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Introduction by the
Secretary of Education

t is my belfef that the cornerstone for education reform in this

country lies with the policy of school choice. American history

validates the concept of free choice: choice in representative
government, cholce in the marketplace, choice in higher education.
Yet we allow our elementary and secondary system of education to
founder in mediocrity without making a commitment to parental
choice at this level of education. This must change.

If we consult the rich experience of other Western democracies in
providing for parental choice of schools, we are certain to clarify our
own thoughts on this issue, as well as to gain a perspective on how
choice fits into our history and cultural situation. We can grow in
wisdom and better inforn. policy debates by consulting the experi-
ence of athers.

With this consideration, I present Dr. Charles L.. Glenn's examina-
tion of parental choice in six Western democracies. As the studies in
this book demonstrate. choice deeply affects education and the
character of schooling itself. Glenn's scholarship examines not what
might happen, but what has happened in other demaocracies when
families exercise choice.

Evidence shows that the growing demand for parental choice in
the United States derives not simply from a desire for improved test
scores, but from changing perspectives on liberty and equity. It flows
from an urgent reconsideration of the role of the family and of other
institutions and associations that mediate between the individual
and the State.

Cholice empowers familles at a time when many people feel
powerless and helpless before large, Impersonal bureaucracies.
Cholice gives a sense of responstble stewardship to parents and
students, as well as to teachers and administrators. When families
choose a school, parents and students become discerning consumers
with a sense of proprietorship for the product they have selected.
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Choice also encourages distinctiveness and differentiation among
schools. This leads to the development of schools with a specific
character, climate, and flavor to appeal to the different learning styles
of students. With these accompanying attracti.ns. choice reduces
dropout rates, increases teachers' satisfaction, and encourages pa-
renta: involvement and accountabflity.

Any strategy of expanded parental choic:: that produces such
dramatic enhancements should be encouraged. We must also ac-
knowledge that, although a key to true referm. choice alone is no
panacea for the problems of American education. Furthermore, any
approach to school improvement brings new challenges, but these
difficulties should rot be used as an excuse for inaction. We can work
through the complications and improve the product rather than
dismiss its potential while waiting for the always elusive perfect
solution.

Concerns have been wvoiced that expanded choice may promote a
two-tiered system of education, that is, one for the fortunate and
another for the disadvantaged. It is biind not to recognize that inequi-
ties exist in our achools todey and t1 ¢ cheice can be exercised in an
effective and responsihle matiner to remedy that siuation. With chaice,
school administrators become entreprencurs looking for ways to im-
prove their product to attract lvarners. Armed with the power of choice,
parents have forced inferior schools to upgrade or close,

No child in the United States should have to attend a sccond-rate
scheol. If children are in a chronically fatling school where they are
not learning and where they are in danger of dropping out, and if
another school can do a better job, why should parents not be
allowed to choose the better school? It s a matter of right, and not
Just a matter cf privilege or discretion, to be accorded the opportu-
nity to seek the best education for our children.

We have seen some improvement in American education since the
release in 1983 of A Nation At Risk, the landmark report on the state
of our educational system. [ applaud those who have moved ahead on
education reform in their schools, thereby improving student perform-
ance. 1 do not believe, however. that the changes have been compre-
hensive enough to overcome the serious problems in education.
Schoal choice can help rectify this situation. We cannot be satisfied
until all our children are educated to their fullest potential.

President Bush has said, “When some of our students actually
have trouble locating America on a map of the world, it is time for us
to cut through bureaucracy. We must help those schools that need
help most. We must give choice io parents, students, teachers and
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The compiled essays on choice presented by Dr. Glenn will clarify
our thought and aid in a fuller formulation and implementation of
public policy on choice.

LAURO F. CAVAZOS
Secretary of Education




Foreword

rom the cars we drive to the TV shows we watch {or don't

watch) to where we work or where we worship, our right in this

country to ch .ose what we deem best for ourselves and forr our
families drives virtuaily every aspect of our lives. There is, however,
one important exception. One deciston, though having an enormous
impact on the lives of children, remains beyond the reach of many
American parents. In most States and jurisdictions, the decision of
which school their child will attend is made for families; children
attend schools to which they are assigned instead of schools their
families have chosen.

Most Americans want that changed. A 1887 Gallup poll found that
71 percent of the public wanted parents to “have the right to choose
the local schools their children attend.’’ Polls show the idea to be even
more popular among parents, especially minority parents. Each year
here in Washingion, newspapers tell of hundreds of familics in
nearby Prince Georges County, Maryland, camping out in lines—
some as early as a week before registration day—to secure for their
children coveted slots in the county’s magnet schools.

Several years ago, Minnesota became the flrst State to offer parents
and students across the State thelir choice among public schools.
This year, 3 States (Arkansas, lowa, and Nebraska) have passed
similar legislation, and at jcast 15 other States are weighing choice
measures.

President Bush and Secretary Cavazos have been tireless advo-
cates of parental choice in education. Weeks before the President
took office, he and the Secretary spoke for educational choice at a
White House Conference on Choice in Education. The Secretary has
since created a task force of US. Department of Education officials,
and charged them to promote sand evaluate parental choice pro-
grams. And, he has been chairing a series of regional meetings on
choice this fall.

Here in the Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(OERI)}, we recently published a guide for parents on how to choose a
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school, Choosing a School for Your Child (available from the Con-
sumer Information Center, Depariment 597V, Puebio, Colorado
£10609).

As head of OERI. the Natton's main agency ior conducting educa-
tional research, I've watched public-school choice grow from a mere
oMp on the screen to become the fastest moving issue on the
education-policy horizon. Choice is on the fast track because it is a
policy that serves to advance educational improvements of various
kinds and two ideals of American education in particular: educa-
tional equallty and educational guality.

Desplite charges by some that choice plans could upset ethnic
balances and thus result in racfal resegregation, policymakers have
been careful to craft choice policies to safeguard against that possi-
bility. “Virtually every plan under consideration this year.” according
to Willtam Snider of Education Week. “would ban student transfers
that would interfere with existing school-desegregation efforts.’ Ac-
tual experience of programs already in place around the country (in
New York: Los Angeles: Cambridge, Massachusetts; and elsewhere)
have shown that choice is anything but divisive.

These and other choice programs across the country—magnet
schools. alternative schools, and open enrollment plans—have
proven successful in promoting educational quality. Among the
reasons: choice gives schools an incentive to discover what works
best for them, for parents, and for students. Built on the idea that
there is no “one best method” for educating all children. choice
encourages all schools to d> what heretofore only our most effective
schools have done: to “persunalize” instruction, to establish high
expectations for all students, to communicate those expectations
clearly to everyone in the schoo! and community, to do whatever it
takes to make sure that every child meets those expectations, and to
engage parents in the education of their children. We know from
research that “schools of choice™ {as opposed to scheols to which
families are assigned) tend to spectalize—that is, to develop special
strengths in curricula, instructional techuigues, or other dimensions
of schooling.

Under open-enrollment plans {(where families are allowed to
choose among all public schools in a city or local area). every school
in the plan may develop a particular strength, thus expanding the
educational diversity available to families. This variety gives parents
a reason to seek the school best suited to their children's needs and
to what (or how) they want their children to learn.

That match is fmportant. It brings schools and families together
for a common and an explicit -purpose. It can help gvercome the
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indifference, the “he’s-not-my-problem, he's-your-problem” attitude
that stands in the way of effective collaboration between the school
and the home.

Choice gives students a reason for gning to a school. When
attending a particular school by choice. students are less likely to sece
themsclves as “biding their time” till graduation; they tend to sce
more purpose in going to school. This purposefulness (or a lack of it)
can be ielt in a school’s halls and classrooms: it can be seen on the
faces of :tudents and teachers.

School climaie, a critical indicator of school guality, improves
measurably when students choose to go there. The very fact that
they and their families have chosen their schoo! tends to increase
students’ willingness tc do homework, study hard, read good books,
discuss idcas {n class and at home. This willingness to give school-
work an all-out effort is essential to learning. And this willingness,
unfortunately, is conspicuously absent from much of American
education today.

Cholce can help supply that nuissing ingredient. It cax (and often
does) stimulate schools to pursue excellence and to cultivate quality
lcadership, teaching, and learning. Mary Anne Raywid, a Hofstra
Untversity professor who has examined more than 100 school-choice
plans, found that principals in schools of choice “tend to function as
leaders, not just as managers’; that teachers in these schools con-
sider their work less “custedfal” and more “professional” than do
teachers In schools of assignment; and that students in schools
chosen by them and thefr parents gercraily feel more commitment to
thetr studies and schoolwork.

It's not surprising, then, that these students lecarn more. In the
years following the establishment of a district-wide open-enrellment
program in New York City’s District 4 in East Harlem, the percentage
of students reading at or above grade level quadrupled. Similar
improvements have resulted from choice programs in Buffalo, New
York: Montclair, New Jersey: and elsewhere.

What is perhaps most notable about choice programs heretofore
implemented in the United States is that they have improved schools
for youngsters who stand the most to gain from improved schools—
that is, children from low-income families. Eighty percent of the
students in New York's District 4, for instance, come from homes
qualifying for free or reduced-cost lunches. Economically disadvan-
taged and minority youngsters are predominant in populations of
many of the communities where cholce has helped boost student
learning.

Thus, 1 am delighted that OERI was able to support Charles
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Glenn's study of parental choice In stx other countries. His detailed
account of the educational choicea avaflable to parents in other
countries (as well as the atiendant educational successes and diffi-
culties there) provides lessons about how cholce can be made to work
in American communities. In Dr. Glenn's report, we see that parental
choices motivated by religious conviction are routinely accommeo-
dated in other Western democracies. We see that in other countries,
when chiidren from diverse backgrounds are brought together, these
youngsters learn successfully alongside one another—and Jrom each
other—circumistances that call to mind our own American ideal of
the “common school.”

It is my hope that, by casting educational choice in an inicrna-
tional light, this report will enable parents. teachers, policymakers,
and other Americans to understand—and harness as an engine of
educational change—what promises to be among the most potent
forces In American education in the 1980s.

CHRISTOPHER T. CROSS

Assistant Secretary

Office of Educational Research
and Improvement




Preface

herc is an academic discipline called “comparative educa-

tion,” with a journal, scholarly meetings. and all the rest; it is

concerned with the systematic study of differences and simi-
larities among systems of education worldwide.

This survey is not. In that sense, a study in comparative education,
nor am I qualified to write such a study. I am a State official, and my
interest in the goals of cducation and how it is organized in other
States and countries is shaped not by scientific method but by policy
considerations.

I am, that is to say, interested in those aspecis of other systems
directly relevant to challenges that education s facing in Massachu-
setts—and in other States where | have served as a consultant—with
particular attention to the solutions that one nation or another has
found to our common problems. One such common area of concern is
the role that parent chofce should play in publicly funded education.

Three aspects of parent choice seem to me particularly interesting
to a practitioner. The first is its historical background. not only the
struggles and compromises through which particular arrangements
came into being but also the resonance of the issue of parent choice
for a soclety. Just as the arrangements differ—and require
description—so do the meanings attached to them.

The second aspect of parent choice 1 have dealt with here is the
{very scarce) empirical research—in particular, research on the rea-
sons why parents make decisions about a school for their children.
The attention 1 have given io the Netherlands, Belgian Flanders and
Scotland is based, in part, on the availability of such research.

