. Means such as changing the name of a school, its uni-
form, and providing curriculum based on fashions and fades can be used (Gewirtz,
1998). Choice could, thus, lead to a world of designer schools offering trendy cur-
ricula and utilizing questionable pedagogical strategies, instead of improving edu-
cation for all (Cookson, 1994).

My conclusion is that test scores can be one component of evaluation in edu-
cation. However, they do not account for multiple educational purposes and have
consistently simplified the definition of teaching and student learning and ignored
variations in learning conditions and social contexts (Macpherson, 1998). Higher
scores on standardized tests do not necessarily reflect meaningful improvement in
teaching or learning – and may even indicate the opposite.

The Role of Parents in Education Markets

School choice is, perhaps, the leading idea of educational reform in many countries
today (Brighouse, 2000). It represents ideological commitment to individual rights
over government intervention, asserting that family’s right to choose its own edu-
cation is paramount. It is also viewed as a means for compelling schools to be run
more efficiently and become more effective. Parents’ behavior is thus a key factor
in the operation of education markets. Parents are perceived as customers who make
informed choices for their children’s education. A major premise of school choice
is that parents rather than government or civil servants should be responsible for
holding the schools accountable (Van Dunk and Dickman, 2003). Under this sce-
nario, the empowerment of parents is the key to improving education. Through their
vouchers parents will decide the fate of schools. A school’s success will depend on
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its ability to attract enough students to remain open. This vision of parental choice
assumes that parents’ actions are a reliable accountability mechanism, one that will
result in the demise of schools that cannot attract parents and the success of those
that can (Whitty, Power and Halpin, 1998; Chubb and Moe, 1990).

How valid are the above assumptions? A fundamental issue concerns the underly-
ing motivation behind parental behavior in schooling markets and whether strength-
ening individual parental choice produces an effective demand for improvement of
overall educational attainment. There is evidence that freedom of choice is an impor-
tant way to raise parents’ satisfaction levels (Peterson and Hassel, 1998; Teske and
Schneider, 2001). However, does parental choice have the effect of raising the gen-
eral quality of education in society (Arnett and Davies, 2000)?

The shift in education from public good to private good tends to turn parents into
“market citizens” who are weakly attached to the community and whose interest is
mainly pursuing their own objectives even at the expense of others (Schild, 2000).
Choice creates a formative or framing context that helps to produce distinctive pat-
terns of social action. As a result “Individuals . . . become competitive and adver-
sarial . . . possessiveness and aggressiveness are primary and highly prized social
traits . . . the Other is seen first as an antagonist and last (if at all) as neighbor”
(Barber, 1989, p. 57). Parents are engaged in the pursuit of self-interest and often
view education as a positional good. That is to say that they are concerned with
the educational attainment of their children relative to other children in the cohort
not with absolute attainment. In other words, parents want their children to acquire
more and better educational capital, viewing hierarchies of employment opportuni-
ties as fixed and social status linked to educational attainment and sustained across
generations by the distribution of cultural capital (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977).
Parents’ choice can also be guided by considerations of ”conspicuous consump-
tion,” i.e., attempting to impress others, not necessarily to obtain superior education
(Veblen, 2006). Parents representing the upper social echelons may be interested in
retaining quality education as rare commodity rather than in making it available and
accessible to all. Making quality education universally available could undermine
the value of the cultural capital accumulated by their own children. Credentialism,
or the increase in absolute levels of educational attainment to induce higher educa-
tional entry tariffs to be applied to the “good jobs,” seems to give their children an
advantageous head start over other children (Collins, 1979). Consequently, measures
to increase individual opportunity and choice in schooling markets decrease social
justice as a whole (Jonathan, 1990). Measured by socioeconomic background of stu-
dents and school’s prestige, parental choice created a sharper hierarchy of schools,
instead of raising the educational level in all schools (Woods, Bagley and Glatter,
1998). “Choice” does not try to correct or mitigate inequalities. Instead, the wider
choice of specialized schools narrows the range of people and interests with whom
and with which a student associates and interacts (Dagger, 1997). International evi-
dence suggests that privatization reforms create more ethnically and academically
homogeneous schools. In the United States re-segregation of schools is deepening.
Segregated schools tend to be highly correlated with school performance and the
ability to attract teachers (Public Education Network, February 1, 2008).
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The tradition of attending a local school is beginning to wither, and it is associ-
ated with the volume of social, economic, and cultural capital possessed by fam-
ilies (Conway, 1997). Parents prefer to opt for enrolment in schools that are of
the same racial group as their own (Belfield and Levin, 2002; Levin and Belfield,
2006). Popular schools have no incentive to become more open to a greater vari-
ety of students, by offering a fuller range of curriculum, for example. Thus, com-
petition does not by itself increase diversity or encourage innovative approaches
in education. This clearly is at odds with the prescription of democratic educa-
tion, striving to create heterogeneous and pluralistic educational environments for
youngsters.

A 5-year study of Milwaukee, the oldest and only large-scale voucher program
in the United States, concludes that the reality of parental choice accountability is
falling far short of its promise. Market forces do not or cannot provide the rewards or
extract the penalties expected. In the absence of effective accountability in a choice
system, the inadequate public education that vouchers are supposed to improve
may be replicated. The result ironically is that the very people choice schools are
supposed to help – poor families – are betrayed (Van Dunk and Dickman, 2003).
Smrekar and Goldring (1999) conclude that greater parental choice and competi-
tion between schools do not automatically lead to closer home–school relations and
more parental involvement either. Competition between private and public school
within a given neighborhood is expected to make both sets of schools more effec-
tive. Studies in the United States reveal at best generally positive but substantively
modest effects, while about two-thirds of the studies show no significant change
as a result of competition. Overall, educational economists cannot indicate unam-
biguously that private schools are more efficient than public schools (Belfield and
Levin, 2002). Education Management Organizations (EMOs), for-profit and non-
profit management companies engaged in takeover and operation of public educa-
tion, had well-publicized failures to deliver the promised better education at a lower
cost, also failing to raise student performance level in schools and school districts
(Fitz and Beers, 2002).

Other two concerns arise as a result of greater freedom of choice for parents.
What happens if some choices are socially, culturally, or politically unacceptable?
Parents may choose education or provide home-schooling for their children based
on racist, gender inequality, or other unacceptable ideas. This perception of the role
of parents overlooks the idea that education is primarily a human right of the child
himself, not the right of parents. Parents should assist their children to fulfill this
right and include children, according to their evolving capacities, in decisions con-
cerning their education. What happens, however, when parents’ choice violates the
right of the child for quality education as interpreted by the UN Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UN, 1989)? Whose responsibility is it to monitor the choice par-
ents make and to proscribe unacceptable choices?The costs of monitoring families’
acts being high, who should finance the supervision?

The inevitable conclusion is that the uncoordinated decisions of individual par-
ents cannot produce an optimal output of education as a public good. Parents should
have a say, but should not be given an almost exclusive voice.
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The Changing Roles of Teachers and School Principals

In Chapter 3, three visions of education were discussed in great detail, including
a discussion of the role of teachers. To avoid repetition, I will focus here on some
additional aspects only concerning the changing role of teachers and principals. The
introduction of markets in education affects not only the “product” that teachers are
expected to deliver. Teachers’ conditions of employment and teaching practices are
shaped by the organization of schools and the way that they are financed (Hodges-
Persell, 2001; Bernstein, 1996).

Privatization in education, as in other spheres, is often accompanied or preceded
by the weakening of labor union (Bridges and MacLaughin, 1994). Teachers’ unions
are seen as obstacles on the road to the privatization of education. Deregulation frees
Education Managing Organizations and schools of many restrictive rules and regu-
lations, including local labor contracts. The aim is to employ teachers and school
principals via personal contracts, instead of negotiating their work condi-
tions via collective bargaining. Unions provide vital support for teachers’
interests that include retaining jobs, improving working conditions, tenure,
and professional autonomy. The bargaining position of un-unionized edu-
cators is generally weak, and teachers in private schools are often paid
lower salaries (Caldwell and Spinks, 1993; Hodges-Persell, 2001). One should
take into account that teachers’ unions are an important element in the
professionalization of teaching. The professional teacher is expected to pos-
sess knowledge of both pedagogy and specific subject matter, be competent in
teaching and educating students, and be committed to students (Goodlad, 1990;
Bidwell, 1974). Unions articulate an ethical code for educators, setting professional
and moral standards of conduct, and are often involved in developing teachers’ train-
ing programs and in offering professional support for teachers. Antiunion sentiments
and policies in privatized schools are aimed not only at lowering teachers’ salaries,
but also at eradicating the professional ethos of teaching and replacing it by “cor-
porate culture pedagogy,” reducing literacy to tapes, booklets, charts, and graphs,
commodifying education into measurable outcomes and narrowing the professional
autonomy of teachers (Boyles, 2000. p. xv). Such policies make a profession that
is struggling to compete with others to attract qualified individuals even less com-
petitive and may result in the withdrawal of qualified and dedicated teachers. To
advance the teaching profession, teachers’ unions should gain functions similar to
those of the traditional professions (such as medicine and law, for example) instead
of being undermined and dismissed.

Educational markets erode the fraternity among teachers and between teachers
and school principals. Principals are no longer “head teachers,” members, and lead-
ers of a professional team. Their primary function is managerial-commercial, not
pedagogical. They are not expected to provide pedagogical leadership, but instead
to market the school successfully, raise money from non-public sources, and run
the school efficiently. The influence of the business sector in education is notice-
able by the persons being appointed as leaders: people with business or managerial
skills but limited educational knowledge are appointed to lead districts and schools
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in crisis. Symbolically, in Boston and Chicago, the title of school superintendent
was renamed “chief education officer,” same as “chief executive officer” in a firm
(Stromquist, 2002). Privatization affects the legitimacy of teachers’ authority and
the authority of the entire school. The motives of administrators and educators could
be questioned by parents and students: Are those in charge of education motivated
by profit or the need to save money or by responsibility for providing better edu-
cation for all students (Hodges-Persell, 2001)? My conclusion is that the changing
roles of teachers and school principals are counterproductive for improving educa-
tion and for increasing the availability of quality education for all children. Qualified
and highly motivated teachers are the cornerstone of any education reform. Efforts
should be made to attract the best qualified people to the profession, by offering
both internal and external rewards. Teaching should be challenging and rewarding
professionally, teachers’ working conditions should be improved, including promo-
tion opportunities and salaries. Teachers often need professional support, and not
whipping, to become more effective.

Business–School Partnerships

In Chapter 3 the benevolent face of business involvement in education was exposed,
as presented by a highly respected organization dedicated to voicing the “the best
of business thinking.” In this section, the ugly face of business–school partnerships
will be revealed. Youngsters are desirable targets for markets. In 2000, there were 31
million American kids between 12 and 19 already controlling 155 billion consumer
dollars. Four years later, there were 33.5 million kids controlling $169 billion, or
roughly $91 per week per child (Barber, 2007, p. 8). It comes hardly as a surprise
that business spends over $11 billion a year on advertising targeting children, teens,
and young adults (Barber, 2007, p. 236).

Babies as young as 6 months can form mental images of corporate logos, which
means that brand loyalties can be established as early as age two. By three or three
and a half, experts say, children start to believe that brands communicate their per-
sonal qualities, for example, that they are “cool” or strong or smart. By the time
children head off to school most can recognize hundreds of brand logos (Barber,
2007; Schor, 2004). It is not surprising that business considers schools an attractive
opportunity for selling goods and for further developing consumerism and brand
loyalties. Schools provide an ideal setting of captive and impressionable consumers
who have influence over adult spending as well (Kenway and Bullen, 2001; Molnar,
2005).

Business–school partnerships can take various forms such as providing schools
with instructional packages; advertising on the sides of school buses; and contract-
ing for goods and services (Boyles, 2000; 2005). Contracting is the most common
method of privatizing public services. Under this strategy public agencies purchase
services from the private sector, from either for-profit or not-for-profit organiza-
tions. Those who are opposed to business entry into the hard core of education, i.e.,
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providing educational packages, may still favor the outsourcing of services such
as transportation and food that are not inherently part of the educational process.
However, a lesson can be learned from the story of the lunch program in the United
States. Business carries with it an educational agenda of its own, such as promot-
ing consumerism and building brand loyalties, that often contradict the democratic
and pedagogical essence of education. The social and educational consequences of
transforming lunch services from a public good that is financed and supervised by
the federal government into a private good provided by for-profit organizations and
supervised by local and school authorities are grave.

I will proceed to discuss two examples of so-called business–school partnerships
that demonstrate the destructive educational and social consequences of such part-
nerships. The first one represents contracting for-profit companies to supply schools
with lunch services, and the second represents donation of expensive communica-
tion equipment with conditions attached.

School Lunch Services

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, private and philanthropic gifts
to local schools supported school meals. In the 1930s, in the United States, limited
amount of federal support became available, and federal endorsement grew through
the legislative action of The National School Lunch Act of 1946. The legislation
was expanded in the 1960s, making free and reduced lunches available to all chil-
dren who were members of low-income households. Since the 1970s, reduction in
funding for lunch programs was an important factor allowing corporations to enter
the market of school food services. The US Department of Agriculture passed reg-
ulations allowing local food authorities to contract services to private corporations.
Typically, responsibility for ensuring the compliance of private business with fed-
eral nutritional requirements was shouldered upon local food authorities. Nutrition
professionals and child health advocates argue that to begin with, current federal
regulation concerning fast-food and soft-drinks in schools are too lenient. Needless
to remind readers that increased consumption of soft-drinks and fast-food can have
serious health implications for children, The National School Lunch Program was
established to ensure that each school child had access to a healthy meal. Priva-
tization may deprive poor children in particular of a healthy lunch (VanderSchee,
2005).

Today, more than 20 percent of schools offer brand-name fast-foods in their cafe-
terias, and almost 50 percent of all school districts in the United States have con-
tracts with a soft drink company (VanderSchee, 2005, pp. 2, 3). Given the lack of
federal funds, local food authorities contract for-profit suppliers of food services as
their only option of maintaining a fiscally viable lunch program, i.e., nationwide
corporations could generate higher sales volume with lower operational costs.

School administrators become increasingly dependent on contracting with busi-
ness for funds to run the school, not just their lunch programs, and some districts hire



52 4 The Educational and Social Consequences of Markets in Education

consultants to locate and negotiate the most profitable arrangement. In exchange for
exclusive sales rights, soft drink companies offer schools lucrative signing bonuses
and promotional packages that often include additional funding for sports equip-
ment, extracurricular activities, scholarships, or technology. Nationwide, schools
earn $750 million per year from fast-food and soda vendors (VanderSchee, 2005,
p. 3). Pressure can be put on school principals and teachers to boost sales, for
example, by allowing students to bring drinks to class. This represents disregard for
children’s health and interference with classroom discipline and learning routines.
School–business partnerships are insecure and last as long as profit expectations are
met. Profits are the bottom line and when profits fall school funding by business is
cut down or is totally withdrawn. Thus, only public funding can give schools the
consistent support needed to educate children (Kober, 2006).

The conduct of public school principals and administrators should be guided by
the sense of vocation, professional commitment, and expertise (Woods, Bagley and
Glatter, 1998). However, they seem to betray the public service ethos and give prior-
ity to business considerations over health and pedagogical matters. School and local
authorities, which are supposed to supervise and be held accountable for the conduct
of business in schools, become reliant on business instead. The victims are children
who acquire bad eating habits and whose health is put at risk. Business–school part-
nerships indoctrinate and manipulate children into the commercialized consumer
society whose ethos can be summarized as “I shop therefore I am.” Schools, thus,
betray their public mission. The case of food demonstrates that privatization of what
seems like an auxiliary service, far removed from the education calling of schools,
can still have profound educational and social results. It also demonstrates that
supervision must not be trusted to administrators and educators who are increas-
ingly dependent on funds raised through school–business partnerships.

Exposure of Students to TV Commercials

Many schools in the United States receive expensive video equipment from TV
channels in return for presenting their news programs and advertising to a national
captive audience of millions of students (Apple, 1998; Hepburn, 1998; Molnar,
2005). Channel One, for example, is a commercially produced TV news program
that is broadcast to thousands of schools and to millions of students throughout
the United States. The news programs consist of ten minutes of international and
national news and two minutes of commercials. Schools must guarantee that 90 per-
cent of the students will be watching 90 percent of the time. The ten minutes of news
and two minutes of commercials must be watched every school day for 3–5 years
as part of the contractual agreement. The entire program must be shown; no editing
is allowed. The satellite antennae is fixed to the Channel One station and, except
in few instances where courts have ruled otherwise, cannot be used to receive other
programs (Apple, 1998). Channel One, given the situation of mandatory exposure
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to its news and advertisements, can afford to charge advertisers twice as much as
regular TV stations, claiming “no audience erosion” (Klein, 1999, p. 90).

The exposure of children to commercial in schools violates the educational mis-
sion of schools. Commercials are not simply informative messages about goods
and services; they are social and cultural texts that manipulate customers into spe-
cific choices of consumer goods. Similar techniques are used in election campaigns
of public officials (Ichilov, 2003). Schwoch, White and Reilly (1992) argue that
although many commercials are ignored during a typical round of viewing, many
others are retained at various levels of awareness. Television advertising is a site
for the reception and formation of everyday knowledge. The images and discursive
formations of television advertising enter viewers’ verbal and visual vocabularies
with ease, and shape their perceptions of reality. A study of television advertis-
ing for children reported that more than 15 percent of the time devoted to most
children’s programming consists of commercial advertising (Kunkel and Gantz,
1992). The degree to which children are able to recognize commercials and to be
on guard against commercial persuasion is age related. A more advanced compre-
hension of advertising practices does not develop until the later elementary school
years. In order to process commercial contents, a child must be able to distinguish
between regular programs and commercial messages. The child must also be aware
of the persuasive intent of commercial messages. Studies have shown that chil-
dren who lack the ability to comprehend the persuasive intent of advertising are
most susceptible to commercial influences. They tend to accept product claims and
appeals at face value, especially those delivered by a popular character that they
like and trust. In contrast, children who can recognize persuasive intent are more
skeptical and distrusting of advertising (McNeal, 1987; Young, B. 1990). Televi-
sion that is perceived as real has a greater effect than when it is judged to be
unreal (Fitch, Huston and Wright, 1993). Studies among adolescents have shown
that materialism, defined as “the importance a consumer attaches to worldly pos-
sessions” (Belk, 1985, p. 265), was positively related to the amount of television
viewing and positive attitudes toward advertising (Yoon, 1995). Exposing children
to advertising in schools may advance the notion that such commercials represent
credible information, and mixture of commercials and news may interfere with
children’s ability to distinguish between the two. It is the mission of the schools
to expose children to a great variety of sources of information, providing them
with the ability to critically evaluate such sources and be able to decipher their
intentions. Allowing projects such as Channel One to enter schools undermines
the ability of schools to cultivate critical citizenship and consumer skills among
students.

Conclusion

The foregoing discussion revealed that the market gospel does not deliver the
promised results. Moreover, markets are founded on erroneous assumptions con-
cerning the behavior of stakeholders such as parents and educators. They are there-
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fore incapable of providing solutions for the numerous problems facing education
in this rapidly changing world.

Schools’ deregulation grants schools a false autonomy. In reality they are far
less autonomous to act upon professional, social, and ethical considerations. They
operate under the threat of the tyranny of standardized tests that commodify educa-
tion, redefine the essence of teaching and learning, and what is valuable knowledge.
They are forced into the so-called business–school partnerships in order to raise
money, being faced with severe cutbacks of public funds. The commercialization
of education that goes hand in hand with the privatization of education defies both
the democratic and humanist agendas of education, by promoting “ . . . excessive
adherence to financial return as a measure of worth” (Brown, 1993, p. 451).

The fact that educational systems operate as ‘quasi-markets’ and not as fully free
markets blurs public awareness to the privatization of education. Even those who
are opposed to the retreat from public education may be oblivious to the fact that
the implementation of new managerial practices in schools, the evaluation of edu-
cational outcomes and educators’ performance via the use of standardized tests, and
the private provision of previously publicly provided “non-education” services are
closely interrelated. Such practices are guided and inspired by the market episte-
mology and discourse. Public awareness of the grave social and educational conse-
quences of markets in education could initiate the beginning of the awakening from
the illusion of markets.



Chapter 5
The Building of Public Education in Israel

Introduction

Chapters 5 and 6 are dedicated to the examination of the building of public education
in Israel and of the recent retreat from the ideals and practices of public education.
In each chapter a brief background overview about Israeli society is provided, to
enable readers to more fully comprehend the social context in which educational
policy is being shaped and its social and educational consequences.

The state of Israel was established in 1948 but its institutional foundations were
laid by Zionist pioneers decades before. Although the pre-state institutions lacked
sovereignty, they provided many public services, such as education, and performed
various governmental functions. The tasks of centralization and depoliticization of
various organizations and institutions and the creation of an effective central govern-
ment dominated the first years of statehood. Ben-Gurion, the first prime minister of
Israel, was determined to create effective state institutions and a strong public sector,
and in the process, abolished or nationalized systems that operated during the pre-
state era. Ben-Gurion advocated the implementation of “statehood” (mamlachtiut),
i.e., bringing under state authority domains that during the pre-state era were the
responsibility of voluntary organizations. He believed that only the state can tran-
scend partisan interests and assume responsibility for indiscriminately caring for all
its citizens. Such actions often encountered opposition and were accompanied by
power struggles.

Ben-Gurion was determined to create a public education system, financed
and supervised by the state, and urged the nascent Israeli Knesset (parliament)
to enact laws that would chart the education public space. To comprehend the
enormity of this task I will begin by briefly discussing the structure of the
sectarian Hebrew education system which operated during the pre-state period
(Yishuv). Ben-Gurion wished to depoliticize and dissolve these autonomous sys-
tems (“streams”), and create unified state education. The exigencies of the first
years of statehood greatly determined the structure and missions of the emerging
state system, and will be discussed next. The massive state financial investment in
education during that period is admirable given the urgent and formidable tasks with
which the newly born state had to cope and the meager resources that were at its
disposal.
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My main purpose, however, is to trace the emerging Israeli public education
and explore the ethos of state responsibility for education through three acts of
legislation: Compulsory Education Law-1949; State Education Law-1953, and the
Knesset Decision on an Educational Reform in 1968. These documents and espe-
cially the process of deliberation that preceded their publication reflect, in my view,
the essence of the ethos that dominated the education public space during the first
years of statehood. My analysis will be based mainly on the protocols of the Knes-
set (Divrei Ha’Knesst), protocols of the Knesset Education and Culture Committee,
on reports of specially appointed committees, and on the writings and speeches of
political leaders who took part in the shaping of the Israeli public education system.
I chose to extensively use citations of Knesset members and of central public figures
because, in my view, these citations best reflect the climate of ideas and ideals that
dominated the process of charting the education public space.

Let us begin by outlining the structure of the Hebrew education system during
the pre-state era and discuss the challenges and exigencies that the newly born state
was facing.

The Structure of the Education System During the Pre-state Era
(the Yishuv) and First Year of Statehood

The Hebrew educational system during the pre-state (Yishuv) era was divided
into autonomous “streams” that were affiliated with various factions within the
Zionist movement. Each “stream” built its own schools, selected and trained teach-
ers, and produced curricular materials. In 1948, the General Stream (affiliated with
the general Zionist and liberal parties) was the largest, encompassing about half of
the teachers and half of the students. Its supervisory board advocated the depoliti-
cization of schools supporting the view that “. . .the school must be above political
parties and social classes. . .must be general and uniform for all parts of the nation”
(Zameret and Yablonka, 1997, p. 125).

The Labor Movement Stream was the second largest and was under the authority
of the “Education Center” (merkaz le’chinuch) of the Histadrut (The Labor Union).
It was affiliated with the labor parties (especially Mapai and Mapam). About 27
percent of all Jewish students attended Labor Stream schools, and about one-third
of the teachers taught there. The educational vision of the Labor Movement stream
was “[to] create a Jewish, pioneering, autonomous personality, committed to the
Zionist-Socialist vision, and willing to fulfill in body and soul the missions of the
Hebrew Labor Movement” (Zameret and Yablonka, 1997, p. 125).

The Mizrachi Stream catered to religiously orthodox Zionist Jews and was affil-
iated with two religious political parties: Ha’Mizrachi, and Ha’Mizrachi Laborer
(Ha’Poel Ha’Mizrach). It served about 22 percent of all Jewish students and
employed a little more than a quarter of all Hebrew teachers. Its purpose was
to establish modern national-religious schools and to simultaneously advance
Jewish religious studies and general knowledge: “The national and religious ele-
ments are the foundation rocks upon which the Mizrachi education rests. [Our] pur-
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pose is to prepare the younger generation for the renewal of national life . . . to
educate youngsters for Torah life as persons, citizens and builders of the homeland”
(cited in Zameret and Yablonka, 1997, p. 126).

During the first days of statehood the government decided to support an addi-
tional educational system, that of the ultra-orthodox anti-Zionist Agudat Israel. The
ultra-orthodox agreed to be loosely incorporated into the Zionist education sys-
tem mainly because their schools were financially in dire straights. Zionist money
was vital for the survival of their schools. Also, ultra-orthodox leaders realized
that the Jewish world center is moving to Israel and wanted to exert influence
rather than remain isolated (Zameret and Yablonka, 1997, p. 127). As we shall
see, the Israeli government made special provisions for the persistence of this ultra-
orthodox “stream” in the State Education Law-1953. The “Independent Education”
(Chinuch Atzmai), as this stream was labeled, was granted special status which
was extended in later years to yet another orthodox stream – the Spring of Torah
(Maayan Ha’Torah) of the Sephardic ultra-orthodox party – Shas. This crack in the
unified education system served in recent years as an escape route from state educa-
tion. As we shall see, parents’ associations and various organizations followed the
ultra-orthodox lead and established a host of quasi-private schools that are heavily
supported through public funds.

The streams continued to operate as rival education systems during the first 6
years of statehood, until the legislation of the State Education Law in 1953. Attempts
to coordinate the activities of the “streams” proved to be ineffective. Tough compe-
tition existed among the various streams, in an attempt to win over new immigrant
children, and to increase their stronghold among the more veteran population. In
many instances pressures, such as threats of being fired, were put upon parents to
convince them to send their children to a particular school. Such practices were
derogatively labeled “soul hunt” (tzaid nefashot). The competition among “streams”
was clearly part of the struggle among political parties to increase their stronghold
among veteran Israelis and to win the support of the ingathering new comers. The
competition shifted the power balance among streams, and in the summer of 1953
the Labor Stream became the largest, holding about two-fifths of the students, the
second largest was the General Stream with about one-third of the students, and the
Mizrachi Stream came third enrolling about one-fifth of all students (Zameret and
Yablonka, 1997, p. 127). This is hardly surprising given that the labor parties were
in power and controlled key positions and resources. The task of creating a unified
state education system demanded the abolition of the autonomous “streams” and
faced great resistance, as will be discussed further.

Challenges and Exigencies During the First Years of Statehood

The first years of statehood were marked by mass immigration of Jews into Israel.
The Israeli Jewish population almost tripled. About half of the immigrants came
from Europe having survived the Holocaust and war, and half were refugees
from Muslim countries in the Middle East and North Africa. The veteran Jewish
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population that numbered about 650,000 with the establishment of the state was
confronted with the massive task of absorbing an immigrant population larger than
itself. The urgent need of providing penniless immigrants with housing, jobs, health
services, and education became the responsibility of the newly born state, and
demanded vast financial resources. The War of Independence that lasted from the
end of 1947 until the beginning of 1949 took a heavy toll on human life. The war
had left Israel virtually bankrupt, exhausted the meager economic resources of the
newly born state, and devastated the economy. The government took emergency
steps including the rationing of food and clothing to secure the equal distribution
of scarce provisions among all citizens and to curb private consumption in favor of
security and development needs (Gross, 1997).

The educational system had to constantly expand rapidly to accommodate newly
arrived immigrant children. This was clearly a formidable task, as can be learned
from the data concerning the growth in the numbers of students. During the first
decade the Jewish student population in kindergarten and schools grew from about
one hundred thousand to half a million, and the number of teachers grew from 5,000
to 20,000 (Zameret, 1997). In 1949 there were 86,000 elementary school students,
and in 1950 the number grew to 120,000. This means that in the course of 1 year
the number of elementary school students increased by nearly 150 percent (Shazar,
1982, p. 96).

Israel also assumed responsibility for the education of Arab children who became
Israeli citizens. Shazar, Israel’s first minister of education, presented his vision for
Arab schools:

We do not wish to create a Hebrew school for the Arabs. We’ll create for the Arabs an Arab
school, where Hebrew will also be studied. Hebrew would become a common language
that would enable the creation of ties. I know well how many chasms must be bridged. I
do not idealize the situation. However the state will be built on cooperation with the [Arab]
minority, bridging the gap between the majority and minority, with mutual understanding
and mutual recognition, we’ll together build this state of ours (Shazar, 1982, p. 54).

Assessing in retrospective the achievements of the education system during these
difficult years, the first minister of education, Shazar remarks

Taking into account that the establishment of the State was preceded by a period of vio-
lent conflicts and war, that took place still under the rule of the British Mandate, we can
appreciate how scant were the administrative tools, how scarce were buildings and how
negligible were the forces with which we were facing the enormous mission of absorbing
the young education citizens that outnumbered the absorbing citizens’ population (Shazar,
1982, p. 96).

Charting the Education Public Space

Compulsory Education Law-1949

Ben-Gurion insisted that a law providing compulsory free education must be one
of the first laws to be legislated by the Knesset. Indeed, Compulsory Education
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Law-1949 was the first education law that the Knesset passed. Deliberations started
while the War of Independence was still raging. The law made 1 year of kindergarten
and 8 years of elementary education universally available, free and compulsory. The
grave economic situation did not deter the state from taking upon itself the heavy
financial burden of implementing the law. The law that was amended several times
since its enactment, originally applied to all children between the ages of 5 and
13, and to youngsters between the ages 14 and 17 who did not complete primary
education. The latter were to attend schools for working youth. The law did not
dissolve the “streams,” and stipulated that parents should send their children to a
school of their choice.

Although the attendance rates of Jewish students in elementary school were high
even before the enactment of the law, it was felt that the law was vitally needed
to secure full participation of both Jewish and Arab youngsters. Joseph Shprintzak
(of MAPAI Labor Party), then spokesman of the Knesset, clearly expressed these
concerns, emphasizing the importance of making education universally accessible
to all children:

Even incomplete statistics tell us that part of all Jewish children and a larger part of non-
Jewish children in this country are out of school. For years now this shameful stain persists
and does not leave us . . . many students do not complete school . . . there are places in which
only one fifth of those entering first grade complete the eighth grade.1

To somewhat ease the financial burden, it was decided to fully implement the
law within the course of 3 years, beginning in 1950 and completing the process
in 1952. The task remained nevertheless formidable. It was estimated that in 1950
the number of students in grades one through six was increased by 7,800 students,
in 1951 4,200 students were added to the seventh grade, and in 1952, an increase
of 4,250 students was expected in the eighth grade (Shazar, 1982, p. 44). These
numbers include both Jewish and Arab students who were out of school. The Arabs
who became citizens of Israel following the establishment of the state were treated
with suspicion as an enemy-affiliated minority and were under martial law until
1966. The state, however, took upon itself to indiscriminately implement the law
among Arabs and Jews alike. Shazar reported that the academic year 1948/9 opened
with 4,000 Arab students and ended with 7,500 students and that in 1950 15,000
students attended school. He also reports of the building of an Arab high school
and a teachers’ training institute for Arab schools. He complains that many Arab
local authorities were reluctant to contribute their share for education, making the
situation more difficult (Shazar, 1982, p. 103).

The discourse that permeated the legislation process was highly ideological, as
will be demonstrated. The commitment to compulsory free education was deeply
embedded in the Zionist vision of the mission of Israel – a state that is responsible
for the gathering of Jewish exiles and their absorption, and for the fate of the entire
Jewish people:

. . . in this law the state of Israel took upon itself an obliging contract toward its citizens,
it took upon itself the burden of responsibility for the education of the children of Israel –
education that fathers and mothers were willing to sacrifice their lives in order to make it
accessible to their children.2
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The Minister of Education Shazar referred to students as “citizens of educa-
tion” (ezrachei chinuch) and to immigrant students as “returning exiles” (shavei
ha’galuiot), asserting that the education system “must accept the young citizens
who are knocking on the gates of our country, in a fashion that they and the country
deserve” (Shazar, 1982, p. 98).

Education was considered a state instrument for creating a Jewish, democratic
state, a state that also takes care of the education of former enemies, Arabs that
became Israeli citizens, respecting their cultural uniqueness and willing to make
them partners in the building of the state:

In our political situation compulsory education must take on special roles that were created
by our unique living conditions – the integration of ethnic groups and waves of immigration,
combining the ancient culture with the renewed culture, teaching the [Hebrew] language –
things that previous generations and our transitory generation were missing. In addition
our school has a special role: implanting the sense of independence and the aspiration for
freedom. Our education must convey the feeling of equality and citizenship to all those who
reside in the country, Jews and Arabs.3

Shazar commitment to public education was also rooted in the discourse of
human rights. He cited in the Knesset clause number 26 of the UN Declaration
of Human Rights that was published in 1948: “Everyone has the right to education.
Education shall be free, at least in the elementary and fundamental stages. Elemen-
tary education shall be compulsory . . ., ” emphasizing that “all nations must strive”
to implement the human right to education. He pointed out that the Compulsory
Education Law expresses Israel’s commitment to education as a human right. He
also stressed that the obligation to education and learning is rooted in the Torah and
in Jewish traditions.4

Israeli legislators expressed their desire to include in the provision of compulsory
free education, both preschoolers from the age of three and high school students, and
to make higher education accessible to all. It was hoped that improved economic
conditions will allow for such an extension in the future:

We can only regret that the implementation of compulsory education will be slower than
we would have hoped, because of budgetary difficulties. Compulsory education is vitally
needed for the state, especially for a democratic state, and is one of the most important and
essential tools in the hands of citizens who, in the final account, determine the fate of the
country. I look forward to see the day when the state of Israel will provide not only compul-
sory and free elementary education, but will be the first nation to provide compulsory and
free secondary education . . . 5

To facilitate the burden of tuition fees in kindergartens and high schools Shazar
promised to adopt interim solutions until the anticipated extension of the law could
be materialized in the future:

Endowments and scholarships in kindergartens, secondary schools, vocational and agricul-
tural schools, schools of arts and all educational institutions above the elementary level . . .

the hand will be as widely open as possible. A widely opened hand is a relative matter for
this poor nation, but it is obliged to be open . . . (Shazar, 1982, p. 41).