A final aspect of parent choice of special interest in various
countries is any current debates over whether it should be extended
ar curtailed. Such debate draws upon not only practical consider-
ations but also fears and hopes about the society and its particular
tension between lberty and unity. Often in recent decades the
identity of alternative schools has been at issue as well, a3 the old
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ceriainiies have succumbed to the achis of secularization with an
accompanying loss of meaning. The battle over educational liberty
may go orn, but its front lines have shifted decistvely.

The focus of this study is on education in the developed Western
democracies. Eventr in these systems have followed a scenario the
different forms of which are instructive to American education. Only
in these socleties has the interplay occurred between a State-
mandated program of universal education and a recognition, by the
State, of the right of parents to have their childiren educated in other
than the ofiicially established system.

Twenty-five national education systems were reviewed for this
study, but in only six cases has the information I gathered permitied
me to give a reasonably fult account of the background and current
policy debates. A few other countries—Australia, Spain, Denmark
and Isracl—might be included at equal length to provide an adeguate
account of the issue worldwide. Discussion of parent choice has
begun recently in Sweden, a significant reversal for that country.
And. of course, there is the United Siates, where expanded parent
choice is advocated by many education reformers and strongly
resisted by most of the education establishment.
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Introduetiom

varent choice of schooling has attracted supporters and oppo-
4 nents from across the ideological spectrum; positions are less
4.  predictable, it seems, than in any other area of contemporary
policy debate. In a single randomly selected issue of the Times
Educational Supplement (London: August 28, 1987), three brief
stories testify to this confusion.

The first article reports on a nationwide poll indicating that nearly
half of the parents interviewed—and 36 percent of the Labour
voters—would send their children to private schools if they could
afford it.

The second article, on the same page, describes local government
policy moving in precisely the opposite direction: "“The one-time
Conservative stronghold of Trafford will lose its grammar schools,
uingle-sex and Church of England voluntary aided schools in one fell
swoop if a new reorganization scheme 1s approved by the Education
Secretary. Labour and Liberal councillors who now hold the balance
of power . . . plan to replace the schools with comprehensives. But

the proposals will undoubtedly be opposed by parents—particularly
Muslims—who want their chiidren to atiend single-sex schools.”

The third article reports that the leading educational spokesperson
of the Social Democcratic Party had called for a school veucher
scheme (“weighted” to benefit poor children) that could be used at
State schools and at participating independent schools.

Such policy confusion over the extent to which parents should be
able to determine the education that their children wiil receive is
equally present in other Western nations, including the United
States. it is important to go beyond a legal and 2conomic analysis of
school choice proposals to consider their political, sucial, and educa-
tional implicattons. Only such a broader constderation can do justice
to the powerful emotions that proposals either to expand or to restrict
choice have ariused in recent years. A few examples:

¢ Millions of French parents participai~d in a series of
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mass demonstrations, in 1984, against the proj.osals of the
Soclalist government to bring state-aided private schools
within a unified national system. Many observers consid-

ered this controversy a powerful impetus to the conserva-
tive victory in March 1986.

© Spanish parents took part in similar demonstrations in
3984 against moves by that nation's Secialist government
to extend more direct control over Catholic schools.

¢ The long-term Sccial Democratic domination of the Ger-
man State of Hesse was overturned in late 1986, largely
because of parental opposition to government moves to
further restrict differentiation within public education at
the intermediate level.

¢ The British Conservative Party won in 1987 with an
election program in which extension of parental choice—al-
ready strengthened by the Conservatives in 1981—was a
mafor element.

© Belgian parents of students in traditional Catholic
schools rallied in Antwerp in late 1987 to protest a national
mandate thai all tax-supported secondary schools adopt a
comprehensive structure. .

In such controversies a commo.. assumption of many observers is
that middle-class parenis are secking or defending scheol cholce to
insulate their children from poor and minority children. This book
will exaraine the evidence for and against this assumption.

In other cases, however, it is minority parents who are seeking
maore control over the education their ctdidren recelv  often in ways
that may work against their children’s future parti.pation in the
wider soclety. In West Berlin, for example, Murkish parents have
called for support of supplemental Koran schools, and have met
strong opposition from the teachers’ unfon and especially from the
secularized Turkish professional teachers. The same issue has arisen
in the Netherlands. where both Hindu and Moslermn parents have
taken advantage of constitutional guarantees of e ucational freedom
to gain approval of separate schools, and in Britain.

These are thorny issues, then, and it may be tempting to treat
them superficially {as in the United States) as matters of legal
interpretation or funding policy. The passu.-¢ (hat these issues
arouse, however, and the particular responses in the policy and
practice of each educational system, can be v..derstood orly in the
perspective of history and soctal development.

It will not do 1o se¢ government monopoly and allocation of

QWA W LLLRE PRI ST ML L Ra a0l o NS v DAvaratd KA didin

17




SRS N = N e N T T R T R N e S S T T e

schovling—as in totalitarian socleties—as the norm and parent
choice as an gberration. “Educational freedom™ is indeed a slogan
and a political program in each of the nations to be considered, but so
is “the public common school.”

James Coleman and Thomas Hoffer have written that

throughout American history, there have been two different
orientations toward scheoling. These two orientations have
created a dilemma for educational policy that has never
been satisfactorily resolved, nor precisely stated. A direct
confrontation of these orientations can be a step toward
resolving the dilemma in a way that will benefit America
and its children.

The first orientation sees schools as soclety’s instrument
for releasing a child from the blinders tmposed by accident
of birth into this farily or that family. Scheols have been
designed to open broad horizons to the child, transcending
the limitations of the parents, and have taken children from
disparate cultural backgrounds into the mainstreamn of
American culture. They have been a major element in
social mobiiity, freeing children from the poverty of their
parents and the low status of their social origins. They have
been a means of stripping away identities of ethnicity and
social origin and implanting a common American tdentity.

As the first orfentation has been the basis for public
scnooling in America, a second orientation has been the
basis for private schools. This second orientation to school-
ing sees a school as an extension of t'1e family, reinforcing
the family's values. . . . The school i.. in this orientation,
an efficlent means for trunsmitting the culture of the
community from the older generation to the younger. It
helps create the next generation in the image of the pre-
ceding one. (Coleman & Hoffer 1887, 3-4)

This description is ger ~rally accurate as well for the six nations
considered here, and the c.. ent policy debates are carried out in the
terms that Coleman = - .7 er state 80 succincily. The resonance of
these issues can onl: > :derstood, however, by adding a third
orientation, now almos. i..sed from the scene but not without
having contributed to the passton with which the debates are con-
ducted. This third orientation sees education as the means by which
a religious institution shapes the beliefs and loyalties of the children
of its adherents,

Educaiion in Europe was born out of the Church, whether Catholic

3
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or Lutheran or Reformed or Anglican, and it was a central element of
the Enlightenment program of the 18th century to break the power of
the Church by seizing control of education in the name of the State.
This intention received its purest political expression in the meas-
ures adopted (though never effectively implemented) in France
during the 1790s, under the Jacobins and then the Directory.
Throughout the 19th century, European liberals and republicans
saw themselves, at least with respect to education, as heirs to the
French Revolution and as locked in the same struggle with the
Church. The State monopoly of schooling, as expressed in the
common clementary (and, gradually, secondary) school, seemed to
them a matter of the most fundamental importance. They were
confirmed in this belief, in those nations with a large Catholic
population, by the intransigence of the papacy in rejecting all forms
of Modernismn, including democracy.

These struggles could be safely relegated to the history books did
they not continue to shape the way in which non-governmental
schooling, especially that with a religlous character. tends to be seen
by education policymakers. The fact is that the churches have shown
little stomach recently for a battle over schooling, and Catholtc and
Protesiant schools in Europe, by and large, go easy on doctrinal
teaching.

“Educational freedom™ as it was unc erstood in the debates of the
19th century was essentially the freedom of the churches and other
institutions and indtviduals to establish and operate schools, usually
with some form of government subsidy in exchange for meeting
various rcquirements. “Educational freedom”™ today, in a change
which has been developing since World War Il, refers primarily to the
freedom of parents to choose a particular school or form of education
for their children. Their motivation may be loyally to a religious
institution, but it may also be a desire for a particular type of
curriculum or language of instruction. Thus, the second orientation
described by Coleman and Hoffer is a relatively new development; the
front has changed decisively in the struggle over the common school,
and educational policymakers in each country have been slow to
respond.

The primary adversary of the monolithic State as educator is no
longer the monolithic Church as educator, with its rival claims; now
it 1s individual families as consumers of educational services who
shape the issuc. They often behave in what are (to an educational
bureaucracy) unprediciable ways according to the idiosyncratic logic
of their diverse values and priorities, and their fears and hopes for
their children.
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Those who determine educattonal policy in the United States have
iended, as have policymakers in Europe, to respond to this new
reality, this determination of parents to act as consumers, with a
rhetoric and a way of seeing the lswues shaped by the struggles of the
19th century. That is, they tend to sc¢ themselves as locked in battle
with an aggressive Church, although ii» most cases even the Catholic
Church has been dragged reluctantly into the current debates by the
militancy of parents.

In the United States in recent years, the concerns of smail groups
of religiously conservative parents to control the education of their
children has evoked, from the defenders of the educational status
quo, fevered warmings of a new Inquisttion. of plots to destr, public
schooling and to divide a society in which, allegedly. religious
toleration now prevails.

Religion is not the only basis on which cholce is exercised by
parents, with or without an officially sanctioned system to promote
and regulate it. Many parents whose resources made it possible have
always sought an education for their children that would ensure
them extra advantages or insulate them at a formative age from the
influence of their social class inferiors. Such arrangements appear to
be universal, in Scocialist states as well as {n those whose capitalist
economic systems encourage the purchase of desired services.

This book is not, however, a study of private education as such, but
rather of efforts to extend a measure of choice to parents of all soclal
levels, including “letting poor parents act responsibly” (Glenn 1987).
The rationale may involve

1. choice based upon a desire for education informed by a
particular religious or “world view™ perspective;

2. choice based upon vocational goals, in the broadest
sense. often including some measure of social class main-
tenance or aspiration;

3. choice based upon a desire for a particular type of
pedagogy (often associated with one of the first two, but
sometimes quite independent of either}; or

4. (a sub-set, perhaps, of the third) choice based upon the
desire to maintain a particular minority language or culture.,

‘The second of these dimensions of choice comes into play above all
at the secondary level. The 1ssues of comprehensive versus selective
schools. and tracking (or streaming) within comprehensive schools,
would warrant extensive discussion in their own right. In some cases
{(Belglan Flanders, for example), publicly supported Catholic educa-
tion has remained a bastion of the selective principle which has been
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at least substantially eliminated from schools operatcd discetly by
government. In Scotland, by contrast, the Catholic secondary

schools have embraced the comprehensive approach as fully as have
local government schoals.

This study does not deal at any length with the debates over
selective secondary schooling, except when they come naturally into
the narrative. These dcbates are heated just now in several of the
nations discusscd. One might question whether, in any system, the
spaces in the more prestigious scheols or tracks are allecated on
purely meritocratic grounds. Here, too, an clement of “parent
cholce”—not to say manipulatton—comes into play. Research in
Northern Ireland has suggested that whether students of comparable
ability manage to get into the more selective programs has a signif-
icant impact upon their subsequent expectations and performance
(Sutherland and Gallagher 1987).

In short, it would be interesting and relevant to include “choices™
on the basis of academic and vocational programs at the secondary
level in this survey, but these topics would require such extensive
additional discussion as to be highly tmpractical.
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Farental Cholece im
Frenclh Education

£ X onflict over the control of education, and over its content, has
surfaced in ever new forms in France for the past 200 years.
ws” The arguments advanced there have been influcntial across
Europe and in the Americas as well. The French experience is worth
understanding in its own right. but it serves also as essential
background to the policy debates over the common school and
educational freedom that break out periodically in many xuations.

It was in France that the republicans who gained conirol of the
Revolution in 1792 enacted the first educational legislation of mod-
ern times based upon the radical principles that the child belonged to
the State, that parenis were if anything a hindrance to the State's
mission of shaping its future citizens, and that the Church, because
of {is rival {and older) claim to educate, was a bitter enemy of the
State. In the 1880s, the French government, calling directly upon
this “Jacobin™ precedent, carrled out an aggressive program of
penetrating every village to undermine the influence of parish priests
(seen as anti-republican and a hindrance to progress) and to replace
it with that of schoolteachers.

In France, also, the arguments for educatinnal freedom, the rights of
parents, and the necessity of religion in a sound schooling were also
articulated fully by Catholic thinkers frorm La Mennais in the early 19th
century through Montalembert and Dupanloup and down to the
present. The struggle to defend Catholic education against the aggres-
sion of the French government helped to harden the opposition of the
papacy {and thus, in turn, of Catholic leadership in the United States
and other nations) to State-controlicd schooling. Efforts of American
Catholic leaders like Archbishop John Ircland of St. Paul, Minnesota in
the 1890s to reach an accommoedation with the public school system
were unavailing in the face of positions formulated in the French
context. The tremendous deveiopment of Catholic schooling in the
United States, then. must be understood against the background of
European controverstes, for which those in France set the pattern.
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representatives of those elements in the Catholic Church anxious to
achieve a breakthrough in their relationship with the Soclalists, he
was told that “the education question is carved into this country as
the last symbol of the confrontation between two Frances: it remains
the trritating obstacle that prevents the resolution of the last differ-
ences between the Left and the Church” {Leclerc 1985, 15).

Mitterand had no olive branch to offer; he would refer to the
supportters of Catholic education as stubborn adversaries. The policy
of the Scclalist Party wes and would continue to be that France
needed a single system of education, expressing a secular world view.
[No single English word translates adequately the French laic/laique:
I'have used “anti-clerical”” when the reference is to a political or soctal
agenda, and “secular” when it is to a school or program. See Remond
1276; M. Ozouf 1982, 34n.}

True to his word, Mitterand's government moved, in the early
1880s, to extend its control over publicly funded private schooling
and so precipitated a political crisis that contributed to the Socialist
defeat in the 1986 elections.

The spectal resonance in France of controversies over education
and parent cholce—and, from France, to much of the world—can be
understood only from a historical perspective. The succeeding
French Republics. often facing an internal opposition and lacking the
casy legitimacy of a monarchy. made claims upon the minds and
hearis of “their” children that could accept no rival claims by the
Church. The Church that French governments faced made far more
absolute claims than did the established Protestant churches of
England or the German states. Tlie conflict was inevitable.

The Republic and *lits”™ Childrem

Mitterand's position can claim an extenstve ancestry. Universal
popular education concerned primarily with shaping common atti-
tudes and loyaliies was high on the agenda of political theorists in
France in the 18th century. The leaders of the French Revolution,
particularly in its more radical phase that began in 1793, wanted
urgenily to enact a scheme of State-controlled schooling. The town
and village schools that, in an unsystematic way, had taught literacy
and the essentials of Catholic doctrine to hundreds of thousands of
students unoer the Old Regime must be ;eplaced by “republican
schools” whose primary concern would be with the formation of loyal
cltizens.

In support «f this objective. the Decree Concerning Public Instruc-




e T R N Y W N P T

tion of 29 Frimaire, Year Il (December 19. 1793)—during the Terror
~~placed schools under the surveillance of local Watch Committecs,
and called for the denunctation of teachers whose teaching was
“contrary to republican laws and morality.” Succeeding governments
devoted much of their attention, even when France was reeling from
forelgn Invaston and civil war, to defining the objectives and require-
ments of popular education and commissioned textbooks that would
present a new republican orthodoxy.

The expectations for this republican education were high, "It fs the
role of teachers {o complete and to confirm forever the French
Revolution! . . . What glory awaits those who fulfll it worthily!”
wiote one local school committee, while another proclaimed that “to
enlighten the people is to destroy kings!” (Babcau 1881, 68). And
Maximilien Robespierre, the leader of the radical faction in power,
told the National Convention that he was “convinced of the necessity
of operating a total regeneration, and, if I may express myscelf in this
way. of creating a new people” (Blum 19886, 193).

The intentions of (he revolutionary leadership of the French
Republic for its schuols are epitomized in a celebrated speech by
radical leader Georgles Jacques Daxton to the National Convention,
in which he declared that it was

time to se-establish the grand principle, which seems too
much misunderstood, that chiidren belong to the Republic
more than they do to their parents. . . . We must say to
parents: we are¢ not snatching them away from you, your
children, but you mav not withhold them from the influ-
ence of the Nation. Aiid what can the interests of an
individual matter to ux bestde natfonal interests? . . . It
is in pational schools that children must suck republican
milk. The Republic is one and indivisible: public instruc-
tion must also be rclated to this center of unity. (Plerre
1881, 70)

These efforts undertaken on this basis succeeded in devastating
the extensive (though by no means universal) network of Catholic
schools developed under the Old Regime. but they were a complete
faflure at putting a republican—and anti-religious—system in its
place. Parents mounted a massive resistance to republican educa-
tion, sending their children instead to alternative and illegal schools
that provided religious instruction,

In the face of this resistance, the theme of compelling parents to
enroll their children in republican schools appeared again and agalin
in government documents, though as general chaos grew Httle was
done to put it into practice. Nothing more clearly reveals the insecu-
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fact dominated by what sociclogist Alvin Gouldner describes as
“radicalized intellectuals” {Gouldner 1979, 60). The Feople would
have to be educated to be worthy of their new Liberty, whether they
wished to be or not. As a leading orator argucd, it was only logical for
the Revolution to make attendance in its schools obligatory, in the
name of Liberty fisclf. After all, if parents “are friends of the present
order of things, they will conform to the laws which it has established
and will not recou from confiding their children to republican
teachers; if they are tts enemics, I fail to see how you could claim for
them a Hberty which they would only abuse!” (Babeau 1881, 154).

An emphasis upon the political conscquences of permitting par-
ents to choose schools which educated on the basis of the religious
“prejudices™ from which the parents themselves needed to be awak-
ened was a common theme of government documents in this period.
much more so than a concern about whether reading or writing was
being taught adequately. For example, the administration of the
Department of the Seine (Paris and vicinity) called for a rigorous
inspection of schools. “Otherwise,” it was feared, “there will be two
sorts of education in the Republic: in the public schools. our children
will be raised on the principles of pure morality and republicanism;
in private schools. they will suck the prejudices of superstition and of
intolerance: thus the diversity of opinions, fanatictsm, haired will
perpetuate themselves from generation to gencration™ (Plerre 1881,
71).

The government of the Directory (1795-1799), although it brought
to an end the lawlessness and near anarchy of the Terror, was 1.0 less
determined to carry out what could be called the “cultural™ objec-
tives of the Revolution. including its radical education program. No
effort was spared to convey a sense of urgency about the enforcement
of educational policy. As one leader wrote to local officials. in the
fevered rhetoric characteristic of the period,

It will only be by such zeal and by ennstant surveillance
that you will be able to snatch republican education frem
that sort of nullity into which the enemics of the laws and
of the government have worked to plunge it to date, and
give a flial blow to those monstrous institutions in which
royalism and superstition still agitate against the gentfus of
liberty and of philosophy. It is against these lairs of royal
and superstitious fanaticism, where greedy speculators
smother in their vile and sordid bias the precious seeds of
republican virtues and rob the Fatherland of its fondest
hopes in the coming generation, that the Directory sum-
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mons all your vigilance and your activity. (Duru. 1882,
348)

Disce--aging reports were reccived from all areas when Flrst
Consui vapoleon Bonaparte sent out a number of top administrators
to assegs the success of the measures taken by the Directory to
implement a system of popular education. They concluded that the
efforts of the previous regime had been doomed to fallure because its
efforts defled the convictions of parents. One of the administrators
observed that the failure to execute the law resulted from “the lack of
moral education which conformed to the prejudices and habits of
parents” (Duruy 1882, 178).

The Republic’s Political Agemda
for the Scheni

The French Revmiution was political far more than it was social or
economic, and the primary agenda of its schools was correspond-
ingly political. The goal was to create patriots, loyalists, fervent
republicans; thelr literacy or more advanced skills were of compara-
tively siight importance. The reliance of “republican” education on
quast-religious observances designed to enhance civic virtue. the
compulsory use of prescribed textbooks exalting the ¥ evolution, and
the anxiety of the government about Catholic teachers who might
have other loyalties than the Republic, show how serlously this effort
was taken to guarantee the remaking of the French people through
their children.

The motivation was esseatially very little different from that of the
Catholic Church in setiing up its schools under the Old Regime: to
bring up children in the Faith, in the expectation that they would
continue faithful adults. It was precisely the similarity of the goals of
the Church and the Republic that set the siage for the conflicts over
education that have troubled France, intermittently, ever since. Afiter
all, if the sole concern of the State were to ensure that its citizens
possessed a varlety of communication and computation skills, it
would have no quarrel with the Church operating schools that
combined these objectives with an entirely different but not conflict-
ing agenda. This is in fact how education developed and continues—
though in attenuated form as a result of societal secularization—to
operate in Great Britain. But when the State is concerned to win the
hearts of its citizens and sees divisions of belief and values as
proinundly threatening, there can be nothing but war between it and
any religious community which will not surrender the hearts of its
children willingly. So it was to be in France.
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Even after the revolutionary impuise faded—for a time—the suc-
cessive French governmenis continued to think of education as
primarily an instrument of political formaiion, whether the objective
of this formation was cssentially conservative or progressive. Thus
Francois Guizot. who would later serve as minister of public instruc-
tion and then as premier under the regime of King Louis Philippe
{1830-1848), wrote in 1821, “in fact the real means of government
are not the direct and visible Instruments of the exercise of power.
They dwell in the heart of society itself and cannot be separated from
it. . . . The internal means of government . . . are my concern”
(quoted in Rosanvallon 1985, 37).

The art of government in medern seciety. Guizot argued, required
using the inner workings of scciety itself. Government must interant
with the Interests, the passions, the opinions by which the masses
are truly governed; it must be “anchored in the needs and forces
which seem destined to determine the future fate of all.” Thus, as he
would argue in 1844 when serving as premier, “The State obviously
needs a great lay body, a great association deeply united to society,
knowing it well, living at its heart, united also to the State, owing its
power and direction to the State, such a corporation exercising on
youth that moral influence which shapes it to order, to rules”
{Rosanvallon 1985, 232-33).

The “corporation” of public school teachers offered the gover.
ment the advantages without the drawbacks of the religious teaching
orders and the network of parish clergy, since public school teachers
could be made directly responsible to the State {tself. As early as
1£16 Guizot had written that he and his allies wanted *a teaching
corps belonging to the Siate, fed by the State, receiving its impulse
and direction from the royal authority. . . . It is essential to estab-
lish and strengthen the ties of the teaching corps to the State.™

Unlike -2 other forms of State action at the village level, the
extension w. popular education was an attempt not to take something
from the people (their moncy and their sons) but to affect the people,
to make them different, to carry out a program of secial change. The
attempt was at once more benevolent and more deeply intrusive.