Shazar, the first minister of education, expressed in the Knesset his view con-
cerning the national and cultural significance of the law:
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Compulsory free education for all the state’s children, regardless of gender and religious
distinctions, is the first law concerning education, the first attempt to solve by state tools
issues related to our cultural concentration; to construct by state tools our spiritual lives in
our homeland (Shazar, 1982, p. 36).

The commitment of the state to education went way beyond the teaching in
school of specific subjects. It included responsibility for the health and nutrition
of students, as well as hygiene and recreation: “. . .already now [1950] 50,000
school children are receiving daily milk and cocoa, and about 25,000 receive hot
meals. Our goal is to double these numbers in the course of this year.” (Shazar,
1982, p. 105).

Over the years the ministry took upon itself the responsibility and financial bur-
den for a great variety of activities and content areas:6

Toward the third decade [of the state] the Ministry of Education presents the State with a
learning-educational “dowry” that reaches beyond the curriculum. I refer to a complex web
of frameworks and activities designed to broaden the horizons of students, through art edu-
cation, also deepening their civic, national and universal conscience. Such activities include
. . . publication of students’ newspapers, school trips, celebration of holidays and days of
remembrance, club activities dedicated to arts and literature, heritage, geography of the
country, familiarity with the diasporas; broadcasts to schools, informal education provided
via a variety of school and community clubs, pre-military training, youth movements, field
schools and youth hostels (Aran, 1971, pp. 57–58).

During the Knesset deliberations, it has been suggested to prepare a proposal
for a comprehensive education law instead of focusing solely upon the provision
of free and compulsory education. A comprehensive law was meant to chart a state
education system, dealing with the structure and contents of education. The decision
was to postpone the enactment of a comprehensive law and to focus on the urgent
task of providing free and compulsory education, a task upon which there had been
consensus among all political parties.

The minister of education was keenly aware of the great significance of the leg-
islation of the Compulsory Education Law:

I think that I will not be mistaken to claim that in the country, nation, and the entire world
[the legislation of this law] will be acknowledged with satisfaction and astonishment, for in
the face of roaring weapons in a bloody war, we took the courage to expand the boundaries
of education, which guarantee the existence and perseverance of the people of Israel . . .

We were blessed with massive immigration, on a scale that we did not expect in our most
favorable dreams . . .I doubt that there is another area, in addition to education, in which
the immigration confronted us with such expanded and unpredicted tasks (Shazar, 1982,
pp. 100, 95).

State Education Law-1953

Compulsory Education Law established state responsibility for providing free, com-
pulsory elementary education, a responsibility that was perceived not merely as an
obligation, but as a Zionist and humanist mission, and as a fundamental element
in the contract between the government and the citizens of Israel. However, the
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education system remained politicized and fragmented, and parents were obliged
by law to make a choice among schools belonging to the various “streams”. Ben-
Gurion was determined to dissolve the “streams” and institute a unified state educa-
tion system, but his position was widely disputed even within his own party (David-
son, 2002). It is interesting to note that while at present the political left is often
opposed to the erosion of the welfare state and of the retreat from public education,
Israeli left-wing parties were supportive of the continued existence of the streams.
Liberal parties and the right, who currently support deregulation and privatization
of the delivery of all public goods, strongly supported the foundation of a unified
state education system.

State Education Law-1953 depoliticized and centralized the education system,
bringing all schools under state control. The law charts the education public space,
dealing with structural, administrative, and contents issues; defining state responsi-
bility for education, and the space that allows parents to make decisions and choices
concerning their children’s education. Cynically, however, as will be explained later
certain clauses of the law that were intended to foster public schooling created over
the years routes for escaping state schools.

Why were many Knesset members so eager to centralize the education system
and to replace parental choice with school placement by the authorities? It is vital
to examine the grievances that the law sought to abolish, because it seems that
recent trends of privatization and decentralization bring these grievances back to
the fore.

The issue of the fate of the “streams” had emerged during the legislation pro-
cess of Compulsory Education Law. One of the arguments that were brought up by
Knesset members, that supported the establishment of a unified state education sys-
tem, was that public education systems are prevalent in all the enlightened nations.
The affiliation of the “streams” with political parties was of prime concern. The
politicization of the education system was regarded as undemocratic and divisive.
By obliging parents to choose a school that belongs to one of the streams, parents
were also disclosing their political party preference. This was clearly in violation
of their freedom of conscience and of their right to keep their political inclination
discrete. Knesset members felt that parents must not be compelled to “declare in
writing in front of municipal officials [who are in charge of school registration] –
to which party they belong, and to which party they are most loyal . . . The state
trusted education to sects, view points, parties and streams – but where is the state
itself?”7

It was advocated that politics and education must be kept apart:

The state is the state of Israel and schools should exist for all Israeli children, without
partitions and controversies.8

The fragmented education system was also regarded as divisive as can be learned
from two statements made by Knesset member Izhar Harari (Progressive Party) in
1948, and again in 1953:

We strive for the ingathering of exiles, we bring here Jews from all corners of the world,
but we split them spiritually into streams. This is the dispersion and not the ingathering of
exiles.9
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State schools must be an educational and learning places for children of all parts of
the public . . . a lively, vibrant education system with a variety of pedagogical trends and
shades, an education system that would be a melting pot for welding the nation’s unity, and
for nurturing the state and the most exalted ideals of humanity and of the people of Israel.10

Those opposed to relinquishing the “streams” considered such action as violation
of parents’ right to choose a school for their children which corresponds with their
beliefs and conscience. This right of parents has been ridiculed by Knesset Member
Harari (Progressive Party):

Since when does the state trust the parents so strongly? Since when does Zionism trust par-
ents? Zionism represents children’s rebellion against their parents . . . and now the parents
are those who are acceptable to the state? Not the state will determine the kind of educa-
tion that will be made available to children, but this will be determined by parents? What
will be done in the event that parents will group together demanding a kind of education
which the state opposes? Why should the state grant some parents the kind of education that
they desire and deny such choice of other parents? By what moral right can such action be
justified?11

The Minister of Education Shazar like many members of his party (Labor Party)
supported the continued existence of the “streams” and did not see them as divisive:

The language is one [Hebrew] and there is one education system, and one elementary
school, and this education web is under one financial and administrative authority. Each
[stream] only adds flavor without diminishing what is common and unifying . . . 12

Let’s preserve the viability of the streams to grow and develop in accordance with the
freedom of conscience . . . now that the state exists we can realize this by the power of law
. . . the tolerance which underlies our lives, permits the preservation of the streams and their
integration, without imposing the choice of any of the stream (Shazar, 1982, p. 42).

Others supported the view that state supervision must be restricted to allow
schools the freedom to choose ideologies and ideas as central pillars of the kind
of education they wish to provide.

These representative statements that were made already during the deliberations
over the Compulsory Education Law, demonstrate the intensity of the disputes. As
we shall later see, current controversies over parental choice seem to resonate many
of the arguments that were already brought up more than half a century ago.

The elimination of the streams was a central issue during the Knesset deliberation
of the State Education Law. Ben-Gurion and Minister of Education Dinur13 consid-
ered the abolition of the streams as precondition for establishing a state education
system, not as an end in itself. In Ben-Gurion’s own words:

The abolition of the streams is not a nominal matter, but the abolition of frameworks and
political affiliations that divided the nation and creating chaos in education. The erection of
state education – is not a nominal change either but a change of content. A unifying and
amalgamating content . . . we desire a state school that would serve as a lever for national
unity and building of the country. With the abolition of the streams we wish to achieve two
main goals: (a) Transfer the responsibility for education from political parties to the state.
(b) Implement basic cultural, pioneering and social values in all schools.14

Ben-Gurion considered the law as extremely vital for the rebuilding of the nation
and state:
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There are two laws that in my view are of prime importance, for they define the central and
chief goals of the state of Israel. These are The Law of Return [which grants all Jews the
right to return to their ancestral homeland] and State Education Law.15

There are not many commemorative days in Jewish history that can compete with the
enormity and significance of May 14, 1948 – the day of the declaration of the state of
Israel. However, the day of the declaration of state education by the government of Israel
is also worthy of being engraved in our history. The expropriation of education from the
authority of political parties, placing it under the authority of the State – is a crucial step in
the founding of the State and the unity of the nation.16

Again the streams were described as divisive, as interfering with the mission of
the ingathering of exiles and of transforming the ingathering exiles into a unified
nation. They were considered a negative remnant of life in the Diaspora that must
be eliminated:

Our long Diaspora years left their impression, and thus the education system in the pre-state
era did not consist of what is unifying and common to all of us, but on spiritual differen-
tiation in which division and separation overrode unity. The primary meaning of this law
is shrinking away from this heritage of the Diaspora, liberating education from its depen-
dency upon political and status parties and transferring education to the authority to its
natural owner – the state, to build it on principles that are shared by the entire nation, get-
ting children out of the whirlpool of political struggle and bringing them into an educational
atmosphere that meets their developing needs . . .17

The division of the education systems into streams was blamed for separating
children from an early age into schools that cater to socially homogeneous stu-
dent populations. This interferes with youngsters’ natural development and with
their right to become familiar with “others.” This also promotes inequality of edu-
cational opportunities, neglecting immigrant children. A socially stratified soci-
ety is the result of discrepancies between schools serving veteran and immigrant
children:

[The consequences of “streams”] On the one hand there is an outrageous waste of money
on unneeded administrative tools, and half-empty classrooms, and on the other school-age
children in immigrant settlements are out of school, the teachers are inexperienced and
the teaching level is low. This situation must not go on for the sake of the children and
the entire country. It is inconceivable that this glorious cultural tradition of our nation and
these great values of the Zionist movement will be accessible to only few, while others are
deprived of them . . . It is inconceivable that few will be allowed to develop creative and
autonomous personality, while others rot in an atmosphere that stifles talents and fosters
hatred for the entire environment. It is inconceivable that few will be educated to serve the
nation’s security and social needs, while others grow up detached from awareness about the
needs of the homeland, as if they still reside in the Diaspora.18

I have always considered state education, unified education, to be a road leading to
democracy in the state. It’s beyond my understanding how can people put up with the sep-
aration of one person from another from an early age, creating facts and partitions among
people, determining who is privileged and who is unworthy. By doing so we create a new
aristocracy.19

Members of left-wing parties considered the abolition of the workers’ education
stream and the institution of unified education a bourgeois takeover, a “reactionary
reform.” They alleged that the proposed state education is a deceitful act aimed at
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infusing society with bourgeois ideology, and teaching the younger generation to
regard socialism an enemy.

“State education” in capitalist regimes means the exploitation of state tools and budgets to
impose bourgeois education upon the younger generation in order to educate youngsters to
serve the interests of foreign and domestic bourgeois . . . Explicitly or implicitly, any type of
education, any ideology, reflects certain class interests. The bourgeois is trying to deceive
the public, to present its class ideology as unified national ideology. But this is an illusion.
. . . in capitalist societies [state education] will always be that of the dominant capitalist
class. . .20

Competition among schools is at present a central element of educational
reforms, even when schools are “marketed” by techniques taken from the world
of consumption and advertising. Competition among the streams, especially when
inappropriate means have been used to “convince” parents to prefer a specific school
for their children was deplored and labeled “soul hunt.”21

In the final analysis it seems that there has been an agreement among all Knesset
members concerning the aim of providing equal educational opportunities to all
students, unconditioned by students’ social class. The controversies concerned what
would promote equality: the abolition of the streams or their persistence.

Variations Within State Education

State Education Law attempted at creating an education system that will be unified
but not monolithic, allowing for content variations and choices. Some legislators
expressed concerns that choice opportunities could be unduly exploited by parents.
They did not anticipate, however, that the freedom of choice will be subverted to
allow for massive abandonment of state schools and the re-fragmentation of the edu-
cation system into a web of quasi-private schools that are heavily financed through
public funds.

The law allowed parents to choose between regular state schools and religious
state schools. A religious school is defined as state school in which Jewish religious
practices are part of the school’s daily routines (praying in school, for example), and
curriculum, and the educational staff is observant of Jewish traditions.

The law authorizes the minister of education to grant schools that are outside the
state system (“unofficial schools”) the status of “recognized schools” and determine
the requirements that such schools must comply with as prerequisite for obtain-
ing state funding. These preconditions include the implementation of national core
curriculum. This arrangement was adopted to allow the ultra-orthodox stream of
Agudat Israel to persist and receive state money. The ultra-orthodox stream
wished to distinct itself from state religious education and remained affiliated
with the Agudat Israel political party. Core curriculum was not implemented in
the so-called “autonomous schools,” and all attempts at supervising schools were
resisted.

Nevertheless, 60 percent of their budget comes from state funds. Over the years,
additional sectors and groups demanded that these arrangements would apply to
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their schools as well. The arrangement that was originally intended to apply solely
to Arudat Israel was extended to the Sepharadic ultra-orthodox schools, Maayan
Ha’Tora of the Shas party, and to a great variety of specialized schools (such as
democratic or art schools) that were founded by parents’ associations and various
NGOs.

The recent proliferation of “recognized schools” clearly subverts the intention of
the legislators. The law proposal included a clause that was vehemently opposed
and was not included in the law itself. The clause granted the minister of education
the authority to change the status of a state school from “official” to “recognized”
should 60 percent of the parents request such change. Sixty percent of the budget
of “recognized” schools will come from state funds. This clause clearly intended
to extend the arrangement that was made with Agudat Israel schools to any school,
based upon parental choice.

Opposition to this proposal was massive, as can be learned from statements made
by Knesset members:

Is this proposed arrangement intended to prevent politicized education or to reinforce it? Is it
not clear to us that tomorrow “Agudat Israel” will depart, followed by “Ha’Shomer Hazair,”
and then another political party will abandon [state schools] and start its own schools – and
in this way are we supposed to build state education? No my colleagues, this will further
divide the nation, and this clause contradicts the idea of state education on which this law
proposal is founded.22 [My emphasis, O.I.].

I’m greatly concerned that this clause opens the road for the erosion of our enterprise,
shattering the foundations of education. Divisions within the Hebrew nation will resume,
contrary to what is really needed”23 [My emphasis, O.I.].

The controversial clause was drastically changed, allowing the state flexibility
concerning the approval of “recognized schools,” the amount of state support that
they would receive, if any, and the preconditions that should qualify such schools to
receive state aid:

The [Knesset Education] Committee’s point of departure was that this law is intended to reg-
ulate the conditions for the establishment of state education system, and not the conditions
for establishing recognized institutions. Having said that, it is impossible to avoid deal-
ing with conditions pertaining to already existing recognized schools . . . The Committee
altered the [controversial] clause and added that such schools will be obliged to implement
state core curriculum. The amount of government support is not predetermined by law. The
Committee’s point of departure was that the state is not obliged to unconditionally support
such institutions. The amount of financial support, should it be granted, will be determined
for each individual school separately, pending on compliance with regulations made by the
Minister of Education.24 [My emphasis, O.I.].

The possibility of massive withdrawal from state schools via this loophole that
was meant to provide only for the persistence of already existing “recognized
schools” has not been anticipated by the legislators. What worried them was the
possibility of the reintroduction of political sectarianism into state education. Legis-
lators worried that the kibbutz movement and other sectors may wish to secede from
the state education system and demand for their schools arrangements that would be
on equal footing with those of ultra-orthodox schools. This did not happen. Kibbutz
education, nevertheless, preserved its unique features for many years. The use of
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this clause as an escape route from state schools by parents associations and private
organizations, and the consequent proliferation of quasi-private “recognized” spe-
cialized schools that are supported by public funds, clearly subverts the spirit of the
law and the intentions of its legislators.

The law allows for experimentation within specific schools. This could involve
trying out curricular or any other innovations. Students who do not wish to take
part in the experiment must be offered an alternative school. This arrangement that
was meant to make the state system dynamic and open to innovations also became
an escape route from state schools. Experimental schools can eventually be trans-
formed into “recognized” schools.

Another arrangement provided in the law to allow for curricular variations and
parental involvement and choice was the option to implement supplementary cur-
ricular programs beyond the required core curriculum. These enrichment programs
could cover a quarter of a school’s total teaching hours. The minister of educa-
tion is authorized by the law to assign supplementary programs to schools. The
minister is also authorized to approve alternative supplementary programs, based
on the demand of parents. Such supplementary programs must be financed be the
parents themselves or by the municipal authorities. The introduction of enrichment
programs that are financed by parents were derogatively labeled “grey education”,
legitimizing private-funded programs to operate within state schools. This arrange-
ment enhanced inequality between schools catering to children from well-off fami-
lies and schools whose students come from poor families.

In spite of their concerns, Knesset members were supportive of the provision of
supplementary programs at parents’ request and expense. However, these arrange-
ments were closely controlled by the state:

The desire for variations in education is based on the democratic and anti-totalitarian nature
of Jewish statehood in Israel . . . statehood of a living people that is blessed by great
heterogeneity. . .25

The Minister of education Dinur was also supportive of allowing curricular vari-
ations beyond the core curriculum, but outlined the restrictions:

We must emphasize that in principle state education does not intend to stifle public initia-
tives, pedagogical experimentations, and cultural innovations. State education leaves space
for actions by initiating educators and the public seeking the realization of certain ide-
als. It is my view that, pending on the approval of the Minister of Education, all soci-
etal innovations and quests, should be allowed to enter the state education system, if this
is desired by the entire public, segment of the public, or demanded by parents . . . How-
ever, the right to bring variation into education does not include the establishment of
another school, nor employing other teachers – curricular variation is allowed within
existing program and school . . . it must be clear that the variation is pedagogical . . .