Guizot expressed this intention perfectly when he wrote that “the
great problem of modern societies is the government of minds.”

It has frequently been said in the last century, and it is
often repeated now. that minds ought not to be fettered.
that they should be left to their free operation, and that
soclety has neither the 1ight nor the necessity of interfer-
ence. Experience has protested against this haughty and
preripitate solution. It bas shown what it was to suffer
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progress. as well as for gond order in soclety, a certain
government of minds is always necessery. (Guizot 1860,
3:14)

In the 1830s, Guizot sought, in support of this objective, to enlist
schoolinasters as the agents of the State in every community, over-
seen by inspectors whose authority derived directly from the central
government. b ensure that teachers would carry out the program of
moral zducation he believed so essential to social peace, Guizot
organized teacher training institutions modeled on those long oper-
ated by Catholic teaching orders. “Formerly.” Guizot wrote,

the church alone possessed the control of minds. . . . All
this fs over. Intelligence and science have become ex-
panded and secularized. . . . But precisely because they
are now more laical, more powerful, and more fiee than
formerly, intelligence and science could never remain be-
yond the government of socclety. . . . The government
shouid not remain careless or ignorant of the moral devel-
opment of succeeding generations, and . . as they ap-
pear upon the scene, it should study to establish intimate
ties between themn and the state.” {(Guizot, 3:14-18)

Although dressed out in the rhetoric of liberalism rather than in
the radical terms used by the Jacobins in 1792, the program
tmplemented by Guirot and his alltes in the period of “liberal
monarchy” from 1830 to 1848 was equally concerned to use popular
education to extend the influence and control of the contral State over
its people (see Gontard 1959; Brush 19874).

With the fall of Louis Philippe in 1848, the more radical wing of the
Republicans who gained power under the short-lived Second Repub-
lic undersicod that education could serve their political goals as well
as it could those of iheir opponents. Having extended the electorate
from 250,000 to more than 9 milllon men, the Republicans were
keenly aware that the conservatism of the rural population could be
their undoing, as indeed it would prove to be. Thus Hippolyte Carnot,
minister of public instruction, told his colleagues in the National
Assembly that “the inauguration of universal suffrage imposed on
me, as my first duty, the prompt development of primary instruction,
in order that a large number of citizens might understand the
imterests of the country.” Carnot proposed to make primary educa-
tion free and compulsory. and to further centralize control over
teachers. In a circular to teachers just before the decisive elections he
urged them to go among the people and explain to them what to look
for in a *good represcntative.” In support of this effort, Carnot called
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upon regional education authorities to prepare “Republican cate-
chisms” for teachers to use (Hazlett 1973).

This last-minute effort had litile impact: the new legislature was
distinctly moderate, and Carnot's attempt to use State control of
popular cducation for political goals contributed to a political reac-
tion that elected Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte as president later the
same year, and permitied him subsequently to establish the Second
Empire with himself as Emperor Napoleon IIl. Fear of social revolu-
tion triumphed over the anticlericalismn that had characterized the
“friends of order” under the previous reglme; thus one prominent
statesman, Adolphe Thiers, proposed turning primary education
enttrely over to the Catholic clergy: **The primary school must above
all serve [character-building] education, and give to children the
eternal truths of religion and morality. Primary education must
defend society against revolution. Society has been so deeply shaken
[by the recent events] that it can recover its security only by seeing
grow up around jt new generations that will reassure it” (Ponteil
1988, 230).

Thiers characterized the primary teachers whose support Carnot
had sought as “thirty-seven thousand socialists and communists, true
anti-priests.” His charge was echoed by influecntal Catholic layman
Charles Montalembert, who described “two armies face to face, each of
about thirty to forty thousand men: the army of teachers and the army
of priests. The demoralizing and anarchical army of teachers must be
countered by the army of priests” (Fontell 1968, 235).

The antagonism between teacher anc parish priest, foreshadowed
rhetorically in the aftermath of the popular revolts of 1848, would
become a reality later in the century. The conflict was prepared by
two decades of collaboration between the Catholic Church and
Emperor Napoleon Ilf, who from 1852 to 1870 bolstered his power by
means of a series of nationwide plebiscites in which the clergy helped
to mobilize a series of overwhelming votes of support. In exchange,
the Church was given a +bstantially free hand in education, and
many local authorities chose to invite teaching congregations to
provide schooling at public expense. The membership of religlous
orders increased fromm 37,000 in 1851 to 190,000 two decades later
(sec Raphael and Gontard 1975; Horvath-Peterson 1984).

One cffect of this alliance of Church and State under Nagpoleon Iil
was t¢ confirm the Republican opposition in its determination—
when it could return to power—to ban clerical influence from popular
education. The fall of Napoleon 11l as a result of defeat by Germany in
1870 ushered in a decade of political uncertainty, at the end of which
the Republicans (or Radicals) were securely in power.
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One of the inost influential of the Republican thinkers, Edgar
Quinet, stressed that the issue in removing the influence of the
Church from popular education was not to keep separate a secular
and a spiritual sphere; for Quinet, Catholicism was identical with
political reaction, and the Republic with spiritual progress. In 1789
two irreconcllable religlons had come into confrontation, his ally
Jules Michelet argued in a highly influential history, and the future
depended upon he victory of the fafth expressed in the Revolution.
Alone among modern nations, Quinet wrote in 1846, France had
tried to carry out a political and social revolution without having
completed a religious revolution by destroying Catholicism cntirely.
“This liberal,” one historian notes, “became a terrorist himself when
it came to religion, and would have desired a half-century of icono-
clastic terrorism™ (Nicolet 1982, 94).

During the difficult decade of the 1870s, it was unclear whether
French public policy would become more closely aligned with Ca-
tholicism or less. The issue was hotly debated. As one anticlerical
newspaper put it in 1879, “it is essential to close all ecclesiastical
schoeols without a single exception, for all of them are in the same
way and to the same extent schools of counter-revolution” {M. QOzouf
1982, 65).

And a Catholic paper responded the next year to provosals for
untversal, free education in public schoals:

The Revolution is Evii, and even when it undertakes some-
thing that appears good, if you look carefully you will find
evil at the bottom of it. . . . It is a ruinous principle for
the authority of the family. If there is a single primal duty
for a father and mother, it Is io raise their children.
. . . The formation of the spirit and the heart of the child.
his “education”—~this word of which only religlon and the
family possess the real meaning, which will always escape
teachers appointed by the State—is the first duty of the
family. (M. Ozouf 1982, 67)

Eventuaily the anticlerical Radicals were able to take advantage of
the confusion of thelr opponents to establish the Third Republic. The
foundation was by no means firm, however, and the Radicals made
State-directed education the cornerstone of their efforts to create
national unity and secure Republican institutions.

State leadership in education did not have to mean a militantly
secular school. In Germany, by contrast, the government operated
both Catholic and Protestant schools, and French Catholic leaders
insisted that it was not mandatory attendance but the confessional
rature of Prussian schools that had led to German victories (M. Ozouf
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1882, 23). But the explicitly secular school was prebably inevitable,
given the long-standiv.g opposition of the Radicals to the Church and
the close alliance of the Church with the discredited regime of
Napoleon Il and with attempts to restore some form of monarchy.

The opportunity of the Radicals to realize their educational pro-
gram ‘id not come umniil 1877, when a commission chalred by the
flercely anticlerical Paul Bert proposed a legislative package of more
than 100 articles. Over the next few years this program—lay-
contyolied teacher-treining: universal, free, and obligatory schoeoling:
and State inspection of schools opersted bv ¢4 Church—was enacted
and implemented as a matter of bighest priority for the Radical wing
of the Republican mafority.

The concern of the Radicals was far more with ensuring the
secular and republican content of schooling than with using educa-
tion to bring about social change. They did not touch, for example,
the existing system of two classes of schools, one for the common
people and the other for the elite: the Radicals hated religious
“fanaticism” more than they hated social inequalities. Their educs-
tlonal program was a “pre-emptive strike” against clericalism and
political reaction based in an uneniightened electorate.

In support of this cbiective, the education law of 1886 required a
public elementary scheol in every commune, even if sufficient provi-
sion was already avallable in a Catholic school. Instruction in public
achools henceforth could be givenr only by lay teachers, who were
forbidden to exercise Hturgical functions (such as being a cantor or
reader) in any church, even on a voluntary basts. Noxpublic schools
could not use antirepuhlican boolks that had been forbidden by the
government, and they would be monttored regularly by public ofil-
clals to ensure that nothing would be taught that was in conflict with
the interests of the Republic.

A republican regime committed to personal liberties thus found
ftself, in the crucial sphere of education, denying the right of parents
to schools that corresponded to their own bellefs. Jules Feryy, as
minister of public instruction, condemned Catholic schools ©3

establishments which are maintained as schools of
counter-revolution, where cne learns to detest and curse all
of the ideas which are the honor and the purpese of modern
France. . . . The youth who come out [of Catholic
schools are] raised in ignorance and in hatred of the ideas
that are dear tous, . . . Let this go on for ten years more,
this blindness, and you will sce all this lovely sysiem of
liberty of instruction . . . crowned by a last lberty: the
liberty of civil war. (Legrand 1961, 47)
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The schools of the Third Republic, ther, placed a heavy stress upon
moral and civic education, as a means of “'endowing men with a moral
tie superior to or at lcust equivalent to that »hich they once found in
supernatural bellefs,” as one of Ferry's allies wrote to him in 1879. What
was needed was not neutrality, but 2 new form of epiritual authority
capable (as Auguste Comte, who had a profound influence on Ferry and
other school reformers, had written in 1824) “of repiacing the clergy
and organizing Eurcpe through education.” The common people could
never be converted to the disinterested love of humanity through
rational argument, but only through emotional appeals. Ferry and
cthers sought, through the schools, to replace the love of God with the
love of Humanity and of France. Only in this way, the Radicals believed,
could the Revolution truly be completed.

During the closing decades of the 19th and into the 20th century
a crusading laicité or secularism sought—not without success—to
promote an glternative to Catholicism. Having icentified the Catholic
Church as the primary enemy of the Republic, the Radicals paid it
the compliment of seeking to emulate the Church by creating a
State-controlled system of education that was centralized, unified in
its doctrines, and concerned above all to transmit values and to shape
lovaities. They relied in doing so above all upon the formation of
teachers in normal schools that resembled nothing so much as
seminaries of a secular religion (such leaders 1n this program as
Francois Buisson, whose epeeches were coliected in a volume called
The Secular Faith, Félix Pécaut and Jules Steeg were also leaders in
liberal Protestantism). They turned also to the power of the State to
drive Catholic teaching congregations out of France and to force
parents to send their children to secularized public schools.

France, then, more explicitly than any other democratically ruled
nation, implemented the “common school agenda’ of seeking to
shape the hearts of the rising generation through popular scheoling.
it did so through the exercise of State power, not only promoting
government-controlled schools with the utmost viger and moral
passion, but also taking increasingly drastic stepe to foreclose edu-
cational alternatives. The education provided in the State’s own
schools made no pretense of neutrality; indeed, these who shaped {t
would have considered a value-neutral school an abomination. Their
goal was to inculcate a “secular faith.”

The anticlerical effort cased somewhat around 1880 as leading
Catholics called for loyalty to the Republic, but the Dreyfus Affair—in
which the Church seemed to be allled with the forces of reaction—a
decade later led to & major assault on the remaining Catholic role in
education.
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A Socialist journal complained, in 1898, that the government had
not taken the most important step, that of abolishing freedom of
education. Nothing could be more dangerous. insisted Premier Emile
Combes in 1802, than to concede as an essential right the insinua-
tion of ideas and doctrines into the minds of defenscless children.
That year schools operated by teaching congregations were closed,
and in 1804 Combes obtained legislation forbidding members of
religlous orders to teach in private as well as in public schools, and
thousands of religious were expelled from the country. A leading
educator pointed out that “the Republic recognizes every freedom,
except that of voluntary servitude” (M. Ozouf 1982, 178-79; Chase
1983).

What developed in France in the course of the 19th century—
though foreshadowed in the revolutionary program of the 1790s
was a militant opposition on the part of republicans to any role of the
Cathelic Church in education. This oppositiun went far beyond an
insistence that the State should favor no particular religious position
(as Napoleon Il had favored Catholic schooling) but allow parents 1>
choose schooling that reflected thelr preferences (neutralité). It went
beyond the insistence that each school should be religiously uncom-
mitted and allow different views to compete (laicité). The position
that prevailed in republican circles in France asserted that material-
ism was not only the truth, but also esse.ntial to gnod citizenship;
thus, any school teaching a ditferent view of the world was a threat to
the Republic and should be closed (laicisme).

This position was expressed in an extreme fashion by Socialist
leader René Viviani in 1904 when be boasted that

neutrality is and always was a lie. It was perhaps necessary
when forging, in the face of the impetuous rage of the
Right, the education legislation. This chimera of neutrality
was promised to reassure a few timid souls whose opposi-
tion would have made the law difficult to obtain., . . . We
have never had another goal than to create an education
systemn that was antireligious, and antireligious in an ac-
tive, militant. and warlike fashion. {quoted in Ligniéres
1957, 39)

Making allowances for political rhetoric, Viviani's words are, nev-
ertheless, a chilling staternent of the goal of at least some of those
who shaped French public education under the Third Republic.
Many teachers—those Jocal representatives of the Republic—clearly
would have associated themselves with this explicitly antireligious
program, and made a point of challenging religious beliefs and
practices (J. Ozouf 1967).
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The Persistence of Altermatives
to the State’s Schools

With all of these anticlerical efforts, and despite proposals to
establish a government monopoly of schooling, the Third Republic
was far from a totalitarlan regime, and vestiges of educational
freedom remained. The number of public schools operated by reli-
gious orders fell from 13.205 in 1876 to 452 tn 1806, while the
number of privatie schools operated by orders fell from 6,685 to
1,399. but the number of private schools under lay control grew
during sthe same perfod from 5,841 to 11,548. Altogether, more than
& million students were enrolled in private elementary schools in
1808, compared with 4.5 million in public schools; members of
teaching orders continued to educate nearly a quarter of a million
students in private and public elementary schools {from tables in M.
Ozouf 1982, 233-34).

The high tide of hostility to the Catholic Church ebbed before the
outbreak of World War I, and the authorities turned a blind eye as the
teaching orders resumed providing an alternative to 'école laique.
Indeed, as teaching brothers and sisters were forced out of what had
been Catholic-flavored public schools the private sector grew, just as
it did in Belgium a few years earlier. In 1214 about 20 percent of all
primary students attended private schools—without state subsidy—
and roughly this proportion was maintained between the wars
(Foutet 1983; Chevallier 1881).

The "“school struggle” did not die away completely. In 1925 and
1936, for example, the bishops condemned secular public schools for
carrying the “revolutionary virus” and undermining the moral and
social order. In 1929 Pope Plus XI made It clear in his encyclical
Divint tliius magistri that Catholics could not accept the "pretended
neutrality” of a school from which religion was excluded.

The secular forces, for thefr part, did not relax their opposition to
confessional schooling. In 1927. the largest teachers’ union in France
demanded thc natlonalization of nonpublic schools. and in 1937 the
director of a public teacher-training college wrote that “secular” no
longer simply meant neutrally respectful toward all religions. but
must iake on the further meaning of "antireligious™ (Leclerc 1985,
57). Such gestures may have exacerbated mutual mistrust, but they
had no impact on the actual situation: public schools remained
militantly secular and most private schools equally strongly
Catholic—without public funding.

The need to raise privately the full cost of Catholic education led to
declining enrollments in parish-based elementary schools between
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the wars, while Catholic secondary schools—before secondary edu-
cation became unjversal—were able nearly to triple their enrollment
of students whose parents could afford tuition (Teese 1986, 248).

The French defeat in 1940, bringing the Third Republic to an
inglorious conclusion, threatened its prcudest creation, the secular
“republican school.” General Weygand told the Vichy government
that “all the disasters of the Fatherland come from the fact that the
Repubiic chased God out of the schools. Our first duty must be to
bring Him back.” Chaplains were restored to secondary schools,
government teacher-iraining institutes (the "seminaries of laicism™)
were abolished. and subsidies were provided to Catholic schools
(Savary 1985, 105-6).

These arrang ments instituted by the Vichy government were
immediately cancelled by the Liberation in 1844, but the Fourth
Republic was scon forced to deal with a massive campaign by the
Catholic hierarchy and parents of Catholic school students. They
complained of the injustice of a system that required them, in order
to satisfy the demands of conscience, to provide an education parallel
to that supported by their taxes. There was a certain modcration of
the traditional positions In this period, however. The bishops con-
ceded for the first time, in 1951, that, under certain circumstances,
it was permissible for Catholic parents io send their children io a
government school, even when a Catholic alternative was available,
In the same spirit, the opposition to Catholic schooling amoeng the
general public declined. Support (as expressed in opinion poils) for
government funding of part of the cost of private schooling increased
from 28 percent in 1945 to 45 percent in 1951 (Piveteau 1967, 8, 26;
Leclerc 1985, 60-67; Savary 1985, 121).

The Lol Barangé and Lot Marle of 1951 provided a financial
subsidy on a per-pupi! basis to confessional education, through a
legal fiction that the aid was going directly to the parents. The basis
for the present system of public funding was created by the Lot Debye,
adopted at the start of the Fifth Republic in 1959, while the Loi
Guermeur of 1977 extended it further. These were perceived as “'so
many defeats for the secular camp.” A further blow to opponents of
support for private schools was a ruling in 1977 that no constitu-
tional barrier existed to a secular government funding confessional
education (Leclerc 1985, 16-17).

The Loi Debré created a number of altermatives for nonpublic
schools: (1) to continuc completely independent of government
intervention. subject to employing qualified teachers; (2) to be ab-
sorbed into the national public education system: (3) to accept
government requirements as {0 curriculum and testing in exchange
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for staff salaries (contrat simple). and (4) to accept, in addition, some
government control over pedagogy and the selection of teachers, in
exchange for operating expenses as well as salarles (contrat
d’association) (sec Savary 1985, 35-38; Leclerc 1885).

On the advice of Church authorities, most Catholic elementary
schools—whose funding necds were more limited—chose the contrat
simple, while many secondary schools found the contrat
d'association preferable to meet their higher operating costs (Teesc
1886, 249).

To receive support under the conirat d'associatior. a school must
demonstrate that it meets an educational need. “The question
remains open.’ Piveteau comments, “whether this official govern-
ment recognition of an educational need les in the hands of the
government or of the population” (Piveteau 1967). In other words, is
the fact that parents desire a particular form of education different
from that provided by public schools sufficient basis for determining
that a need exists for the alternative? How distinct must this specific
identity (caractére propre) of the school be, and can it serve as the
basis for refusing to employ teachers otherwise qualified?

While Catholic schools (representing 93 percent of private school
enroliment) are almost without exception taking advantage of one of
the forir. nf contract, most private nonconfessional schools have
chosen to reraain outside such arrangements, though they may
receive a certain amount of public funding under the Lol Barangé
(Ballien 1982, 262-63).

The Loi Guermeur strengthened the independence of private
schools under contract by giving the principal the power to initiate
the hiring of staff who would be paid with public funds, subject to
government confirmation. Thus some schools may refuse to consider
teachers whose convictions do not correspond to the school’s tden-
tity. Privaie schools are in a sense placed in a more favorable position
than public schools, which are subject to a highly centralized and
bureaucratic process of assigning staff. The largest (and most polit-
ically potent) national federation of 49 teaching unions, the Féd-
¢ration de I'Education Nationale (FEN), has been strongly opposed to
this provision, since the federation has far more opportunity to
exercise its influence in a centralized personnel system. The require-
ment that teachers agree with the purposes of a private school limits
job opportunities for FEN's 400,000 members, three quarters of all
French teachers. A substantial proportion of private school teachers
have also supported their own integration into the public sector, in
order {0 improve their job security and collectively bargained rights
(Teese 1986, 255).




funding would lead to fncreasing government control, with private
scheols carried irresistibly by a sort of escalator effect into the public
system. This suspicion was reinforced by a demand by secular forces
in 1959: “If the private sector is destined to receive State aid, it is
appropriate that it bv subjected to the financial, administrative and
pedagogical control” of the national Ministry of Education {Leclerce
19856, 72-73). This cxpectation is the background of the crisis in the
carly 1980s.

The Socialist Programs
A Unified Educational System

The election of Socialist Francols Mitterand as president in 1981
threatencd the political compromises embodied in 30 years of edu-
cation legislation. In his campaign. Mitierand had called for “a great
national public education service, unified and secular.” including “all
establishments and all staif.”” While he left the meaning he attached
to these words delfberately obscure, and they had formed part of the
Socialist and Communist party platforms for years, the close associ-
ation of his Socialist party with anticlerical organizations suggested
that he intended to make a move against the independence of—or the
subsidies for—nonpublic schools.

Mitterand had good reasons to include In his program an assauli
upon the existing arrangements. Half of the delegates making up his
Socialist majority In the National Assembly were teachers, and the
FEN, an important element of his support (and owner of the building
in Paris housing the Socialist Party). was strongly opposed to subsi-
dies for private schools. Th> mid-level of local officials of this powerful
union was cspeclally deternined to eliminate such subsidies (Savary
1985, 110). They were particularly angered that the proportion of
total enrollment ir: private schools (including thosc undzr contrats
d’association and contrats simples) had risen to 16 percent, from 12
percent in 1968. This opposition had been nursed through long years
of Conservative dominance of national government—when it could
be said that “the Right governs and the Left teaches” —and was based
upon principled as well as matertal inierests.,

The victories for confessfonal schooling during the previous 30
years had been bitterly opposed. The secular teacher unions and
other powerful groups formed. in 1853, the Nationzl Committee for
Anticlerical Action (CNA'.), an umbrells organization that has con-
tinued to be closely associated with the parties of the Left. The CNAL
petition against the l.oi Jebré collected 10 milllon signatures. The
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goal of the CNAL has been “to bring tugt.ther in a common school. in
the name of science and of brotherhood, all the children of the one
Fatherland, thus cementing French unity and preparing that of
humanity.” Thus, the CNAL program was not simply fo prevent
funding to private schools but, fndeed, to cffeet thefr nationalization
into a single State-controlled system (Leclerc 1985, 63).

Typical of attitudes in the anticlerical camp toward conicssional
schooling is a statement by Jean Cornec—long-time leader of a
parcnt organization dedicated to secular education. Cornec fold
applauding rally in 1977 that “the Catholic hierarchy has never
ceased to reduce mankind to a state of slavery, io oppress tdeas, to
limit freedom™ {Leclere 1985, 27). Thus, appeals to "educat >nal
freedom™ on behalf of Catholic schooling were dismissed by Cornec
as antithetical to the truc freedom that could only be assured by
government-operated schooling. The laws providing public funding
to private schools should be repealed immediately (Savary 1985,
208).