[My emphasis, O.I.].26

The position of the legislators concerning supplementary programs is stated very
clearly. Parents’ right to demand variations is derived and rooted in the authority
of the state and in citizens’ recognition of the supremacy of the state. The state
determines the scope and the implementation of this right. Supplementary programs
are aimed at providing greater curricular variation by parents within schools only.
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Programs that are operated by parents outside the state education framework are not
entitled for state funds or sponsorship. Interpreting this arrangement as an approval
to withdraw from state schools, clearly subverts the legislators’ intents and the spirit
of the law.

Reforming the Education System

Zalman Aran, who served as minister of education for almost a decade (during
1955–1960, and between 1963–1969), was the initiator of a structural reform and
determinedly endeavored to see it approved and implemented. As minister of edu-
cation, Aran was prompted by a sense of national mission and responsibility, as can
be gathered from the following poetic statement:

The state of Israel, in which the contemporary biblical story is being unfolded, must feel the
breath of Israeli history that accompanies it day by day and hour by hour. Thus my belief
is that our destiny and faith are rooted in the identity and character of the Hebrew Israeli
person, and that education plays a decisive role in shaping the personality and character of
hundreds of thousands children and youth [these youngsters] will determine the faith of the
state . . . (Aran, 1971, p. 18).

Education ministers that preceded Aran were preoccupied with the formidable
task of erecting a unified state education system and the provision of compulsory
free education in accordance with the already constituted education laws. The con-
stant arrival of newcomers made it necessary for the education system to continu-
ously expand, building more schools and training more teachers. Growing aware-
ness of the wide gap in educational achievements, especially between students of
North African and Middle Eastern origin and those of European origin, prompted
the adoption of a great variety of compensatory programs in the 1950s and on. Aran
was deeply concerned about educational inequalities and the fact that many stu-
dents did not continue their schooling beyond elementary education or dropped out
of high school. He aimed at making high school education universal, allowing for a
larger and more ethnically and socially heterogeneous student population to receive
high school education.

Aran attributed students’ failure in school to their living conditions. In his words:
“One cannot blame a flower for having low IQ if it wilted before it had a chance to
bloom, if from the outset it was placed in the shade, and was deprived of sunlight”
(Aran, 1971, p. 18). Consequently he supported the implementation of enrichment
and compensatory programs from an early age, targeting deprived populations. He
was nevertheless displeased with the results:

For years now we have been observing the situation in the education system, not as passive
but as active observers. Many important experiments were carried out on a large scale, and
yielded positive results. However, these are insufficient results, and the achievements do not
meet our needs . . . (Aran, 1971, p. 76).

His dissatisfaction and sense of urgency to arrive at comprehensive and efficient
solutions drove him to contemplating a comprehensive reform in the structure of the
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education system. He was aware of educational reforms in other Western countries
and was weighing their suitability for solving the problems of the Israeli education
system:

The deficiencies of the Israeli education system have ‘elderly brothers’ in developed veteran
countries. At present, all modern countries, in the east and west, are reexamining the struc-
ture of education . . . most countries support the institution of middle-schools for youngsters
ages 12–15, which represent the age of transition from childhood to the world of youth
(Aran, 1971, p. 45).

He was convinced that the introduction of middle schools is a suitable solution
for Israel and presented his vision for the desirable structural change:

In at least four countries (France, England, Sweden, and the United States) reforms started
not in elementary schools . . . students of the ages 12–14 are capable of absorbing knowl-
edge that is now taught in high schools only . . . we shall make them [middle schools] a
preliminary stage of high school education, we shall plant them in a soil and climate that
are suitable for the developmental needs of this age group . . . we shall achieve our goals
by creating an education framework that will be reinforced by academically trained teach-
ers; supplied with laboratories, workshops; furnished with appropriate curricular programs
and teaching methods, and supported by educational counselors that would advise students
about high school education . . . All this is possible only in large regional schools . . . (Aran,
1971, pp. 79, 80).

Aran was convinced of the importance of advancing equality of educational
opportunities and of having schools with ethnically and socially heterogeneous stu-
dent body. He may have been impressed by the groundbreaking decision of the
American Supreme Court ruling in 1954 that segregating black and white students
in separate schools violates equality (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954; Brown v.
Board of Education of Topeka, 1955).

During his first term in office, Aran had appointed a public committee to explore
the situation of secondary education, including issues related to the structure of
education, curriculum, and vocational and agricultural educational programs. How-
ever, from a statement he made at the opening session of the committee (July 5,
1957) it appears that his mind was already made up and that he knew what kind
of reform is needed: “Before the committee decides what it wants, let me tell you
what [recommendations] I want the committee to consider” (Aran, 1971, p. 61). He
suggested the addition of 1 year of compulsory, free education (age 14–15), and the
reorganization of the education system to include 6 years of elementary education,
3 years of junior high school, and 3 years of high school. Junior high schools would
provide guidance to students and direct them to a high school that would suite them
best.

In the beginning of his second term in office Aran appointed the “Praver Com-
mittee” (on October 28, 1963) “to examine the possibilities and needs of extend-
ing compulsory free education by including the age group 14–16, or grades nine
and ten.”27 The committee’s recommendations did not meet Aran’s expectations. It
was recommended to extend compulsory free education by 1 year only to the ninth
grade. The committee was not convinced that existing conditions, such as the short-
age of buildings and teachers, permit the extension of compulsory free education
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by 2 years, as recommended by Aran. The recommendations also did not include a
structural reform. Instead, the committee supported the strengthening of elementary
education to ensure the proper preparation of all students for high school.

The committee acknowledged with satisfaction the massive financial support
already offered by the Ministry of Education to enable students from low-income
families to pursue high school education. About one-third of all high school students
are fully or partially exempt from paying tuition. This arrangement applies to all the
years of high school education, i.e., grades nine to twelve. The annual cost of 21
million Israeli pounds is covered by the Ministry of Education.28

Aran remained convinced that only a reform that would extend compulsory free
education by two additional years, and simultaneously create middle schools with
unique characteristic and a unique social and pedagogical mission, could achieve
the following goals:

1. Allowing all students to make the most of 12 years of schooling by realizing their
capacities to the full. It is our duty and responsibility to ensure such equality of
educational for all children.

2. To uncover students’ talents and qualifications, and in that way provide them
with guidance.

3. To improve the educational achievements of students who arrived from Islamic
countries.

4. Expand the number of students who enjoy high school education.
5. Accelerate inter-ethnic contacts among the younger generation.

(Aran, 1971, pp. 75, 78, 79).

Aran believed that decisions concerning the possible adoption of such profound
and expensive reform must be made by the Israeli Knesset. His suggestion to appoint
a parliamentary committee29 to deliberate both the expansion of compulsory edu-
cation and the proposed structural change was accepted. The committee headed by
Knesset Member Dr. Elimelech Rimalt held its opening session on June 22, 1966,
and a concluding session on May 22, 1968.

Addressing the committee, Aran proposed to divide the 12 years of schooling
into three rather than two levels, and explained:

In the present structure of 8–4, grades seven and eight are part of the world of the younger
grades (grades one to six) instead of belonging to the world of adolescents. The curriculum
of grades seven and eight is totally detached from that of the ninth grade. Grades seven,
eight, and nine must form a distinct education level, bridging the first level (elementary)
with the upper level (secondary). Without such change, it will be impossible to further
improve educational achievements. Also, in the current structure the developmental oppor-
tunity, the growing capacity to absorb of youngsters ages 12–15, is being wasted.30

Junior high schools were intended to form the first stage of secondary education,
while being autonomous and distinct from both elementary and secondary schools,
in terms of administration and management, curriculum, and the educational staff.
This education level consists of comprehensive schools, offering a wide range of
learning and educational experiences, and admitting all students without selection.
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Such schools would enable students to become aware of their talents and inclina-
tions, and enable them to choose high school education which suites them best. The
education staff will closely observe students’ performance, and be able to provide
guidance and support. This will ensure students of the ability to benefit the most
from secondary education, without dropping out of school. Comprehensive schools
would offer vocational programs for academically low achievers. (Aran, 1971,
pp. 70, 72, 75).

The committee that became known as the Rimalt Committee recommended the
extension of compulsory free education by 2 years, and the reorganization of the
education system to consist of 6 years of elementary school, 3 years of junior
high school, and 3 years of secondary school. The committee recommended that
school integration be implemented at the elementary school level, rather than being
postponed to the intermediate level. The committee allowed 6 years period for
implementing the extension of compulsory free education. It should cover the entire
14–15 age cohort until 1972, and the entire 15–16 age cohort until 1975. The com-
mittee did not set a deadline for the complete implementation of the structural
change, nor was the structural change legislated.

The Knesset decision won great publicity. Those who reacted positively saw the
structural change as an opportunity to improve educational achievements through
the employment of academically trained teachers, a chance for interaction among
students of diverse ethnic backgrounds, and an opportunity for students to make
better informed decisions concerning secondary education. The negative reactions
expressed concerns for the fate of elementary education. Taking away the older age
groups may deprive younger students of idols to observe and follow. It was also
feared that elementary schools will be depleted of senior teachers who will be trans-
ferred to teach in junior high schools. Another concern was that students’ academic,
social, and ethnic heterogeneity may promote tensions, rivalry, and isolation instead
of promoting mutual respect and togetherness.

Aran was not naı̈ve and warned that the proposed reform is not a magic wand
that would instantly solve all problems. He anticipated many obstacles on the road
to implementing the reform, as well as the rise of unforeseen problems for which
solutions will have to be found. He was also aware of the possibility that some
parents will try to evade the integrated junior high schools and send their children to
selective schools. He was nevertheless confident that these issues will be properly
addressed.

The recommendations of the Rimalt Committee were approved by the Knesset
on July 29, 1968, and adopted by the government. The Knesset decision was not
legislated into law. However, its legal standing is not merely declarative. A Knes-
set decision obliges the government to take action, and it remains in effect unless
changed or made void by another Knesset decision. The Israeli Supreme Court
treated the reform decision as legally binding but its unconditional support has
eroded over the years as will be further explained (Gal, 1995; Gibton, 2004).

The reasons why the Knesset chose to refrain from legislating the reform remains
unclear. After all, Knesset deliberations over both Compulsory Education Law-1949
and State Education Law-1953 reflected a sense of national mission and expressed
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a desire to see these laws as first links in an emerging “education constitution.” The
great significance of the Knesset decision is, nonetheless, indisputable. According
to Aran’s own assessment, the implementation of the reform “ . . . will make an
historical contribution to the glorification of education in the state of Israel (Aran,
1971, p. 88).” Why, then not legislate the reform?

One can only speculate and suggest that Aran did not wish to delay the reform by
going through a lengthy legislative procedure and considered the Knesset decision
sufficient. He must have been aware that in the United States a profound reform,
creating integrated schools for black and white students was initiated by Supreme
Court ruling, not by law (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954; Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka, 1955). His major concern was the successful implementation
of the reform and he was confident that the support for the reform of both Knesset
and government will always remain forthcoming:

. . . I’m confident that neither the Government not the Knesset will ever support proposals
that are aimed intentionally or unintentionally at the eradication of the Reform (Aran, 1971,
p. 76).

Aran could not have imagined in his most pessimistic visions that over the years
the Israeli Supreme Court will not consistently support school integration, giving
precedence to parents’ right to choose a school, and that the support for integration
will greatly depend on the prevailing social climate and the identity of the judges.
Neither could he imagine that parents will break away from state schools to estab-
lish, with the blessing and financial support of government, quasi-private schools
for their children and that the increasingly fragmented state education system would
become more segregated and much less egalitarian.

Conclusion

The foregoing discussion reveals the strong commitment of the state of Israel to
establishing a public (state) education system that would be under state authority
and financed by public funds. State schools were regarded as a ruling instrument for
achieving collective goals such as the ingathering of exiles, for solving social prob-
lems, such as inequality, and for educating future citizens. The Israeli case clearly
demonstrates that solidarity among citizens and a strongly committed government
are most significant in the building and sustaining of a viable public education sys-
tem. Financial considerations were taken into account, but did not deter government
from making massive investments of public funds in education. Ideological consid-
erations clearly prevailed.

The desire was to continually expand public investment in education. Compul-
sory Education Law was regarded as a preliminary step only in the inclusion of
all youngsters in the education system. The aspiration was clearly to expand the
law and offer compulsory and free education in high schools and to preschoolers,
and to make higher education accessibly to all. There had been consensus across
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political and ideological lines concerning the ethos that guided the erection of a
state education system and with the idea of total state responsibility for education.

The leading theme that runs through the first two education laws and the Knesset
approval of the education reform is that of state responsibility for education. This
responsibility was regarded as indivisible and total, responsibility that must not be
transferred or delegated to organizations that are not directly accountable to the
Knesset. In Minister Dinur’s own words:

State education means that education is under the authority of the state . . . the responsibility
for education rests upon the state – the total, unshaken and indivisible authority . . . the state
bears responsibility for deciding how the development of the younger generation be directed
and guided . . . national sovereignty means that the state is accountable for guarding the
spiritual heritage . . . and therefore the state is not allowed to transfer the responsibility
for its future to anyone, because the education of citizens guarantees the existence of the
state. What will the state look like should it transfer the defense of its borders to others?
Such action would mean the renunciation of its independence, of its political existence,
and would be a suicidal act . . . similarly, transferring to others the responsibility for the
future generation, its abilities and social happiness, the moral intellectual and technical
level of each citizen represents a breach of trust, a violation of the duties of the state.31 [My
emphasis, O.I.].

The total commitment of the state to education did not remain an empty promise,
as can be learned from statements made by Aran upon retiring from his office as
minister of education in July 1969:

I served as Minister of Education and Culture for almost half the years of the existence
of the state . . . I have never been deprived by the Knesset or by the government. Under the
circumstances, I received the maximal assistance for implementing the Ministry’s programs
. . . education matters won a central place, and the budget of the Ministry has dramatically
increased . . . during the years 1957–1961 the budget more than doubled . . . the treasury
showed generosity toward the needs of education (Aran, 1971, p. 243).

The ethos of state education that was crystallized during the first two decades of
statehood has eroded over the years and was replaced by the economic-managerial
free market ethos. These developments will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6
The Retreat from State Education

In the present chapter the major steps of retreat from public education in Israel
will be traced, and the most salient manifestations of the retreat will be discussed. I
argue that the market gospel represents a total reversal of the Zionist vision of public
education as well as drastic departure from the democratic purposes of education.
The introduction of market in education in Israel, as we shall see, is manifested
in educational policies and practices similar to those that have been discussed in
previous chapters and seems to characterize educational reforms in many countries
around the globe. The educational and social consequences of such practices must,
nevertheless, be considered within the unique circumstances of Israeli society. I will
begin by providing background information about social and cultural changes within
Israeli society over the years and discuss the major rifts within Israeli society. Those
changes and wide rifts facilitated the retreat from public education and paved the
road for market reforms.

Israeli Society Transformed1

A public school system is founded in a sense of fraternity and solidarity among cit-
izens who are willing to support schools through their taxes and send their children
to integrated schools where core curriculum is being taught. It is also founded in
strong commitment of the state to make quality education accessible to all children
and to generously allocate the required financial resources. These two precondi-
tions are becoming scarce in Israel making the future of public education doubtful
and vague.

The creation of a welfare state in Israel was greatly inspired by the Zionist
ethos. There has been consensus among all Zionist political parties, socialists and
liberals alike, that the formidable historical tasks of nation-building, the ingather-
ing and absorption of exiles, the building of a safe haven for the entire Jewish
people, cultural revival and the revival of Hebrew should be the primary, indi-
visible, and non-transferable responsibility of the state of Israel. I argue that the
introduction of free market ideology and practices that gained momentum since the
mid-1980s was made possible by the decline of the Zionist ethos, as well as by
demographic, cultural, political, and economic changes that greatly transformed
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Israeli society. Collective identities and goals are undermined by egocentrism,
careerism, consumerism, and frenzied “new age” hedonistic lifestyles. The with-
drawal from state education was also made possible by the exacerbated fragmenta-
tion within Israeli society and the growing rivalry and alienation among citizens.

Cultural and National Divides

A major attribute of Israeli society is the wide and deep rifts between religious
and non-religious groups, between Israeli Arabs and Jews, between the political left
and right, and between the rich and the poor, between newly arrived immigrants
and veteran Israelis. These divides that often intersect and overlap represent con-
testing visions of Israel as a Jewish-democratic state and profoundly shape Israel’s
political culture. Israeli multiculturalism is reshaping collective identities and repre-
sents a continuous debate over the meaning of “Israeliness,” “Jewishness,” the rules
of the game, and the criteria for distribution and redistribution of common goods
(Kimmerling, 2001). Israeli society had been fragmented and sectarian already dur-
ing the Yishuv period, but this has been viewed as a relic of the Diaspora that should
be replaced by greater unity and cohesion following the regaining of independent
statehood. Current Israeli multiculturalism often endorses social visions that do not
necessarily value unity and cohesion (Ichilov, 2008).