The position of the CNAL was not simply a negative one, but
included a call for a pedagogy fice of all forms of dogmatism and
designed to lead to a “humanistic education of the highest value.”
Sccular morality. In the view of Cornec and other leaders, was
antithetical to Christian morality with its stress on sin, resignation,
and humility: anticlerical leader Michel Bouchardissas insisted that
“secularism is the highest point of human consciousness.” Only in
the secular world view was real freedom possible. and the use of
freedom as a battlecry by supporters of private education was
therefore profoundly deceptive. The freedom at stake in this struggle
was that of children, and it was up to the State to protec. children’s
freedom, even against their own parents (Leclere 1985, 122--23, 260).
As Boucharéissas told a gathering of anticlerical youth,

What an incredible imposture it is, what a crude distortion
of the truth to pass off as defenders of freedom those who
are fundamentally opposed to it. . . . Despite slander,
hatred, lHes and Quasi-fascist efferts, the schiool war wili be
in vain and the French people will understand what an
¢normous dose of archaism and resentful spirit animates
those who deliberately established and now seek to main-
tain educational separation, what latent racism, class-
determined behavior and desire to institutionalise frregu-
larities, infustices, privileges. (Leclerc 1985, 271)

The position of the FEN was that the specific identity (caractére
propre) of Catholic schools, on the basis of which their funding was
Justified. was a matter not of pedagogical distinctiveness but of the
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evangelistic mission of the Church, and therefore shounld not be
supported by a secular Republic. The decentralization of dectsion
making, sec much demanded in France in recent years, would be
impossible without a unification of the educational system; decen-
tralization could not coexist with pluralism.

Jacgues Chirac (leader of the conservative party Rassemblement
pour la Republique and twice premier) charged during the debates in
May 1984 that what was at stake was an attempt by the FEN to
extend iis grip over private schools and to control, as with public
schools, the appointment and promotion of teachers. This charge
was 1ot strictly unfair, but it was ico limited. Public school teachers
did, indeed, have & material inierest in climinating the special
conditions under which private schools employed staff, but they also
had an “ideal interest” in advancing the humanistic goals for edu-
cation in which FEN and other anticlerical organizations belie: - d so
strongly.

Private schools. as they were integrated into the unified system
demanded by the teachers’ federation, would therefore have to
abandon their claim to a caractére propre. The logic of recognizing
such a specific identity as legitimate led, it was charged, to fsolation
and ghettos, and this was bharmful to the unity of the nation: a
genuine pluralism should exist within rather than among schools.
based upon a new definition of secularism (Savary 1985, 192, 207;
Leclerc 1985, 137 266-87).

One who took  p vhis challenge to deiine a more flexible form of
secularism was an influential academic, Louis Legrand, in an argu-
ment for the “commeon school™ (I'¢cole unigue) published in 1981.
Legrand, who had earlier produced a significant study of the ideo-
logical background of the school reforms carried out by Jules Ferry,
acknowledged that this issue was deeply divisive:

the common school is opposed or supported, not on the
basis of technical concerns . . . but of its goal. The com-
mon school is necessary, or detestable, to the extent that
the awareness of cultural differences seewns to requhbe
cither the imposttion of uniformity and the disappearance
of these differences, or the Institutional affirmation of
diversity. . . . As a result our era is returning little by
little to the quarrels or ideological wars which accompa-
nied the establishment of the publie school of the Republic.
{(Legrand 1981, 12-13)

The secular school was never, legrand insisted, intended to be
truly neutral. It was to be 1he instrur.ent of a profound ideological
transformatton of the nation, « establish bourgeois republicanism—
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finding spiritual expression in Auguste Comie's semircligious
Positivismm—at the expense of clerical and royalist influence among
the people. This goal, deplorable as its class basis might have been
from 2 Socialist perspective, at least produced coherent education.
The Fifth Republic, unlike the Third, had no clear ideological foun-
dation, and as a result its schooling had become “emptied of all
content” (Legrand 1981, 56-57; sce also Legrand 1961).

it has become neutralit., accepting as the content of in-
struction unly that which is based in no value, pure
knowlezdge and technique. . . . But this neutrality is im-
possible, as the many incidents of recent years demon-
strate, especially the growing and disquieting indifference
of youth toward academic studics. . . . This pseudoneu-
trality is basically a schoo! of sccial conformity—or of
anarchical revolt against such conformity. The ideological
vacuum leads in fact to the sterllity of the institution.
(Legrand 1981. 80-61)

For legrand, the answer was not to abandon the goal of the
cominon school, but to rediscover a sense of positive secularity, a set
of values rooted in & hymanistic perspective that could with confl-
dence be taught to all students. Afier all, the ideological unity that
served as the basts for the “republican school” of the Third Republic
had been more an aspiration than a reality. It was imposed on a
largely passive population by an elite that belfeved they were justified
by the dermands of the irreversible progress of humanity. Contempo-
rary Marxist thinking con‘inues to have this confldence, but the very
success of the effort to drag and entice the mass of the population
into modernity makes it less and less possible for an clite to continue
to impose lis values. Legrand concluded that French policymakers
must “acknowledge the situation of ethical pluralism in which
coniemporary France finds itself.”

A common school that simply brings together children whose
families hold to highly conflicting views of the world car never do
more, he argued, than carry out its strictly instrumental mission of
teaching skills and information. That, finally, is satisfactory to no
one, but he saw the possibility of creating a new basis for a common
education:

Neither faith in God nor faith in Progress remain as secure
principles. A vague religlosity and a mistrust of scientific
and technical progress have penetrated spirits with a nos-
talgic destre to go backwards. Does that not arise from a
sense that something else is possible, that another concept
of man is being born and could again give meanin;, to
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human life and fo edvecaiion? . . One can ask whether
. . . the concept of man in the world that emerges from
anthropology would not make it possible to establish a new
unifying ethic, accepiable to all. (Legrand 1981, 62, 77-78)

On the basts of such a humanistic—and, because based on anthro-
pology. essentially relativistic—ethic, Legrand argued it would be
possible to create a truly common school in which neither religion
nor class would be allowed to serve as a pretext for separation. Such
a school would have to return to its oldernission: to teaching
attitudes, not simply the intellectual skills to which present-day
schools have retreated. It would place its emphauis on everything that
favored human development, while peinting out what lmited such
development. in a truly “engaged’’ pedagogy. The shared search for
the truth would take the unifying role that religion has played for 20
centuries, and “the tolerance thus developed would be the cement of
a secular and democratic society” (Legrand 1981, 89, 81, 118).

This unification through schooling could only have its full effect,
Legrand conceded. if society itself were unified through the elimina-
tion of differences in the condition of life through a strategy seeking
social justice. Writing in 1981, he naturally hoped that 3Socialist
government would achieve this broader objective as well. In antict-
paticn, he described in some detail “a common program of education
capable of responding to the ethical demands of a humanistic
formation” {Legrand 1981, 150, 181).

While Legrand’s book is an argum_at in support of the Soclalisi
program of a unified system of education. he was forced to concr.ic
that private schools had an advantiage in their clear identity:

the body of soclety is divided, soclally and ideologically.
The offictal solution to this dilemma has been sought, as
we have seen, in an aseptic concept of secularity. This is the
worst and most hypocritical solution to the extent that it
consists of emptying public education—having become
more and more intellectual and arid—of values and thus of
explicit ideology. while allowing the parallel development
of a "free” educational systen: marked by an ideological
ethic and context. . . . The common school [école nniquc;
cannot be the present public school with its ethical and
idevlogical emptiness. (Legrand 1981, 203)

Since there could be no question of the State again secking to
impose a single set of values on all schools, the only solution was to
allow each school to educate on the basis of the values and the beliefs
of those who entrusted it with their children. “The legitimacy of what
is taught can no longer be validly sought in the State, but in the local
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community. free to determine the content, the methods, the moral
orientation and the ideology of the teaching.”

In every case, Legrand wrote, such schools must be part of a single,
public education system, with the same method of funding #nd the
same legal and professional postifon for staff. The local public school
could be divided according to the wishes of parents and of local
elected officials, as in other countries, but that would have the
negative effect of social and ideological separation. Alternatively, part
of the instruction could be common to all students, with another part
separate on the basis of ideological orientation, or an agreement
could be worked out under which different parts of the instruction
would have different ideological flavoring. In any of these cases,
Legrand argued, separate Catholic schools would no longer have a
reason to exist, since all of their legitimate functions could be carried
out within the common public school (Legrand 1981, 203-4).

Only some form of pedagogical autonomy, Legrand concluded,
could bring to a positive conclusion the perennial debate over secular
and religious schooling. a debate that he judged to be noc longer
relevant. In any case, “it is contradictory and inadmissable that a
demacracy that censiders itself liberal should refuse to citizens whao
desire it the exercise of the fundamental right to decide on the nature
of the education that thelr children will benefit from. The argument
has been advanced ceaselessly by conservatives to justify a separate
‘free” school. It is time to take it back and generalize it to the whole of
society” (Legrand 1981, 205).

While Legrand argued for a measure of educational diversity—
with respect to values though not to program-—he did so in the
context of calling for creation of the single nationul systern of
education that had long been a cornerstone of educational policy on
the Left. Soctalist Education Minister Alain Savary. appointed in
1681, sought to lmplement that policy without arousing too greut a
storm of opposition.

Savary acknowledgel that public opinion supported a flexible
pluralism in education and did not support an ideologically moti-
vated attempt to mandate educational unity. He hoped, nevertheless.
to take steps that would increase the “public” nature oi subsidized
schools by limniting their scope to define the distinctive character of
their program, and to select staff based upon their adherence to this
caractére propre. He spoke in terms of “the desire to unite, perma-
nently and progressively, the too-much-divided elements of our
national education system™ (Savary 1985, 215).

Savary, like Legrand, recognized that it was not possible to revive
the effort to impose a single set of values and loyalties through the
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school. He stressed that the single public system of education that he
sought to create should have within it opportunity for “the free
exercise and development of a pluralism of ideas, of beliefs, of
ethnicities and of the indispensable right to be different” (Savary
1885, 19).

On the other hand, the initial proposals of the new government
aroused tremendous resiitance from those committed to Catholic
education. These proposals included the appointment of principals
and teachers by the government, the training of teachers exclusively
nn public institutions, and the strict application of attendance zones
to private (as to public) schools. This would mean the end of the
Christian character of private schools, Catholics charged (Leclerc
1985, g5).

The readiness of Savary to concede a right to pluralism within the
public system was not matched by all of his allies. When he gave a
speech before a great crowd of supporters of the anticlerical CNAL,
he pramised that the government would no longer support private
schools that did not abide by the same rules as public schools. Then
Savary asked rhetorically whether this meant that there would only
be a single type of school; before he could answer, as he intended,
“Certainly not!” the crowd rocared “Yesi” *Will there still be private
education in this country?” Savary went on, “I say yes!” The crowd
howled him down (Leclerc 1985, 157).

The back-and-forth of proposals during the several years of effort
on tue part of the Socialist government to find a school policy it could
enact and implement need not be traced here (see accounts, from
contrasting perspectives, in Savary and Leclerc). The bill that
emerged—only finally to be withdrawn when opposition forced Sa-
vary’'s resighation-—required that each private school seeking public
funding develop a written educational program specifying how it
would be organized and would express its identity, which could for
example be confessional, international. experimental or linguistic.
Parents would have complete freedom of choice among such educa-
tional programs. The government would satisfy ttself that each
school met its basic constitutional obligation to provide equal access
and to respect liberty of conscience, that instruction was *provided
following the rules and programs of public education,” and that it
was free. Teachers in private schools could choose whether to become
part of the state service. The implication was that many would do so,
and thus, gradually. staffing would come under public control (Sa-
vary 1985, 217-19).

This propesal—reasonable on I4s face—satisfled no one. For the
anticlerical forces it did not go far enough to “integrate” private
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scheols into the public system. and indeed threatened to “contam-
inate” public education with the practices and ideas of private. For
supporters of private education. on the other hand, it placed too
many restrictions on program and, of course, on staffing, and was
seen as leading inevitably to the loss of their schools’ distinctiveness.

The Defense of Catholic Education

National unity has been a tl =me of particular resonance in the
development of popular education in France at all times. An alterna-
tive Catholic perspective on how such unity could best be realized
was spelied out in an important book by Jacques Bur in 13858.
Respect for freedom of conscience, Bur wrote, demanded that heliev-
ers be aliowed to choose how their children would be educated: the
commeon school counld not, by its very nature, satisfy all citizens in a
religiously diverse society.

The unity of citizens is not achieved by imposing on all a
silence about the beliefs of seme in order not to offend the
unbelief of others. . . . It is not by leveling spiritual diver-
sity that national unity is to be sought, but by bringing it
into greater relief in a higher harmony that binds together
the various individuals and groups in a common desire tv
enrich the national ideal. . . . An educational system
that is corporative and pluralistic, far from dividing youth,
will permit a harmontous unity that will not in the slightest
resemble administrative uniformity or totalitarian mecha-
nization, but is made up of a fertile and organic association
among diversities. (Bur 1959, 212, 254-55, 283)

Bur wrote at a moment when the Catholic position on confessional
schooling still stood firm, but it would be profoundly shaken over the
next decade. It was in 1959, indeed. that an increasing number of
priests began to abandon their vows, several years before the same
phenomenon affected the Church in other countries. Those priests
remaining were, to an increasing extent, more pro-Soclalist than the
laity (for an account of the process in oae working-class parish, see
Delestre 1977). Many of the most influential at the diocesan and
national level had ministered as chaplains to various Catholic move-
ments on the Left rather thrn as parish priests. They were more
interested in collaboration in he interest of social progress than in
the maintenance of confessional institutions ltke schools. When
parents asked for the support of Church leadership in the struggle to
maintain the independence (and government funding) of Catholic
schools, the response, in the 1970s, tended to be less than eager; the
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Church had other pressing concerns to address, and ones that did
not threaten to reopen old wounds {(Leclerc 1985, 91).

The postiion of Catholic education had also been weakened by the
rapid decline in membership of the teaching orders and consequent
need to rely upon lay teachers, as well as by the difficulty of building
schools in the new communities that developed In France with the
demographic explosion of the postwar period. While stafl salaries
and (in the case of schools with a contrat d'association) operating
expenses were pald by government, the cost of buiiding private
schools continued to rest upon the sponsors and thus, ultimately at
least, on parents.

The Socialists were emboldened to risk reopening the educational
battles of the Third Republic, in the interest of a unifying common
school, by the wavering support of the Catholic hicrarchy and
intelligentsia for Catholic schools. Whereas in 1959 the bishops had
taken a leading role in obtaining the Lol Debré, they grew more
reticent in the 1960s and 1970s. In a statement 1ssued at Lourdes, in
1869, they went so far as to note that many good Catholics “render
testimony to Christ” by working in public education, and that the
chaice, for parents, between Catholic and secular schools was “legit-
fmate and respectable.” Some supporters charged that Catholic
education was the “unloved child” of the postconciliar Church
(Leclerc 1985, 112).

French public opinion. on the other hand, was favorable to the
continued independence of private schools, and less than one voter in
four wanted to see State financial aid discontinued. The organization
of parents of students in nonpublic schools, the National Union of
Parent Associations for Free Education (UNAFEL), had nearly a
million members, casily mobilized in defense of continued subsidies
and against any intrusions upon the prized independence of their
schools. Its anticlerical counterpart, the CNAL, made its own efforts
to mobilize supporters, but was not able to bring out more than some
300,000—itself no mmean number for an essentially negative position.

A survey in 1983 found that 51 percent of those questioned were
prepared to sign  petition in support of private education compared
with 28 percent who would sign cne in support of a single unified
system. Curiously, 30 percent of the Communists and 35 percent of
the Scocialists indicated rupport for private education. Two yecars
earlier 81 percent of the French people surveyed supported free
choice of schools, with 30 percent in favor of making the government
funding even more generous to make private edvcation completely
cost-free (Leclerc 1985, 196, 103).

The supporiers of Catholic education were alarmed by Savary’s
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»opue als. “Ince their schools were absorbed into a vast system of
8 - ‘ucation, how could they preserve itheir identity and thus their
purpe P They were not opposed to national unity but, as Fr.
Guib n au pointed out, “this unity is fashioned from diversity and
not from vhe totrlitarianism of a public system in which we would not
be able to express ourselves.” After all, he sald. a Catholic school is
not simply like any other, with a chaplain added: it involves a “global
chaice, a will to transmit everything that is specific to Christianity
through a climate of Gospel values” {Leclerc 1985, 107).

Catholic critics believed that selection of schoeol directors and staff
by the public education authorities and the trzining of all teachers in
public institutions would surely destroy the Christian character of
Catholic schools. Principals of public schools could not seiect thelr
teaching staff, and it was difficult to see how the distinctive {dentity
of a private school could be maintained without that right (Leclerc
1885, 94-95, 21).

In what has been described as a decislve turning point for the
French Catholic Church, the bishops reaffirmed 112 1981 their full
support for Catholic schooling. The fact that there are schools which
place at the very heart of the educational process the values Inspired
by the Gospel. they insisted, was an important contribution to youth
who are searching for meaning for their lives. This reassertion of the
traditional Catholic position on education—perhaps in response to
the Fope's challenge in 1980, “France, eldest daughter of the
Church, are you still faithful to your baptismal promises?”—was
widely taken as a sig n that the progressive elements that had come to
dominate the Church in the 1960s were losing influence.

New leadership was indeed emerging in the French Catholic
Church, as signaled by the appointment of Jean-Marie Lustiger, a
convert from Judaism, as archbishop of Parls. Whereas the leaders of
the 1860s believed that the Gospel message would emerge more
clearly if the Church effaced its institutional aspects and emptied
itself so far as possible of any claim to power, the new style was to
stress that sacramepts require outward and visible signs as well as
inward and spiritua! graces. The Church once again sopught to make
itself a presence on the national scene, inspired by the example ef the
Polish Church as well as by the pressure of a laity who locked to the
bishops to share their concern for Catholic education.

For the next 2 years one of the most bitter political conflicts in
postwar France took place over the issue of Catholic schooling. In
response to the claim of the anticlericals, that government-sponsored
education protected the freedom of children, Cardinal Lustiger in-
sisted that
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the child does not belong to anyone and certainly not to the
State. He is given by God to parents who are not his owners
but are responsible for him as a gift en*rusted to them. In
crder for this child to become what he [truly] is—free, in the
image of a free Gad—it is necessary that his parents, those
primarily responsibie, initiate him into freedom! Thus the
necessity of the educating family. All psychologists know
that the child develops an awareness of himself in relation
to his parents. All totalitarian regimes, from Nazism to all
forms of Bolshevism, know that they must remove the child
as early as possible from his family if they wish to create
“the new man.” {(Leclerc 1985, 274)

Even Pope John Paul Il intervened in the French situation (and the
crisis developing in Spain under parallel circumstances), with a
statement siressing the distinctive content and tdentity of the Cath-
olic school, and relating the right to operate such schools to freedom
of conscience (Leclerc 1985, 305).

The specific identity (caractére propre) of Catholic schools was
clearly at the heart of the issue. The National Committee for Catholic
Education (CNEC) insisted that this identity must mark all aspects of
the life of the school, including the development of skills and
knowledge. This required free cholce for families, real autonomy for
each school. collaboration by the staff of the scheol in a common
educational enterprise (thus implying that they could not be trans-
ferred around individually, like public school teachers), cheice of the
principal and staff, and special training for teachers. For the National
Union of Parent Associations for Free Education, the specific identity
of ach school represented a sort of moral contract between the staff
and the parvents who had chosen that school (Savary 1985, 180-81).

Parent involvemnent was the key (0 the eventual defeat of the
government's proposals. Private education was well situated in this
respect since each French private school is dependent upon iis
parentr to provide funding for physical facilities, unlike, for exarnple,
the situa ton in the Netheriands or Belgium. The 1983 survey cited
above found that 62 percent of the private school parenis were
prepared to demonstrate in support of educational freedom, while
only 11 percent of the public school parents felt equally strongly
about a unified secular system (Leclerc 1985, 196).

Gigantic demonstrations—the last of them bringing more than a
million supporters of private schools to the streets of Paris in June
1884 {including 570,000 clocked through the railway «tations ano
others who arrived on nearly 6,000 chartered buses)— howed how
strongly parentis felt about retaining an alternative o the state
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system of schooling. Although Catholic school supporters formed the
backbone of the demonstrations, Jewish schools were strongly rep-
resented as well, together with a 100,000 students and parents from
nonconfessional private achoais.

The CNAL organized its own massive, though rather smaller,
demonstirations to show the continuing strength of anticlerical sen-
timent, but nothing could match the outpouring of support for
parent choice.

The upshet, in July 1984, was the resignation of Savary and the
abandonment of any efforts by the Socialists to change the ground-
rules for education. For the anticlericals, this was a convincing
defeat: “The integration [of private schools into the public system] of
which they had always dreamed, even a government of the Left with
an absoclute majority in the legislaiure could not implement™ (Leclerc
1985, 313).

The subsequent defeat of the Soclalists in the 1986 elections was
attributed, by many observers, to this debacle. One conservative
observer suggested that the orderly river of parents on the pavements
of Paris in June 1984 had not sought to overthrow the government
but had done something much more damaging: they had simply
ignored it (Dutourd 1985, 164).

The Conservative Counterattack
on Public Schools

In addition to the struggle over the status of nonpublic schooling,
the French “common school” has experienced recent attacks from
neoconservative crities {in French political terms, Liberals) who
guestioned whether education was well served by a centralized and
highly regulated sysiem under a near-me—npoly by the government
and the national unions. Thus Jacques Chirac warned, in a radio
speech. that "those who are determined to defend liberty” would not
accept the attempted “‘selzure. by Socialists and Communists In
power, of the minds of our children.”

A sweeping indictment of education under Soclalist control was
published by Didier Maupas on behalf of the conservalive study
group Le Chub de I'Horloge. Maupas argued in L 'école en accusation
{1984) that an egalitarian ideology had had the effect of emptying
education of most of its content and all sense of the need for effort
and discipline. "It is normal” he insisted, “for parents to move
toward private education if government refuses to set in motton a
strategy for successful schools” (Maupas 1984, 17).

Maupas described a “black market” in public educaiion, with
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parents finding many ways of evading the rigiditics of the school
attendance zones. Those with sophistication and connections could
always flnd ways to get their children into the desired school, going so
far as to rent a house for just long enough to register at the local
school. *“It's crazy how many people live across the street from the
Lycee Henrl-IV [an elite secondary school in Paris).’ they say ironi-
cally.” A more complicated method was to ask for a course (for
example, Russian or Greek) offered only at certain prestigious
schools (Maupas 1884, 19).