The dynamic and ever-changing nature of Israeli society can be attributes mainly
to the constant flow and at times to the massive waves of immigrants arriving
from all over the globe. The waves of Jewish immigrants created a colorful and
dynamic mosaic of cultures and traditions as well as dissatisfactions and conflicts.
The Zionist ideology of wedding diverse Jewish communities into one nation has
been replaced by a more pluralistic vision of Israeli society and culture (Ichilov,
2004). In the past new immigrants were placed upon arrival in absorption centers
where they learned Hebrew and became acquainted with Israeli society. At present
the state is more marginally and indirectly involved in the absorption of immigrants,
and the vision is no longer the integration of immigrants into the main stream Israeli
culture. Isolated enclaves of immigrants are acceptable. Immigrants get initial finan-
cial support (“absorption basket”) and it is up to them to decide how and how far
they wish to be integrated into main stream Israeli society (Ya’ar and Shavit, 2003).
This method of absorption seems highly inadequate for Ethiopian immigrants and
Olim (Jewish immigrants) from the Asian republics of the former USSR. These
underprivileged communities need a much more massive state aid and support.

Current multiculturalism does not necessarily endorse solidarity and unity among
Arabs and Jews as well. Israeli Palestinian-Arabs contest the legitimacy of Israel to
exist as a Jewish-democratic state, and wish to radically transform it. It was claimed
that Israel must cease defining itself as a Jewish state, and should divest itself of
the anthem, the national symbols, and the Law of Return that allows all Jews to
return to their ancestral homeland (The National Committee of Mayors of Arab
Municipalities in Israel, 2006; Adalah, 2007). Thus, cohesion among Jews and
between Israeli Jews and Israeli Arabs is eroding.
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Socioeconomic Rifts

Israel’s current economic policy is clearly guided by liberal-capitalist ideology.
Israel takes part in the global economy and joined the General Agreement on
Trade in Services (GATS), deregulating all services, including education, and allow-
ing the operation of various modes of supply based on international competition.
These changes transformed the contract between the government and Israeli citi-
zens (Peleg, 2005; Rabin and Shany, 2004). The leading ethos is no longer that
of an historical mission and indivisible responsibility of Israel for the fate of the
Jewish people. Economic efficiency takes precedence over ideological and social
considerations, commodifying services of infra-structural importance, which have
been viewed as domains of government ownership and control (such as water,
electricity, and transportation), and social services, such as health and education
that were seen as governmental responsibilities, and as inseparable element of the
exercise of governmental authority. Socioeconomic rifts are becoming deeper and
wider. On the one hand business and professional elites are rising and on the other
the number of families in need is soaring, and about one-third of the children in
Israel currently live in households that are below the poverty line. It should be
noted that there is one employed breadwinner in 38 percent of the poor families.
Israel occupies a dishonorable place at the top of the inequality ladder among the
industrialized nations (Ram, 2004; Swirsky, 2004). Simultaneously, government
spending on welfare services, instead of increasing, considerably declined over
the years. Israel’s ranking on average welfare expenditure (as percentage of the
GNP) is at the sixth place from the bottom among OECD countries (Achdut, Cohen
and Endelbald, 2004).

There are also great discrepancies in the social needs and the availability of
resources to meet such needs among local municipalities. Data reveal that in well-off
municipalities, children form about 23 percent of the local population, while repre-
senting about 60 percent of the population in low socioeconomic localities (The
Israeli Council for the Welfare of the Child, 2004, p. 14).

Municipalities that are in a budgetary crisis are typically those that serve poor
populations with multiple social needs. The living conditions of children in needy
families and poor communities greatly affect children’s life chances and opportu-
nities to acquire quality education. Underprivileged municipalities find it hard to
invest in education and compensate for government budgetary cuts. Consequently,
neither poor families nor poor municipal authorities can counterweigh the devas-
tating effects of the dwindling public funds. Inequality of educational opportunities
is intensified. The mean monthly expenditure on education of families in the upper
income level was 1,360 Israeli Shekels, while that of families in the lower income
brackets was about 360 Israeli Shekels (Kop, 2004; Central Bureau of Statistics,
2003).

The retreat of government from its social commitments is clearly a retreat from
the Zionist vision of the nation’s public responsibility and commitment to all
citizens.
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Manifestations of the Retreat from State Education

The withdrawal from public education took the form of seemingly isolated and unre-
lated steps that were adopted without democratic deliberation or legislation. Often,
loopholes in existing legislation that was meant to buttress public education were
cynically exploited to tear it down. Such steps included budget cuts; encouraging
schools to raise funds from non-public sources; the growing numbers of “recog-
nized” schools; the gradual introduction of school choice; growing involvement of
business in education; and widespread use of standardized testing. The Dovrat report
of 2005, as we shall see, was the first attempt to integrate all these practices into a
comprehensive reform that would be legislated and implemented as a whole, fol-
lowing the US example of No Child Left Behind.

The Marginalization of Ideological Considerations

The first commitment that the newly born State of Israel took upon itself was financ-
ing compulsory free education. Legislators were acutely aware of the limitations
imposed by the grave economic conditions and regretted that the state can provide
only elementary compulsory and free education. However, this scope of coverage
was remarkable and similar to the coverage provided by wealthier European coun-
tries. It manifested the unrelented commitment of the state to public education, a
commitment that gave precedence to ideology over economic considerations. Mem-
bers of the first Knesset proudly highlighted the financial commitment that Israel
took upon itself, while facing the enormous task of the absorption of vast num-
bers of Olim (Jewish new immigrants) during a period of dire economic situation,
and expressed the desire to provide a broader coverage once the economic situation
improves.

Legislators were aware of the UN Declaration of Human Rights that was pub-
lished a year prior to the legislation of State Education Law, 1949, recognizing
education as a human right. The obligation of the state for the education of the
younger generation, however, was rooted mainly in Zionist ideology, not in the dis-
course of human rights. The Minister of Education, Shazar regarded immigrant stu-
dents as “returning exiles” that must be adequately welcomed and treated (Shazar,
1982, p. 98).

The discourse of children’s rights in education was buttressed in 1991 when Israel
ratified two international conventions: the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child
and the Convention on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Subsequently, the
Student Rights Law of 2000 was legislated, mentioning the right to education in
a declarative fashion. The right to education is a positive right, charging the state
with the financial burden for education. Paradoxically, however, while at present
the discourse of human and citizenship rights is much more salient than during the
first years of statehood, the commitment of the state for education has consider-
ably eroded, and economic considerations have become supreme. It is reasonable
to speculate that members of the first Knesset, who wished to expand the scope of
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state responsibility for education once the economic situation improves, would have
been greatly disappointed and displeased with Israel’s present-day treatment of edu-
cation. Needless to say that Israel’s economy at present is far removed from the dire
economic conditions that characterized the first years of statehood.

Compulsory free education has been expanded over the years and at present,
education is compulsory until the end of the 10th grade, and free education until the
end of high school (12th grade). All in all Israel provides 13 years of tuition-free
education between the ages 5 and 18 (age 5 = compulsory preschool kindergarten).

Let us consider, however, how “free” free education is. As we have seen in
Chapter 5, generous public funds were available for a great variety of educational
activities, as well as for health and food services within schools. At present, edu-
cation is free only as far as tuition and registration fees go. Parents have to pay
an “education toll” (Agrat Chinuch) in the amount that is decided annually by the
minister of education. “Free” does not cover parents’ expenses on books and acces-
sories, supplementary school programs, transportation, hot meals, and payments for
school trips, school parties, and other activities. The ongoing transition from six
days of schooling to five longer days of schooling means that parents and local
municipalities will have to finance educational activities and programs on Fridays.
The financial burden on families is substantial, a situation that affects most severely
poor families and large families, as well as residents of poor municipalities.

Contrary to the wish of legislators during the first years of statehood to contin-
uously expand compulsory and free education, legislation aiming at offering com-
pulsory free education from the age of three and to students with special needs
has been inadequately implemented. In 1984, Compulsory Education Law was
amended, offering state-financed preschool education from the age of three. How-
ever, the implementation has been postponed year after year for financial reasons.
The treasury estimated the cost of implementation at 900 million Shekels per year.
The amendment began to be partially implemented only in 2000 in selected settle-
ments. According to an optimistic assessment only about one quarter of the three
to four age group is entitled to free education at present. In comparison, the highly
costly Compulsory Education Law of 1949 was fully implemented within 3 years
to include all children, Arabs and Jews, between the ages 5 and 13, when Israel’s
economic situation was grave. Wealthy Israel’s treatment of education legislation
can be interpreted as disrespect for the Knesset and as withdrawal from the state’s
responsibility for education. Economic considerations seem to override ideological
ones, and the fervor to further expand free education subsided.

The government’s closed hand and ungenerous heart toward education is visible
also in the implementation of Special Education Law –1988. The law provided free
special education for youngsters with special needs from age 3 until the age of 21.
The state is obliged by the law to provide compulsory free education including the
financing of treatments such as physiotherapy. It was also required that priority be
given to the integration of children with special needs in regular schools instead of
isolating them in specialized schools. In 2000, a committee (“the Margalit Com-
mittee”), appointed to examine the implementation of the Special Education Law,
alerted the Ministry of Education to the urgent need of providing the necessary
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resources to enable schools to properly care for integrated special education chil-
dren (Ministry of Education, 2000).

In 2002, Compulsory Education Law was amended, and a clause was added
allowing for the integration of special education students in regular schools and
providing for their special needs within regular schools. Each special education stu-
dent was to be assigned a package of services individually tailored for his/her needs
that will accompany students and be delivered in any school of their choice. The
long trail of appeals to the Supreme Court concerning the improper implementation
of the amendment clearly reflects the current situation. The major obstacle is money
again (Bar-Natan, 2004; Worgan, 2006).

What is the fate of the 1968 educational reform that raised very high expecta-
tions for achieving greater equality of educational opportunities and was so widely
endorsed by the Knesset? The vision that the 1968 structural reform was striving
to achieve was mainly to make high school education universally accessible and
expand the number of students who enjoy it. Another major purpose was to acceler-
ate inter-ethnic contacts among students by securing a heterogeneous students pop-
ulation in each school. However, the implementation of the 1968 structural reform
was partial and incomplete, and as of 2008 the reform has not been fully imple-
mented. The Knesset did not set a deadline for the full implementation of the reform,
but clearly intended to see it implemented urgently. In 1978, 10 years after the Knes-
set decision, Zvulun Hammer, the then minister of education, appointed a committee
to examine issues related to the pace and scope of the implementation of the educa-
tional reform. The committee reported that the primary obstacles were lack of funds,
the wide socioeconomic rifts among students, and parents’ objection to send their
children to integrated schools (Nesher, 1996; Chen, 1997).

Despite obstacles and setbacks, the 1968 reform had remarkable achievements.
First of all, a considerably larger part of the relevant age cohort acquired secondary
education; intensive building of schools, laboratories, and sport facilities took place;
and thousands of teachers pursued academic studies to upgrade their educational and
professional qualifications. In the Ministry of Education, a special department was
set to develop curricular materials, and psychological and counseling services were
developed to guide and assist students (Zameret, 1971).

Over the years the number of junior high schools steadily grew from 32 in
1969/1970 to 500 schools in the academic year 2002/2003. In 1969/1970 only 11
percent of the relevant age group attended junior high school, and in 2002/2003
73 percent of the students were in junior high schools. However, the reform was
not implemented in ultra-orthodox schools and was only partially implemented in
Arab schools. This slow pace of implementation over a period of 30 years is disap-
pointing, especially given the improved economic situation in Israel and the highly
worthy social and educational purposes that the reform sought to achieve.

At present, about one-third of the students are still not enrolled in junior high
schools. The Ministry of Education continues to pay lip service to the structural
reform and school integration, but is not keen on completing the implementation
of the structural reform. Instead, disregarding the Knesset decision of 1968, the
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ministry encourages, supports, and finances the emergence of quasi-private schools
and implements free market policies and practices in the educational system.

A central goal of the education reform of 1968 was the creation of a hetero-
geneous student body in each school. The steadfast support of the Supreme Court
for school integration over parents’ right to choose a school for their children has
also enfeebled over the years. School integration proceeded through the mapping of
educational districts and the assignment of children to schools by the authorities, at
times against the expressed wishes of parents. Many appeals to the Supreme Court
were registered over the years concerning school integration, mostly by dissatisfied
parents who contested the assignment of school for their children. Since the Knesset
decision of 1968, which was treated by the Supreme Court as a legislated law, until
the beginning of the 1990s, the Supreme Court rulings reflected unconditional sup-
port for school integration, giving precedence to decisions made by the authorities
over parents’ right to send their children to a school of their choice. This position is
clearly echoed in statements made by Supreme Court judges:

The various legal directives concerning compulsory education clearly suggest that the par-
ents cannot say to the education authorities ‘I do not wish to accept free education granted
by the state. I will choose the most suitable school for my children, and pay for it.’ The
parents are obliged by law to let the authorities decide . . . (Supreme Court Judge Kister,
cited in Gibton 2004, p. 496).

The Supreme Court cannot disregard the essence of the modern state, let alone a wel-
fare state like ours. . .citizens take upon themselves obligations that inherently restrict their
freedoms. . .citizens’ welfare and wellbeing are subjected to the good of the public. . .such is
the situation in education, one of the most important and sensitive action areas of the state,
attempting to care for its future and prosperity, an area that the state is not allowed to trust
solely in the hands of individuals. . .it will be inappropriate for this court to disregard the
government policy, and grant parents their wish, thereby cracking the wall of the education
reform whose success must be in the interest of every citizen (Supreme Court Judge Etzioni,
cited in Gibton 2004, p. 496).

Analyses of the Supreme Court ruling since the 1990s reveal that the court’s
firm support eroded over the years and that the school integration ethos is no longer
unconditionally supported (Gal, 1995; Gibton, 2004).

Declining Public Funds for Education

Diminishing government funding for education is one of the manifestations of the
retreat from the Zionist vision of the state’s commitment to public education. Sum-
marizing his term as a minister of education during the formative period of the
1960s, Aran, who introduced a costly educational reform, praised the open hand
and generous heart of the Ministry of Finance and the high priority that education
enjoyed on the national agenda. This spirit of generosity continued to character-
ize the 1970s, where the annual growth of the budget of the Ministry of Education
was 10 percent during 1970–1975, and 7 percent during 1975–1979 (Swirsky, 2004,
p. 79). In the 1980s this trend was reversed and budget cuts became the dominant
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pattern. Between 1980 and 1986 the mean annual decrease of the education budget
was 0.3 percent, and in 1985 a budget cut of 16 percent was introduced (Kop, 1987).
In the early 1990 the budget went up again to accommodate the massive wave of
immigrants from the former USSR, but the increase barely brought the per-student
budget to the level of 1980 (Shouldiner, 1996). Between 2000 and 2005 the educa-
tion budget underwent a series of drastic cuts, adding up to more than 10 percent of
the budget. Furthermore, since 1995, public expenditure on education did not grow
proportionally with population growth and, between 2001 and 2005, decreased by
12 percent although the number of students increased by 7 percent. The result is that
students are studying less hours in more crowded classrooms (Adva Center, 2005).

The national expenditure on education includes both public (i.e., government and
local authorities’ funds) and private (parents’ payments and donations) funds. It,
therefore, represents the overall expenditure on educational services in both public
and private educational institutions, from preschool education to higher education,
including the spending of local authorities on school buildings and equipments. Also
included in the national spending on education are families’ costs on tuition, books,
accessories, etc. In Israel, the national expenditure on education, as a percentage of
GNP, has been on the decline. It decreased, for example, from 9.7 percent in 2002
to 9.2 percent in 2003 and 9.1 percent in 2004. The per capita national expenditure
on education went down by 2 percent in 2003 and by 1 percent in 2004 (Schwartz,
2006, p.1). Public spending on education is a major manifestation of a government’s
commitment to education. It is generally agreed that reduction in public spending on
education and increase in families’ costs intensify inequality of educational oppor-
tunities. Government expenditure in Israel went down from 80 percent of the total
national cost in 1995 to 76.3 percent in 2001. Concomitantly, the share of families
went up from 20 percent in 1995 to 23.7 percent in 2001 (Central Bureau of Statis-
tics, 2006, Table 8.1). This level of government expenditure is above the mean in
OECD countries which was 78 percent in 2003. However, it is much lower in com-
parison with many western European countries, notably Finland that took the lead
in students’ achievements on international tests (such as TIMMS and PISA). The
public expenditure in Finland in 2003 was 98 percent of the total national spending
on education, and the share of parents was only 2 percent (Schwartz, 2006, Table 3,
p. 4). In such instances family earnings play a minor role in determining children’s
educational opportunities, while in Israel parents’ income plays a significant role in
determining youngsters’ access to quality education.

Public expenditure on education is only one component of the Israeli
government’s social policy that represents drastic reduction of government’s respon-
sibility for social needs of children and their families. The overall decline of the
welfare state in Israel strongly affects the living conditions of children, their access
to quality education, and their educational achievements. School payments by well-
established parents allow some schools to provide their students with richer school
programs and facilities. This phenomenon, which has been labeled “grey educa-
tion,” proceeds with the unofficial approval of the Ministry of Education and signi-
fies inequality of educational opportunities for students of poor families (Iram and
Schmida, 1993). The decrease in public funding for education and the growth of
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private investment by those who can afford to do so, clearly affects the accessibility
to quality education for all children and broadens inequality in educational achieve-
ments and in long-term life chances. According to an economic assessment, it is
unlikely that state funds will replace private funds in a foreseeable future (Klinov,
1989). This form of state education may, thus, reproduce and intensify socioeco-
nomic rifts instead of creating an open future for all students.

Deregulation and Contracting

The Ministry of Education is engaged in deregulation and outsourcing of many ser-
vices that were previously produced and supplied by it. Such services include coun-
seling, curriculum development, continuing education programs for educators, and
the building and maintenance of schools. The institution of a specialized department
for curricular development, for example, was inspired mainly by the 1968 structural
reform that created a need for developing suitable curricular materials for junior high
schools in particular. There was also awareness of the need to continually exam-
ine and update curricular materials given the rapid accumulation of knowledge and
innovations in the sciences and humanities. Instead of relying on ad hoc commit-
tees that were previously engaged in curriculum development, Aharon Yadlin, the
then minister of education proudly announced in 1971 the founding of a department
that would be engaged in curriculum development. The department that consisted
of educators, scientists, and educational psychologists took charge of planning and
preparing curricular materials, testing them out, and implementing them, including
the instruction of teachers (Yadlin, 1971; Adan, 1971). At present, the role of the
department has been reduced to outsourcing the production of curricular materials
leaving a wide space to the initiative of commercial publishers.

The Cessation from State Schools: Diversity vs. Fragmentation

State Education Law-1953 attempted at creating an education system that will
be unified but not monolithic allowing for content variations and choices. The
legislators dreaded the politicization of education that was embedded in the pre-
state educational “streams,” but were confident that flexibility and choice will not
be exploited for the re-fragmentation of state schools. The education system was
viewed as a state instrument that should amalgamate fragmented exiles into a nation
and provide democratic citizenship education. Division and separation were viewed
as inevitable consequence of Diaspora life, and unity was cherished as a symbol
of renewed national life. Education was regarded as “public good” that must be
under the state’s responsibility and control and generously supported through public
funding.

Public educational systems must be flexible to allow for diversity and renewal.
A distinction must be made, however, between diversity that enriches and fosters
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public schools and fragmentation that destroys public education, by breaking the
education system into a web of quasi-private schools that are massively financed
through public funds.

The measures for creating diversity that were stipulated in the State Education
Law of 1953 proved to be problematic and have been subverted to promote inequal-
ity and fragmentation rather than diversity within unity. The law allows for the
inclusion of supplementary programs within state schools at parents’ request. Sup-
plementary programs can cover as much as 25 percent of the total study periods.
Such programs, however, are not financed by the state and must be funded by par-
ents and/or the local authorities. It is unlikely that poor parents and impoverished
communities would be able to take advantage of the opportunity to adopt supple-
mentary educational programs. Only well-established parents and wealthy munici-
palities can, thus, provide students with richer school programs and facilities. This
phenomenon, which has been labeled “grey education,” clearly fosters inequality of
educational opportunities.

The most problematic clause, which greatly displeased both legislators and the
general public, was adopted to allow the ultra-orthodox schools of Agudat Israel
to persist and receive state money. It was probably assumed that the small ultra-
orthodox communities are remnants of Diaspora life and will remain marginal or
be totally integrated into main stream Israeli society. The law authorizes the min-
ister of education to grant schools that are outside the state system (“unofficial
schools”) the status of “recognized schools” and to determine the requirements
that such schools must comply with as prerequisite for obtaining state funding.
These preconditions that include the implementation of national core curriculum
have never been enforced in ultra-orthodox schools. Contrary to expectations, the
ultra-orthodox schools are currently thriving. An additional school system, operated
by the Sephardic ultra-orthodox party Shas, “The Spring of Religious Education,”
operates alongside the veteran Agudat Israel school system. These “recognized”
schools that are outside the state education system do not follow state curriculum
and are under the partial control only of the Ministry of Education, receive state
funds that amount to 75 percent of the funds received by state schools. In addition,
there are some ultra-orthodox educational institutions (mainly Talmud Torah) that
are totally exempt from state control and receive 55 percent of the state schools’
funding. The fact that as a rule, the ultra-orthodox public does not serve in the army
and only marginally participates in the labor force, and on top of it operates private
schools that are publicly funded, alienates many Israelis. Parents who break away
from state schools often use the ultra-orthodox example as an excuse.

Since the mid-1980s magnet schools that are allowed to recruit students without
being restricted to a particular educational district became an increasingly fashion-
able way of escaping state schools. Instead of adopting supplementary programs
within existing state schools, parents establish new magnet schools seeking the
approval of the ministry to become “recognized” schools. In 1991, a committee
was set to examine the issue and offer its recommendations to the Ministry of
Education. The committee (headed by Professor Kashti and better known as “the
Kashti Committee”) recommended the institution of a special unit in the ministry



Manifestations of the Retreat from State Education 85

that would be in charge of approving a limited number of such schools under specific
circumstances only and supervising their conduct. Magnet schools were not permit-
ted to selectively admit students, and their student body had to be heterogeneous by
both socioeconomic criteria and scholastic achievements. These recommendations
attempted to restrict the number of magnet schools, thereby preventing the escape of
the better and more affluent students from state schools. The situation was reexam-
ined by Professor Kashti and his colleagues in 2001. Their conclusion was that the
recommendations, which were made and officially adopted a decade earlier, have
never been implemented (Ministry of Education, 1991; 2001).

Cynically, a unit for the approval and supervision of magnet schools was founded
within the Ministry of Education, but, contrary to the official policy, is engaged
in mass approval of magnet schools (Ministry of Education, 2002). To justify this
practice, state schools are portrayed indiscriminately as “regular schools that must
be improved” and magnet schools are depicted as the innovative engines capable
of setting an example to be emulated by failing state schools (Ministry of Edu-
cation, 2002, p. 4). Most magnet schools, unlike public schools, selectively admit
students and their students come mainly from the better educated and affluent fam-
ilies (Barak-Medina, 2007; Ministry of Education, 2001). At present, about one-
third of all elementary schools excluding ultra-orthodox schools (530 out of 1,800
nationwide) are already “recognized” schools and the numbers are growing. Hun-
dreds of middle schools and high schools have also become “recognized” schools
(Barak-Medina, 2007). As a result, the education system is becoming increasingly
fragmented into a series of magnet schools with distinct ideological “credo” (such
as democratic schools), pedagogical philosophies (“open” schools), cultural distinc-
tion (Eastern traditions, Russian culture), or curricular focus (arts, sciences, etc.).
Consequently, depleting public schools are progressively facing fierce competition
with growing numbers of publicly financed quasi-private schools. State schools
increasingly serve students of low socioeconomic background whose parents lack
the resources to create “recognized” schools for them. This is both a manifestation
and a consequence of the eroding solidarity among citizens, who act strategically to
fulfill their interests without being concerned for those left behind. This is clearly
a total reversal of the Zionist vision of the role and essence of state schools. Such
massive changes proceeded without proper legislation and penetrated state educa-
tion via legal voids establishing practices that clearly subvert the original inten-
tions of legislators. The use of legal loopholes as escape route from state schools
by parents’ associations and private organizations, and the consequent proliferation
of quasi-private “recognized” magnet schools that are supported by public funds,
clearly subverts the explicit intentions of the legislators of the State Education Law
of 1953. Subversion and avoidance of democratic deliberation processes concerning
practices that totally transform state education is undeniably anti-democratic.

Home-Schooling

Home-schooling that represents the most drastic retreat from institutionalized
schooling is being gradually introduced in Israel. In 1994, as the first requests from
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parents for home-schooling were submitted to the Ministry of Education, a com-
mittee was appointed to examine the novel situation. It recommended the approval
of home-schooling in exceptional instances only. Permission is granted for 1 year
only but can be extended. Parents must submit a detailed curriculum and proof of its
implementation to the ministry for approval. Occasional visits by ministry workers
to make sure that children are indeed studying are an additional method of super-
vision. Home-schooling is a marginal phenomenon but seems to be growing. In
2003, the ministry reported 60 home-schooled children, and in 2007, 116 fami-
lies were granted permission to home-school their children (Ministry of Education,
2006; Teachers Union, 2006; Raz (last update: September 22, 2008)).

Changing State Schools

Privatization of education is not necessarily reflected in the ownership of schools,
but more so in how schools conduct themselves. Private education has consistently
been in existence in Israel. In terms of ownership, nursery schools and kindergartens
as well as schools and whole school networks were privately owned by NGOs (such
as ORT, WIZO, Haddassa, Naamat, and Amal) or municipalities. However, they
were integrated into the state education system, implemented state curriculum in
schools, complied with the structural reform of 1968, and abided by the directives of
the Ministry of Education. At present, market-related educational policies have been
implemented in state schools. The introduction of free market ethos and practices
profoundly transforms state schools, as well as the essence of education, and the
roles of both teachers and school principals.

The market gospel was first articulated in the 1980s by Shimshon Shoshani, who
served first as the Director of the Education Administration of Tel-Aviv-Jaffa and
later on as General Director of the Ministry of Education during the term of Min-
isters of Education Itzchak Navon (Maarach) and Amnon Rubinstein (Meretz). He
initiated the founding of two magnet schools in Tel-Aviv to attract well-to-do fam-
ilies to Tel-Aviv and prevent their migration to the suburbs. He first outlined his
vision for the renewal of the education system in Tel-Aviv-Jaffa, and later on, as
the Director General of the ministry, expanded the program to the entire education
system.2

His proposals include the typical practices of privatization: Deregulation;
parental choice of school; a system of achievements-based rewards and punish-
ments; transforming schools into corporations; and introducing new managerial
methods and ethos (such as TQM – total quality management). To justify the need
for such a reform, which was intended to replace the structural reform of 1968, he
pronounces that the old reform was unsuccessful in achieving its assigned goals.
However, he attributes the presumed failure to drastic budget cuts, to partial or
improper implementations of directives, and to the elimination of “Part II” of the
school day that was designed to foster integration via after-school club activities
and educational enrichment programs. He totally disregards the fact that despite
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such obstacles and setbacks, the reform had remarkable achievements: A consider-
ably larger part of the relevant age cohort acquires secondary education; intensive
building of schools, laboratories, and sport facilities took place; and thousands of
teachers pursued academic studies to upgrade their educational and professional
qualifications (Zameret, 1971). Given this success, it was logical to suggest that the
government should renew its commitment to the Reform of 1968 and provide the
necessary resources for its successful implementation. Instead, a market-oriented
reform was suggested, relieving government of much of its responsibilities con-
cerning public education and creating entirely new rules of conduct. The education
reform of 1968 that has been partially and often improperly implemented represents
therefore the end of an era when the Zionist ethos of public education ruled supreme.

The implementation of market policies and practices in education gained
momentum during the 1990s, especially when Shulamit Aloni and Amnon
Rubinstein (both members of the Meretz party) served as education ministers. In
1992, Minister Aloni appointed two committees: A steering committee on school
autonomy and a committee whose mandate was to explore issues related to allow-
ing schools to raise money from non-public sources. Both committees are better
known by the name of the persons who chaired them: the “Volunski Committee”
and the “Gafni Committee,” respectively (Ministry of Education, 1993a; b). When
the reports were submitted, in 1993, Amnon Runinstein was the minister of educa-
tion. The appointment of Gafni, an economist and former Governor of the Bank of
Israel, to chair a committee on education was a novelty that signaled the supremacy
of economic considerations over pedagogical and social ones.

According to the recommendations of the Volunsky Committee, autonomous
schools should be patterned in a business-like fashion, and the principal would act
as managing director of a corporation more than as pedagogical leader of a team
of educators. School budget would be controlled by the principal, who is autho-
rized to contract management and educational agencies, and purchase services.
The principal would have the authority to hire and fire teachers and make deci-
sions concerning tenure and other working conditions of teachers. Schools would
be autonomous to set their unique educational goals, adopt a “credo,” develop
school curriculum, and conduct school-based achievements evaluation. It was rec-
ommended that each school will be run by a school board in which the school prin-
cipal, teachers, representatives of the municipality, community, and parents will take
part. At present, state schools are being gradually transformed into “autonomous”
schools. School boards, however, have not been formed, and principals can only
indirectly hire and fire teachers who are employed through manpower agencies
for the implementation of supplementary school programs. Many schools have
already become “autonomous” which means that not only “recognized” schools but
also state schools are beginning to resemble a franchise of isolated autonomous
schools.

The Gafni Committee recommended that schools should be encouraged to raise
funds from non-public sources. This can be done by leasing school facilities, seeking
donations and sponsorships, and through payments made by parents. Given schools’
differential ability to raise money, it was recommended that a “national association
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for education” be founded to allocate money for those schools that are incapable
of raising funds. On January 18, 1994, the Education Committee of the Knesset
rejected outright the recommendations made by the Gafni Committee. However,
raising money by schools through non-profit organizations has been an established
practice since 1994 and has been intensified ever since (Fishman, 2000).

The situation concerning fund raising by schools has become much more compli-
cated in recent years. Anonymous donations are no longer the rule. Businesses are
beginning to increasingly penetrate the schools in an attempt to display corporate
social responsibility (CSR). Companies that are traded in the stock market are rated
on a CSR scale based on four criteria: business ethics, work environment, human
rights, and contribution to the community (Ha aretz, The Marker, June 16, 2006,
p. 6). Business is seeking the implementation of curricular materials and programs
in schools as well as being involved in fund raising and sponsorship of various
programs and school events. It has been reported, for example, that the stock
exchange authorities initiated the introduction of a compulsory new subject in high
schools: learning about the stock exchange and why it is worthwhile to invest in
the stock market (Ha aretz, The Marker, April 26, 2006, p. 4; Ha aretz, April 7,
2007, p. 6). A supermarkets chain implements in several middle schools in Israel
a program of consumer education. Participating schools receive colorful brochure
which contains curricular materials and suggested activities that would presumably
inculcate “responsible consumerism.” Some activities take place in the local super-
market. The program was first implemented in three schools without the authoriza-
tion of the ministry and, in 2003/4, when an official approval was obtained was
expanded to include three more middle schools. Analysis of the program revealed
that it mainly promotes consumerism and brand-name loyalty (Stein, 2007). There
are many additional examples of business involvement in curricular activities that
form the core of education. These include a pharmaceutical corporation that pro-
vides chemistry lessons and a cellular company that offers technological instruction.

The policy of the Ministry of Education concerning the various forms of busi-
ness involvement in schools is stated in a directive issued by the Director General
on April 2006 (Ministry of Education, 2006). The ministry does not reject categori-
cally the involvement of business in education. Instead, a Committee for the Autho-
rization of Incorporating Commercial Advertisings in Schools was appointed by
the Director General of the Ministry of Education to examine and approve or deny
business initiatives for various school interventions. Overt advertising in schools is
categorically denied, and schools are instructed to prevent business from collecting
in school information about students, such as phone numbers. The consent of the
school principal is another precondition for the involvement of business in schools.
The permit to form such partnerships is limited to 1 year and can be extended or
revoked sooner if the rules of the game are broken. However, the ministry does not
supervise the operations of business in schools, and there are no explicit sanctions
to be imposed upon businesses that deviate and misbehave. Supervision is trusted
to the self-control of business and to school principals and parents. A recent study
revealed that school principals are often co-opted by business and regard the partner-
ship as recognition of their managerial competences. They also become dependent
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on the resources provided by business. This may clearly interfere with their ability
to critically supervise the conduct of business in their schools (Stein, 2007).

Business involvement in curricular matters should be of special concern to educa-
tors. It can defy and subvert the pedagogical and democratic purposes of education.
Earlier in 1918 Thorsten Veblan, a prominent American sociologist, expressed his
concerns about the involvement of business in higher education saying:

The intrusion of business principles in the universities goes to weaken and retard the pursuit
of learning, and therefore to defeat the ends for which a university is maintained (Veblen,
1918).

Schools are more vulnerable than universities because younger children are more
impressionable and at greater risk than university students and professors. Business
must be categorically prevented from penetrating the education public space.

School Choice

Since the enactment of State Education Law in 1953, Jewish parents had a choice
between regular and religious state institutions, and Arab parents had a choice
between Hebrew and Arab state schools. “Unrecognized” schools were almost
exclusively Jewish ultra-orthodox institutions or private church schools (Ichilov and
Mazawi, 1997). Local authorities had total control over the assignment of students
to educational institutions from kindergartens through high school. Students were
assigned to schools within defined education zones based on families’ place of res-
idence. In 1992, Amnon Rubinstein, the then minister of education, appointed a
committee to examine the issue of school choice. Headed by Professor Dan Inbar,
the committee that submitted its recommendations in 1994 became known as “the
Inbar Committee.” The committee rejected the view that choice should serve as
means for upgrading schools by creating competition among schools (Ministry of
Education, 1994). The recommendations advocate instead, contrary to the conven-
tional market wisdom, that all schools must be improved prior to the introduction
of choice. It is claimed that “real choice” is the choice among “equivalent” schools
and not among better and failing schools. Diversity of content should preferably
exist within schools rather than among schools, but schools should be allowed to
distinguish themselves as long as “vertical” distinction (i.e., differential quality of
education) is eliminated. The recommendations do not relieve the state of its respon-
sibility for making quality education accessible to all students, and school upgrading
could be a long and costly process. The state, not market forces, must upgrade all
schools prior to the implementation of choice. As might well be expected, these
recommendations have never been implemented.

From the 1990s many municipalities adopted a practice known as “controlled
choice”. It means that parents can choose among several designated state edu-
cational institutions and are requested to rank them from the most to the least
desirable. The local authorities are those who make the final decision concerning
the assignment of students to schools. The authorities, presumably, take parental
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preferences into account, but are primarily responsible for ensuring that heteroge-
neous student population by ethnic, socioeconomic, and scholastic criteria is present
in each school. In reality, local authorities are reluctant to confront displeased par-
ents and priority is given to accommodating parents’ wishes (Ichilov and Mazawi,
1997).

“Controlled choice” applies to state schools only. But, as we have seen, parents
can avoid state schools altogether and make a choice among a great variety of “rec-
ognized” magnet schools that selectively admit students. They may, likewise, choose
to establish a new magnet school for their children or home-school them. Controlled
choice seems to offer some choice to users of state schools. It could also encourage
and accelerate the flight of students of better educated and wealthier parents from
state schools.

Teachers’ Status and Terms of Employment

The introduction of market-related policies and practices clearly undermine the pro-
fessional autonomy of teachers, depreciate their status, and deteriorate their working
conditions and terms of employment. As a rule, public school teachers are pub-
lic employees. High school teachers are typically employed by municipalities or
by educational chains that own the schools (such as WIZO and ORT). The salary
and working conditions of all teachers are determined by law and by agreements
reached periodically through collective bargaining between teachers’ unions and
their employers. However, State Education Law-1953 allows for the implementa-
tion of supplementary educational programs at the expense of parents and/or the
municipality. To implement supplementary programs, auxiliary teachers are hired
on a part-time basis. A directive issued by the ministry of education stipulates that
the hiring and firing of auxiliary teachers and their working conditions must be iden-
tical to those of the permanent teaching staff (Ministry of Education, 2002). These
instructions are not observed creating two classes of teachers: permanent teach-
ers that are state or municipality employees and auxiliary teaching power that is
employed mainly through various employment agencies. The employment of the
latter is gaining momentum in both state schools and in the various magnet schools.
The costs of employment of such teachers are lower, and they are often hired to teach
subjects that are part of the core curriculum, not merely for the implementation of
supplementary programs.

Budgetary cuts resulted in a reduction of study periods in schools and dismissal
of teachers. Consequently, many schools cannot afford to domestically “produce”
various educational programs and services, including the teaching of core curricu-
lum subjects, and contract various educational agencies. At present, thousands of
teachers are employed by employment agencies and NGOs, some of which were
founded by parents to establish and operate “recognized” magnet schools. To cut
down on expenses, such agencies do not employ the permanent school staff but
employ their own teachers instead. These teachers are employed at lower salaries
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and are often paid per hour. To cut down on expenses, NGOs and employment
agencies fire and rehire teachers each year. This prevents teachers from accumu-
lating social entitlements that are mandated by the labor laws for workers who
work consecutively. Such practices clearly violate the explicit instructions of the
ministry. However, to allow school principals to cope with budgetary cuts, such
practices often receive the silent approval of the ministry (Worgan, 2006; Union
of High School Teachers, 2006; Ha aretz, July 2, 2006; Ha aretz, July 9, 2006).
These exploitative and unjust methods of employment interfere with the profes-
sional autonomy of teachers, create an insecure working environment, undermine
the ability of teachers’ unions to provide protection, and further deteriorate the pres-
tige of the teaching profession.

Requiem to State Education: The Dovrat Committee

The “National Task Force for the Advancement of Education in Israel,” better
known as the Dovrat Committee, was appointed by Limor Livnat, minister of educa-
tion in 2001–2006. Following the lead of the United States “No Child Left Behind”
reform that was legislated into law in 2002, it was recommended to implement
the proposed comprehensive reform as a whole and to enact it into law (Ministry
of Education, 2005). The recommendations represent a total reversal of the ethos
of public education that predominated the first two decades of statehood, trans-
forming education from a public good into a commodity that is produced and dis-
tributed through market mechanisms. Symbolically, Shlomo Dovrat, a businessman
from the private sector, was appointed to chair the committee. In the past, Supreme
Court Judges, Knesset members, educators, and intellectuals chaired committees on
education.

Educational reforms in the global age can be classified into three main cate-
gories based on the main goals they seek to achieve and on the size of public invest-
ment in their implementation. Competitiveness-driven reforms and equity-driven
reforms, are characterized by massive public investment in education. The purpose
is to promote greater equality of educational opportunities and to produce highly
qualified “human capital” to allow for greater competitiveness in the global mar-
kets (Apple, 2004; Carnoy, 1999). In contrast, finance-driven reforms are motivated
mainly by the desire to minimize budgetary deficits, transferring resources from
the public to the private sector (Carnoy, 1999). Such policies are often adopted
under pressure of international financial institutions such as the World Bank and
international trade agreements such as GATS (Woodhall, 1991). Finance-driven
reforms are prevalent in the global age and can be observed in the United States,
United Kingdom, New Zealand, Australia, member countries of the OECD, Brazil,
and Chile.

The education reform proposed by the Dovrat Committee is clearly a finance-
driven reform. To obtain the initial support of the Treasury, Minister Livnat guar-
anteed that no additional public funds will be required and that the reform can be
carried out within the ever-shrinking budget of the ministry.
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The recommendations include policies and practices that characterize
finance-driven reforms. Schools are expected to improve without additional funding
or professional assistance as a result of external pressures. These include compe-
tition among schools in the form of “controlled” choice and a system of rewards
and punishments based upon standardized achievement tests. It is a comprehensive
reform that embraces the entire education system from the structure of the ministry
to the functioning of schools. It includes changes of administrative nature, changes
concerning the role of teachers and school principals, their training, career oppor-
tunities, and work conditions. Junior high schools that formed the core of the 1968
reform are abolished, as well as the assertion made in State Education Law of 1953
that each school is by default a state school, unless assigned a different status (such
as “recognized school”). The reform adopts and legitimizes the privatization steps
that have been introduced over the years such as parental choice, school autonomy,
and the proliferation of public-funded quasi-private magnet schools.

It is proposed that the ministry of education will be trimmed off, decentralized,
and will remain in charge of formulating educational policy. Its operational respon-
sibilities will be delegated to the municipal and school levels. Municipalities could
contract various NGOs to operate schools. Given the great socioeconomic discrep-
ancies among municipalities, decentralization that is not accompanied by the allo-
cation of special public funds to poor communities is likely to exacerbate inequality
of educational opportunities.

The underlying premise of the Dovrat reform is that education should be run in a
business-like fashion and become efficient. This economic-managerial view of edu-
cation defies the distinction between organizations that process raw materials and
organizations that “process” human beings. As was mentioned in previous chapters,
one of the striking differences is that manufacturers can turn down raw materials that
do not comply with their high-specified standards. Public schools, in contrast, are
obliged to unselectively admit all children including children from broken homes,
children of poor families, abused children, children with various disabilities, and the
more-talented and the less-talented ones. Raw materials can be uniformly processed
while schools must differentially cater to children’s needs and take into account
variations in learning styles, motivation to study, and the time it takes to learn a spe-
cific subject. Public schools must assure each child of an open future, a future that
is not restricted by gender, ethnicity, nationality, race, or socioeconomic conditions.
Business enterprises are accountable to their shareholders only while public schools
are accountable to the entire society. Thus, the pedagogical-humanist view of educa-
tion considers the empowerment of highly qualified teachers, who regard education
as a mission to be key factor in the improvement of education. School principals
should be primarily pedagogical leaders, who work with teachers as a team to pro-
vide appropriate solutions for the needs of each child. According to the managerial
approach, principals are primarily managers of an education corporation, and teach-
ers’ primary responsibility is to “produce” high scores on standardized achievement
tests. Education becomes a quantified commodity, instead of being perceived as a
long-term process of personal development, maturation, and growing sophistication
and understanding (Levin, 1988; Cohen, Kulik and Kulik, 1982; Fitz-Gibbon, 2000).
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A central recommendation of the Dovrat reform is the abolition of junior high
schools. Creating middle schools with unique characteristic and social and peda-
gogical mission was the core of the 1968 structural reform. This structural reform
was inspired by the desire to achieve the following educational and social goals:

1. Allowing all students to make the most of 12 years of schooling by realizing their
capacities to the full. It is our duty and responsibility to ensure such equality of
education for all children.

2. To uncover students’ talents and qualifications and in that way provide them with
guidance.

3. To improve the educational achievements of students who arrived from Islamic
countries.

4. Expand the number of students who enjoy high school education.
5. Accelerate inter-ethnic contacts among the younger generation.

(Aran, 1971, pp. 75, 78).

Junior high schools formed the first stage of secondary education, but were
autonomous and distinct from both elementary and secondary schools, in terms of
administration and management, curriculum, and their educational staff, and admit-
ted all students without selection. Through the exposure to a wide array of learning
and educational experiences that were offered in these comprehensive schools, stu-
dents became aware of their talents and inclinations, and could pursue their high
school education in a school that would suite them best. As was mentioned earlier,
in spite of budget cuts and inappropriate implementation, the 1968 had very signif-
icant achievements, notably, making high school education universally accessible
and increasing the number of high school students and graduates (Zameret, 1971).

The 1968 reform represented the end of the era of the Zionist ethos of public
education and the unconditional commitment of the state for providing all children
indiscriminately with quality education. The abolition of junior high schools thus
has symbolic, as well as social and educational implications. The ideal of integrated
schools is abandoned, together with the ideal of equality of educational opportuni-
ties. An education system consisting of 6 years of elementary school and 6 years of
high school compels students to make decisions and choices prematurely at the end
of elementary school. Dropout rate may consequently increase. Competition among
high schools in an attempt to attract the better prepared students and those who come
from well-off families would exacerbate inequality of educational opportunities.

One of the recommendations of the Dovrat Committee is, in particular, a final
blow to and an ultimate retreat from state education as it was enacted in the State
Education Law of 1953. Instead, public-funded private education is instituted and
legitimized. The controversial term “private education” is not mentioned in the
Dovrat report. Instead, it is suggested that “two types of education institutions will
be in existence – public and not public” (Ministry of Education, 2005, p. 212). “Not
public” is clearly private. The starting status of each school is by default “not pub-
lic.” Schools can decide if and to what extent they wish to become “public.” A
“not public” school that wishes to become “public school” must take the initiative
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to qualify for such status. The extent of a school’s “publicness” is determined by
the number of criteria that the school is willing to adopt. These criteria include the
partial or full implementation of core curriculum and the unselective admission of
students. The scope of a school’s “publicness” will determine the amount of pub-
lic funding received, ranging between 35 percent of the budget for “not public”
schools to 65 percent for schools representing the top of the “publicness” ladder.
All schools regardless of their scope of “publicness” will also receive public funds
to cover 85 percent of the cost of supplementary services. Thus, for example, a
school that admits students selectively, and expels underachieving students, but is
characterized by “systematic teaching” and partially or fully implements the core
curriculum, will be entitled to public funding in the amount of 35 percent of the
budget and 85 percent of the cost of supplementary services (Ministry of Education,
2005, p. 214).

The implementation of these recommendations would put an end to public
schools that are fully supported by public funds. Even the most “public” school will
have to raise a substantial portion of its budget from non-public sources, including
parents.

The current distinction between state schools and “recognized” schools will be
erased. The only distinction among schools will be based on the extent of their “pub-
licness.” However, the criteria for determining the degree of schools’ “publicness”
remain vague and unsupervised. How would the various criteria be operationally
defined? For example, what are the indications of “systematic teaching?” What
would amount to “partial” or “full” implementation of the core curriculum? Who
would be in charge of determining the degree of schools’ “publicness?” Who would
periodically examine schools’ compliance with the required criteria? The ministry
has had very poor record of supervising existing magnet schools to ensure non-
selective admission of students and the existence of socioeconomic and scholastic
heterogeneity within each school (Ministry of Education, 2001). Supervising each
school within the system is a highly costly enterprise. The inevitable conclusion is
that the recommendations leave the school system totally unsupervised, deregulated,
and fragmented.

The Dovrat reform was not legislated, however, the market ethos reigns supreme,
and market-oriented policies and practices continue to be implemented without leg-
islation or appropriate democratic deliberation.

Conclusion

The foregoing discussion reveals that the state of affairs of public education in Israel
is bleak. In the previous chapter I traced the process of erecting the education public
space and the ethos that guided it. Ben-Gurion, Israel’s first Prime Minister who
articulated and implemented the idea of “statehood” in all social spheres, assigned
vital importance to the institutionalization of state education and considered the
State Education Law as one of the two most significant laws that define the destiny
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of the Jewish-renewed statehood. The significance of this law, he declared, is com-
parable with that of the Law of Return that grants all Jews the right to return to their
ancestral homeland.3

He suggested that the day of the declaration of state education should become
one of the commemorated days in Jewish history, alongside May 14, 1948, which
marks Israel’s declaration of independence.4

State schools were regarded as national instrument for fusing diverse Jewish
exiles into a unified nation, reviving ancient traditions and developing a renewed
Hebrew culture, developing a sense of citizenship and independence, and creating
affinity among Jews and between Jews and Arabs. State schools were expected to
promote equality and give each child a chance to have an open future.

State education was child-centered. The Ministry of Education was preoccupied
with how to offer children the best education that would allow them to grow strong,
healthy, and well educated. The activities of the ministry branched to embrace the
provision of milk, hot meals, producing curricular materials, developing compen-
satory programs, and providing a great variety of curricular and extracurricular pro-
grams. The treasury generously supported the expanding educational needs. Ide-
ological considerations dominated, and the economy was expected to serve the
pursuit of national goals rather than determine these goals.

Legislators did not wish to create a monolithic state system and allowed for flex-
ibility and variations. They made it explicitly clear, however, that such provisions
must not be exploited for the secession from the state system, and variations must
be contained within state schools.

State education is no longer viewed as state tool for achieving collective goals,
nor is it regarded as public good that is financed, produced, and distributed by the
state. Education seems to be stripped off any sense of common purpose and clear
objectives. The retreat from public education is, therefore, a retreat from the Zionist
vision of public education.

Education is no longer child-centered either. Economic considerations take
precedence and delay or prevent the implementation of laws legislated by the Israeli
house of representatives – the Knesset. The needs of young children, children with
special needs, and children in poverty, for example, are not met with the love and
generosity that characterized the public education ethos. The major concern of gov-
ernment is how to be efficient and cut down expenses instead of being preoccupied
with how to best serve children. The supremacy of the treasury over the Knesset that
embodies the sovereignty of the people is clearly anti-democratic. So is the subver-
sion of existing legal provisions to allow for the decentralization and deregulation
of education. Step by step without proper democratic deliberation and legislation,
state education is being transformed and eliminated.

Schools are increasingly becoming centered on quantified achievements and are
much less concerned with youngsters’ overall development and maturation through
education. The pedagogical-professional vision of education that is child-centered
has been marginalized and the managerial-economic ethos reigns supreme. The
roles of teachers and school principals are also changing in accordance with the
managerial-economic ethos that guides the schools. The education system is being
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increasingly fragmented into a series of autonomous isolated schools that articulate
their own “credo.” Such schools can only reproduce and intensify existing rifts and
exacerbate inequality of educational opportunities.

The meticulously documented case of the creation of public education in Israel
and of the retreat from state schooling demonstrates that markets in education are not
merely technical means for achieving greater efficiency. Both the rise and decline
of public education are closely linked to the ideology and political philosophy that
underlie modern societies. There has been a shift over the years from intellectual
rejection of the market mechanism highlighting its inadequacies, to elevating mar-
kets to an iconic status, advocating the implementation of markets in all social
spheres (Sen, 1999). Government’s commitment to public education is of crucial
significance for the existence of viable public schooling and so is the dedication
of institutions such as the courts, to the ethos and ideology that underlie public
schooling. Governments must be aware that equity-oriented and efficiency-oriented
considerations are often at odds with one another and that the far-reaching powers
of the market in education must to be curbed and supplemented by the creation of
equal educational opportunities for quality education to promote social equity and
justice.

The Israeli case reveals that citizens’ commitment to public education is fostered
by the existence of bonding conditions and a strong sense of solidarity and com-
mon destiny. Existing social rifts and the loosening of social bonds among citizens
encourage withdrawal from public schools. Unity must not imply lack of plural-
ism. However, in order to achieve solidarity, pluralism must fit within a certain kind
of overarching unity and certain ultimate values must be shared (Janowitz, 1983;
Etzioni, 1992; Ichilov, 2003; 2008; Ichilov, Salomon and Inbar, 2005).

Notes

1. A comprehensive analysis of change is clearly beyond the scope of this chapter. Only major
changes that are related to the retreat from state education will be briefly discussed.

2. His program for the renewal of the entire education system included a proposal for a structural
reform that has not been implemented and will not be discussed here.

3. Ben-Gurion. D. (1957). “The Purpose of State Education.” (Megamat hachinuch hamamlachti).
Speech made at the Pedagogical meeting of the Teacher’s Union (17/10/1954). In his Hazon
va-derekh, Vol. 5, p. 250.

4. Ben-Gurion. D. (1953). “The eternity of Israel” (Netzah Yisrael), (01/01/1953). In his Hazon
va-derekh, Vol. 4, p. 282.



Chapter 7
The Future of Public Education

The foregoing discussion in this book revealed that the market gospel does not
deliver the promised results and defies the democratic purposes of education. Faith
in public institutions, democracy, and fellow citizens is being replaced by a secular
faith that draws its inspiration not from the democratic social metaphor of com-
munity and cooperation, but from the market metaphor of individual interest and
competition. The consumer market place defies pluralism and “tends to colonize
every sphere and sector, even though it maintains the fiction of pluralism. . . Com-
mercializing capitalism mandates the infiltration and penetration of noncommercial
spheres in order to maximize profitability” (Walzer, 1983, p. 223).

The introduction of markets reflects ideologies that seek to redefine the bound-
aries between the public and private realms, to diminish the role of the state in both
domains, and to advance market practices in the delivery of social services includ-
ing education. The loss of governmental power and control and the transfer of power
from elected political authorities to unrepresentative and un-elected bodies, such as
corporations and NGOs, undermine the autonomy of individuals and nations alike
and, thus, endanger the fulfillment of all citizenship rights (Rifkin, 1995; Barber,
1995; Kiernan, 1997). Educational ends are complex and must be decided publicly.
However, market policies tend to play down the role of political structures and deci-
sion making in education in favor of letting the market and its consumers decide.

Public school systems are becoming a franchise of isolated semi-privatized insti-
tutions, drifting away from the collective missions of public schools in democ-
racy. Deregulation grants schools a false autonomy. In reality, educators are far
less autonomous to act upon professional, social, and ethical considerations. They
operate under the threat of the tyranny of standardized tests that commodify edu-
cation, redefine the essence of teaching and learning, and what is valuable knowl-
edge. Educators are forced into the so-called business–school partnerships in order
to raise money being faced with severe cutbacks of public funds. The commer-
cialization of education that goes hand in hand with the privatization of educa-
tion defies both the democratic and humanist agendas of education by promoting
“. . .excessive adherence to financial return as a measure of worth” (Brown, 1993,
p. 451). Business–school partnerships indoctrinate and manipulate children into the
commercialized consumer culture whose ethos can be summarized as “I shop there-
fore I am.” Schools, thus, betray their public mission.
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Are markets more efficient than government in delivering educational services?
Scholars and policy makers tend to overlook the possibility that market policies

can introduce inefficiencies and exacerbate problems. Decline in the number of stu-
dents, for example, could trigger a downward spiral that could last a long while
because unattractive schools do not close abruptly. Such schools may be forced
to cut down programs, fail to make revenues, consequently losing more students.
Those students who are unable to leave could be studying in impoverished schools
that cannot provide them with the quality education they deserve. Overall, existing
research on the various models and components of markets in education provides a
mixed picture. While some studies suggest positive impacts, others report of neutral
or negative effects. Cumulative results from charter school research in the United
States indicate that, on the whole, charters perform similarly to traditional public
schools. The advantages of markets over public delivery of education have thus far
remained invisible on a large scale. The disadvantages, however, are glaring. I argue
that markets must not be primarily assessed by criteria such as cost effectiveness and
test scores. Its consequences for democracy must supersede all other criteria. For the
sake of argument, let us assume that research would prove dictatorship to be more
efficient than democracy because decision-making processes in dictatorship are less
cumbersome, faster, and more decisive. Would we be willing to replace democracy,
however imperfect, by dictatorship? The democratic and humanistic ideas embod-
ied in public education have been undermined by markets and should be restored.
Public schools should be improved not by ideas and practices that are alien to their
essence and transform their identity and mission.

Can public education be restored to fulfill its democratic purposes? Does it have
a future? The foregoing discussion in this volume of the retreat from public edu-
cation in Israel and in many other countries may lead to a pessimistic conclusion
concerning the future of public schooling. Given international processes of global-
ization and the preeminence of postmodern and multicultural ideologies, given the
iconized status of markets, and the already fragmented and market-dominated public
education systems, serious doubts can be raised about the future of public school-
ing. It also remains unclear how interested in social cohesion and unity are citizens
of multicultural societies or of societies that are dominated by postmodern ideolo-
gies? Will citizens be willing to support public education through their taxes? How
willing are parents to send their children to integrated schools? Will governments
resume their commitment to public education reinvigorating public schooling, and
will they be willing to provide the consistent flow of public funding necessary for
doing so?

I believe that the pendulum can swing back, and at the same time stress that I
do not envision a return to a golden age that has never existed nor do I attempt to
idealize the current state of public education. Schools must be improved. However,
trusting the improvement of public schools mainly to market processes will only
exacerbate existing problems. School improvement is a fundamental responsibility
of government and must not be left to the interplay of market forces.

What are the fundamental principles for a public education system that is loyal to
the democratic purposes of education and to children’s right to quality education?
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In the discussion that follows, suggested principles are not necessarily mutually
exclusive, nor are they exhaustive. They echo ideas that are prevalent in modern
democratic theory, social democracy, and humanistic pedagogy. They are simulta-
neously child-centered and sensitive to children’s rights and needs, as well as to the
desire of democracies to be reproduced from generation to generation.

Reinvigorating Public Education

Raising Public Awareness

The public education movement, once considered one of the most progressive move-
ments in recent history, is currently being defamed and aggressively replaced by
market ideology and practices. To restore public faith in public education, people
must become aware of the faults and damages caused by markets. The foregoing
discussion revealed that the market gospel is premised on false assumptions, that
market policies do not deliver the promised results, and that markets defy the demo-
cratic purposes of education.

The public must realize that markets in education, and the formulation of educa-
tion policies and practices through decision-making processes dominated by busi-
ness, are not necessarily fashioned in the best interest of democratic society. There
are clear limits to corporate responsibility. Even the most civic-minded companies
are primarily accountable to making profits for their shareholders. A democratic
society is “a society where no social good serves or can serve as a means of dom-
ination” (Walzer, 1983, pp. xiv–xv). The power of money must not allow business
a legitimate advantageous access to shaping the ideology and behaviors of govern-
ment, citizens, and educators.

Challenging Consumerism

Consumer capitalism heavily relies on the deliberate manipulation of consumer
demand and is exploitative, fabricating, or subverting the needs and desires of the
individual. Advertising plays a central role in today’s consumer culture. Galbraith
(1958), for example, maintains that “many of the desires of the individual are no
longer even evident to him. They have become so only as they are synthesized,
elaborated, and nurtured by advertising and salesmanship. . .” (p. 2). Consumerism
is bonding people through brand loyalties, forging identities, and images via the
consumption of goods. The current extent of children’s immersion in consumer
culture is unprecedented. In the past, consuming was modest in comparison to
other activities, such as work, play, school, and religious involvement. Now, mar-
keted leisure has replaced unstructured socializing, and most of what children do
revolves around commodities. Many American youngsters believe that their clothes
and brands describe who they are and define their social worth (Cronin, 2000;
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2004). Consumerism represents the opposite of what education is. Education is
about empowering youngsters to make conscious and willful choices, cultivating
the belief that human beings are of intrinsic worth no matter what their material
possessions are. Commercialized schools promote the consumerist culture. Turning
children over to the market assures that they will be treated as an expense to be
reduced or a resource to be harvested (Molnar, 1996). School commercialism may
also interfere with youngster’s ability to critically evaluate candidates for public
office. Politicians too are aggressively advertised and sold to the public during elec-
tion campaigns using similar techniques to those promoting branded commodities.

Markets must be kept out and away from schools. Schools must remain free of
the presence of business and advertising. It is the responsibility of schools to educate
students to think critically about consumerism, contemplating the consequences of
the consumerist culture for society, for the environment, and for themselves. Parents
too must take an active role in the de-commercialization of childhood and schools.
Students should learn to decipher commercials, understand their manipulative inten-
tions, and be able to resist the temptations. Rejecting the consumerist culture could
invigorate solidarity among citizens and make them realize that markets cannot ful-
fill the democratic mission of education.

Regaining Democratic Control over Education

Public education has been associated with the very essence of democratic statehood,
as it relates to both sovereignty and the social contract which grounds it. Democratic
deliberation should aspire to be inclusive, without disadvantaging particular groups
and without letting specific interest groups eclipse the interests of others. Yet, mar-
kets in education clearly allow business and parents, especially parents who are
better off, a highly prominent role concerning education. Market policies tend to
play down the role of political structures and democratic decision-making processes
in education in favor of letting the market and its consumers to decide.

Markets, no doubt, perform vital social tasks and are a legitimate stakeholder
when it comes to education. The problem begins when markets invade and overtake
public domains, such as education, and subvert the public missions of the invaded
spheres.

The entry of markets into the sphere of public education blurs the distinction
between public and private schools, gives ascendancy to the private, individual goals
of schooling over its collective, public purposes, and erodes government’s respon-
sibility and democratic processes of decision making by transferring control to par-
ents and business, and away from public deliberation and control. Cookson (1994)
warns that the market should be the servant not master. Public schools must regain
the characteristics and ways of conduct that would allow them to fulfill their demo-
cratic purposes and public mission. The boundaries of the education public sphere
must be re-drawn via broad citizenship participation in democratic deliberation pro-
cesses, not via external pressures exerted by international economic institutions,
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globalized business enterprises, and NGOs, nor by internal pressures of parents and
local business. Governments should exercise their legitimate power to regain con-
trol and regulate the public education sphere. The public sphere represents the core
sovereignty of governments and consists of responsibilities and assets that must not
be delegated, outsourced, or sold to corporations or NGOs. Democratically elected
governments are public trustees in charge of public goods. Their main duty is to
make the good life accessible to present and future generations of citizens.

The mandate of public schools is to develop “human resources” that would nur-
ture all spheres of social life and to secure quality education for all children. It
is a core responsibility of the government to create the optimal conditions for the
adequate functioning of public schools. A major responsibility of government is to
make sure that public schools are properly funded, instead of making schools raise
money through family fees and from non-public sources. Educators must focus on
educating youngsters not on fund raising.

Inadequately funded schools, however efficient, rarely provide quality education.
Schools need adequate funding and support and assistance in righting the balance
when wide disparities exist between one place and another. Equalizing funds that
would cover the cost differences between poor and rich communities and districts
must be allocated. Gutmann (1987) claims that the decision to involve other insti-
tutions (libraries and television in particular) in democratic education must rely on
a thorough examination of the democratic purposes of these institutions and con-
sequently if and how a democratic society should allocate authority over to them.
By these criteria it is highly unlikely that corporations would qualify as partners in
the education of future citizens. Markets can offer no guidance on matters of justice
and fairness that are at the heart of democratic societies and that should be at the
heart of its schools and other institutions. Schools should be declared a public space
which is totally free of any school–business partnerships. Advertising in schools and
on school buses must be strictly banned as well as providing schools with instruc-
tional packages. Schools must not be driven into disputable partnerships because of
financial want. It is the responsibility of democratic governments to liberate schools
from their financial dependency upon business and to provide adequate funds for
schools to enable them to successfully achieve their democratic purposes. The lib-
eral democratic state must also employ its monopoly over legitimate power to assure
pluralism of content and heterogeneous student body in each school. It must protect
and implement children’s right to quality education. Markets cannot and should not
accomplish these goals.

Commitment to the democratic purposes of education is an insufficient condi-
tion for determining who should be allowed to be involved in education. Volun-
tary imposition by companies and industries of ethical codes of conduct through
what is known as “corporate social responsibility” is insufficient as well (Vogel,
2005; Crowther and Rayman-Bacchus, 2004). Non-public institutions that are con-
tracted to deliver a public good, and privatized public enterprises, should be reg-
ulated, be legally defined as the “long arm of government,” and be obliged to
abide by the ethical and legal codes of conduct that apply to public institutions and
officials. It is a core responsibility of democratic governments to impose effective
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supervision, making certain that the public is adequately served and that no demo-
cratic values, such as liberty, equity, and equality, are being compromised. Those
involved in public education must be committed to fairness, social integration,
assure quality educational for all children, and promote participation, tolerance, and
respect for “others” and “otherness”.

Democratic control over education must be resumed, meaning that business, par-
ents, and those who are not elected or democratically nominated should be relegated
from their current privileged position.

Encouraging Cooperation Instead of Competition

Market reforms encourage competition among schools as means for improving
schools. Yet competition reinforces the inherent status hierarchies of schools, exac-
erbates divisions, and widens rifts instead. Markets draw schools into competition
over resources and students instead of fostering cooperation among schools. Compe-
tition, by definition, cannot benefit all. It creates masses of losers and fewer winners
and is a divisive force.

Divided communities reproduce themselves through divided schooling. I suggest
that cooperation among schools in a community is a more promising way for rais-
ing educational standards in all schools. Educators may, for example, share knowl-
edge, provide professional assistance, and coordinate various educational activities
among schools. Choice interferes with long-term planning in schools by creating
high student-and-teacher mobility. Cooperation among schools facilitates the suc-
cessive progression of students from one educational level to the next, i.e., from
kindergarten to elementary, to junior high, and to high school, and enable the schools
to plan ahead. This could lower dropout rates.

Compulsory education laws and assignment of students to public schools by the
authorities justifiably interfere with the autonomy of parents over their children’s
education. Governments are responsible for the public good and must interfere to
secure school attendance, prevent students from dropping out of school, and inte-
grate children with special needs in regular schools. Local authorities should assign
students to local schools. Students should be distributed evenly and proportionally
among all community schools to create similarly heterogeneous student body in
each school. Public schools must be committed to reaching out, to serving and
working with all sections of the community striving to ensure equality of access
to quality education. Research evidence suggests that the most effective schools are
those with a balanced ability range within their student body (Woods, Bagley and
Glatter, 1998).

But what about school choice by parents? Parents’ voice should be heard, when it
comes to the education of their children. However, choice as means for encouraging
competition among schools must be replaced by less-destructive forms of partici-
pation, such as becoming active in Parent–Teacher Associations (PTA) and being
represented on school boards. I concur with Inbar’s (Ministry of Education, 1994)
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contention that choice must follow the improvement of schools instead of being
implemented as tools for school improvement. It is the responsibility of government,
not markets, to make schools “equivalent” in terms of the quality of education they
provide, prior to the implementation of choice. Choice among “equivalent” schools
could steer schools clear of the pitfalls of choice, namely, exacerbated inequality
and greater ethnic, social, and scholastic segregation.

Government bears responsibility for guarding and implementing children’s
rights. Markets exacerbate inequality of educational opportunities, thereby violat-
ing a fundamental human right of children – the right to quality education, i.e.,
education that offers an open future to all children – a future that is not restricted
by youngsters’ gender, cultural, ethnic, or socioeconomic background. A fair and
equitable society would seek to ensure that all children received the highest qual-
ity education possible (Walford, 1994). Children and children’s rights are totally
missing from the school choice discourse. We should be reminded that the right to
education is the right of each child, not of parents. Children should participate in
decision-making processes where their fate is concerned taking into account chil-
dren’s evolving capacities. Children’s right for quality education and the welfare of
the child must reign supreme over the interests of parents. The active interference
of the state in the family is often required and justified not only to protect children,
but also when vital rights of children are violated.

I believe that parents should be restricted and more closely supervised when it
comes to educational preferences. Home-schooling, sectarian education, or educa-
tion based on gender inequality must be strictly regulated. There are circumstances
under which certain forms of schooling, including home-schooling, should be ruled
out as violation of the right of children to quality education and as subversion of
the democratic purposes of education. Government must interfere to protect chil-
dren’s right to quality education. These issues must be democratically deliberated
and decided.

Schools’ Commitment to a Breadth and Depth of Learning

Markets encourage schools to distinct themselves from each other by specializing.
Schools become “branded” to compete with each other. I suggest that instead of
offering limited curricular variations within specialized schools, content variation
should exist within each school. Within-school variation instead of between-school
variation enables schools to better cater to the interests and needs of a heterogeneous
student population.

Public schools in democracy must be a place where students can meet, interact,
and learn to respect each other and “others”. Democratic schools must also intro-
duce children to a wide array of ideas and develop their critical capacities to evaluate
ideas and make choices. This means that student population in schools must be het-
erogeneous, consisting of students with a great variety of abilities, talents, and com-
petences; disabled students; and students from a variety of socioeconomic, racial,
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ethnic, and cultural backgrounds. Securing integrated schools is a moral obligation
of democratic governments. Integrating schools is justified to combat prejudice and
inequality even when it goes against the will of the majority and when it interferes
with parental choice in education.

Public schools must provide the widest curricular opportunities, rather than spe-
cialize. In other words, choice must be available within the schools to accommodate
students’ interests and needs, instead of choice between specialized schools. Spe-
cialized schools should not be the default option, but a special option offered to par-
ents and children whose legitimate and recognized needs cannot be accommodated
within a community school. Criteria should be set to determine what the legitimate
circumstances are to allow parents to opt out of inclusive public schools, and if
and under what circumstances should government finance the choice of non-public
school. I suggest that public schools must remain inclusive with very rare excep-
tions only. Fragmentation of the educational system into schools serving distinct
value communities may decrease social integration and mutual understanding. Spe-
cial religious and other cultural needs must be respected and should be met in after-
school clubs and through various community NGOs. For many decades this has
been the tradition in immigrant-absorbing Western democracies. Specialist schools
compel students to specialize at an early stage of their educational career instead
of exposing them to broad curricular and other educational experiences, enabling
children to experiment, discover, and make choices.

Schools must be evaluated and judged by the breadth and depth of learning expe-
riences that they provide, by how they cater to the interests and needs of a great
variety of students, by the personal development of their students, and by provid-
ing students with a secure and supportive learning environment. The pursuit of high
standards should encompass all aspects of education: the academic and the personal
as well as the social. Educators must possess a sense of vocation and professional
commitment and expertise. They are at the forefront of the educational process, and
democratic societies must make efforts to attract and mobilize the best-qualified
people to education.
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