Why did middle-class parents increasingly sign their children up
for all sorts of cultural or athletic activities after school? Maupas
speculated that it was because they wanted to give their children an
cxperience of the discipline necessary to excellence, the moral
armament that the public school no longer provides. Education must
above all. Maupas wrote, develop the will and nurture character, and
this reguires effort and difficulties to be overcome. Lowering stan-
dards and expectations in the name of egalitarian goals was in fact
fair to no one (Maupas 1984, 20, 144~45).

The only answer, according to Maupas, was to destroy the present
bureaucratic control of education and encourage diversity, choice, and
a renewal of high expectations: this would require “breaking with the
filusion of the common school” and instead “adapting education to
human diversity.” Rather than seek to give parenis some say in school
decisionmaking through the Socialist program of parent-teacher covn-
cils, the school staff should be made fully responsible for the pedagog-
ical techniques that they use, and parents then given a cholce among
schools. Belgium, be claimed, was an example of the successful opera-
tion of such parent choice. Government should certify schools on the
basis of their programs and the qualifications and morality of their staff,
and then provide funding for the number of students enrolled. Only in
this way could the process of education be adapted to human diversity
(Maupas 1984, 191-97).

Soclologist Rebert Ballion agreed, on the basis of research reported
In Les consomumateurs d'école (“The Education Consumers”)
(1982), that parent-teacher councils had proved ineffective. Success-
ful parent intervention in the interest of the educauon of their
children occurs instead through a form of consumer behavior.

Ballion found that the present French system, without a formal-
ized and generally understood mechanism for ihe exercise of parent
choice. does indeed largely benefit sophisticated, middie-class par-
ents. Rescarch had showed that working-class parents, contrary tc
expectation, did not choose only the traditional forms of schooling;
they distinguished themselves from middle-class parents not by the
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would exercise a choice at all (Ballion 1982, 101-3).

Other research had shown that middle-class parents were more likely
to seek & change in school or prograrmn as scon as a child began to
experience difficulties. Middle-class children did not experience notably
fewer early learning difficultics, but they were more likely to receive
appropriate help because of the consumer sophistication of their par-
ents. Ballion concluded that there was a “social inequality in the face of
fallure” resulting from the inability of working-class parents to make
effective use of educatiunal chofce (Ballion 1982, 104-8).

In a study of “arents who made use of an education reference
service In Paris, Ballion found that those bulonging to the lower
middle class tended to s¢e no other alternative than a private school
for their children who were experiencing difficulty. Those of a higher
status were more aware of the possibility of manipulating the public
system to the benefit of thelr calldren,

Private education, Ballion argued, is by no means an elite alterna-
tive, though the proportion of students from working-class homes in
1976-77 was 38.2 percent in public but “oaly” 21.3 percent in
private education as a whole. Children of professionals and higher
level officials represented 9 percent of the students in public and 14.6
percent of those in private education. Stated another way, in 1981, 50
percent of the children of businessmen and industrialists, 33 percent
of those of professionals and higher-level officials, but only 14
percent of those of workers and 18 percent of those of white-collar
employees were in private schools (Savary 1885, 128).

The most prestigious secondary schools of all. however, arc the
upper rank of public lycées, ltke Louis-le-Grand, Ravel. and Jules
Ferry in Paris. On the other hand. a whole sector of non-Catholic
private schools specialize in giving a sccond chance to students who
have experienced academic failure in public schools. Another sector
appeals to parents who are secking a very “contemporary’ education
for their children (Ballion 1982, 117-18, 277-84).

Ballion's review of the research led him to the conclusion that “the
state school seeks to express a universalism that no longer exists.
The present crisis of the school s a crisis of society, for it is a crisis of
consensus’ (Ballion 1982. 184). The traditional concept of the goals
and methods of education no longer enjoys hegemony. but the more
child-centered concepts. though tending to impose themselves as
collective values, are in fact held by a minority of parents (207). “For
many years education has been seen, not 2s a service ynade avaflable
to citizens, but as an institution charged with cxercising a—
beneflcent—consiraint on: that citizen™ (211).
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This lack of cholce creates serious problems In a free socfety,
Ballion argued. While we can consult another doctor or garage
mechanic if we lose confidence in the services we arc receiving, we
arc not suppused to seck out another educational sctting for our
children. “[Public] education is the only service for which the user is
denied the rght of evaluation” (Balllon 1982, 288). The contempo-
rary expectitions of " mercantile society where freedom of choice
based upon critical judgment reigns™ would be better served if
schools were allowed to respond in a differentiated manner to partic-
ular groups of parents, who would thereby be ¢ncouraged to act to
abtain th.: mest appropriate services for their children. After all, the
famllics questioned by parent associations had expressed strong
support for “the free chofee of schools by parents.” with 82 percent
making, this demand (Ballion 1982, 180).

It contrast with public education. which defines itself by
reference to the idea of a public service, that is of a uniform
supply corresponding to a collective need, private educa-
tion justifies its existence by the existence of Individualized
demands that a collective supply cannot satisfv. . . .
Private schools. unlike public schools, don't have “captive
users,” but “clients,” who choose in toial freedom. They arc
in consequence placed in a competitive relationship that
incites them to retain a share of the market by offering a
specific service, and thus draws them into a process of
differentiation. {Ballion 1982, 222-23)

Quite apart from ideological considerations. Ballion urged,
“private education, in its present forms, is moving in the dfrection of
an improved functioning of our cducational system . . . by legiti-
mizing a new aititude toward education, that of the pre-eminence of
the consumer. private education places public education more and
more on the defensive, entering into competition with it and thus
creating a new situation of which no one can predict the conse-
quences” {Ballion 1982, 284-5).

One willing to try to make such a prediction was Alain Madelin, a
rising star among conservatives in the legislature. In Pour libérer
Uécole: L'enseignement & lu carte 11954) Madelin refterated many of
the themes covered at more lengils by Ballion and Maupas, insisting
that “effectiveness, freedom. justice, democracy™ could all be en-
hanced by a system of diversity and choice in education.

We are the heirs of a system in which everything is decided
from the top down. We must turn the cducational pyramid
over and build a system in which the base, that is, the
demand for education, s decisive. . . . Now it is supply
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that is in conirol. The “consumers of schooling™ . . .
have to follow and seek to adapt themselves to the educa-
tion that is offered to them. [They are] captive and passive
users. . . . The school where your child happens to be
assigned may be excellent or detestable. You have nothing
to say about it. The only cscape hatch remains private
education. That's why it upsets the Socialists s0 much.
(Madelin 1984, 25-26)

Real reforin of education was blocked by a sccularism that had
moved further and further from a real respect for liberty of con-
science. and by a teacher’s union (the FEN) that, like large corpora-
tions, was pressing relentlessly for uniformity and monopoly
{(Madelin 1984, 86, 108).

Not only is this limitation on diversity and choice unfair, Madelin
argucd, but 1t prevents finding a solution to the growing problems of
tnefiective schools and student alienation.

All analyses agree: the struggle against academic failure
requires using differentiated pedagogies. The school must
adapt itself to this very strong and +» 'y diversified demand.
What's the use of dreaming of a rnore talented Ministry [of
Education] or of a miracle reform? That's not where the
problem lies. To respend to a strong, individualized, diverse
demand for education, it is essential to abandon the con-
trolling logic of supply. Another logic is necessary: that of
consumers. The education of the future is an education
controlled from below, by demand. But demand requires
choice, and choice {requires] liberty and competition
among schools, (Madelin 1884, 35)

Madelin urged that the State stop financing schools and finance
education instead, by some form of voucher that would permit
parents and students maximnum freedom and influence through their
cholces. His suggestion for bringing about this “revolution of respon-
sibility™ was that each child be allocated 10,000 "poinis” at birth, to
be used at any time in his or hier career “according to the opportu-
nities, desires, or needs” at that moment. “"Educational points
represent the possibility of a supple and ever-adaptable system that
can break the logic of the present dirigism” (Madelin 1984, 57-58).

The Issue was not onc of efficiency alone, Madelin argued. but of
principles, of fundamental choices about society. The arguments for
a State monepoly of education {or of free education, since “What is
liberty ff 1t becomes the privilege of the few?") were based, for sorme,
on a desire to prescrve the social order, while for others it was a
means to bufld a new order. Thus Madeiin guoted Jean-Pierre
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Chevenement (the Socialist successor of Savary as Minister of Na-
tional Education) as saying that it was the goal of the Socialists to
change what is inside heads. Afier all, so the Socialist argument
went, future citizens must be educated to place the interests of
soclety above thetr individual concerns and loyalties, and this was of
fundamental importance to a government determined to create a
more just social order. The logic of this argument was that “frecdom
will be fully assured when the State has a monopoly of education.”
From the perspective of the French Liberals, on the other hand,
educational freedom was not something granted by the State but a
fundamental right. prior to the State and untouchable (Madelin
1984, 65-69, 91, 77).

In the interest of effective education, then, and as a matter of basic
right as well, Madelin called for public policy to encourage parent
choice among autonomous scheols. He pointed out the contradiction
hetween the Left's demand for worker management at the shop level
and its indignant rejection of the idea that school staff could make
fundamental decisions. At the FEN Congress in 1982, for example,
the leaders of the largest teacher association attacked alternative
schools as “comforting those who support private education in their
demand for a right to be different” (Riadelin 1984, 138-39).

Madelin recognized the powerful—and generous—appeal of the
idcal of public education as the great reconciler of social classes and
the forger of a single national identity (Glenn 1988, chapters 1 and 9).
The fact was, however, that the system of school attendance zones
restricted most students to attending school with others of their own
soclal class. The exception were those middle-class parents who
know how to take advantage of the loopholes, use “pull” (piston), or
make deals to get their children into the better schools. Perhaps a
universal system of parent choice could give everyone the chance to
take advantage of good educational opportunities. Madelin rejected
the idca that the State couid, through its schools, impose a single
naticnal morality. framed oa a secular. “neutral” basis, as inconsts-
tent with a pluralistic anc., liberal democracy. “We must accept, at
one and the same time, the pluralism of moralities and that of
schools,” he urged. despite the vertigo that the infinite possibilities of
liberty may inspire (Madelin 1984 145--55).

In an open society, Madelin concluded. “consensus must b=
reached not on goals but on respect for the rules of fair tehavior that
will apply to all.” In education, the only sysiem consistent with
freedorn, justice and democracy. as well as with effectiveness, was
that of parent choice. “A new idea, a crossroads, this can unite the
French people, give a contemporary expression to their determina-
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tion not to submit, either for themselves or for their children, to
decisions in which they have had no part; it can sclidify the popular
attachment to freedom of chofce. In the school. as in so many other
areas, freedom must be expanded™ (Madelin 1884, 176).

With the conservative victory in the March 1986 elections, some
observers speculated that Madelin and others might press for the
“privatization” of public schooling as of other aspects of the French
Welfare State. It may be that the enirenched power of the education
bureaucracy was such that this scemed an unpromising task; Madelin
accepted the portiolic of minister of industry, and the Chirac govern-
ment did little to challenge the present system. Experiments that had
begun under the Socialists to permit an expanded choice among three
or four public schools in certain areas were continued and supported. A
year-end report by the French newsmagazine L'Express in December
1887 noted that "the world of education, traditionally fertile in upsets,
confrontations and projects, has experienced, the past twelver  nths,
one of the calmest periods in its history.™

In preparing for the 1988 presidential and then parliamentary
elections, the Socialist leadership took care not to renew hostilities by
ralsing any questions about funding for private schools. The leaders
were apparently not pleased when the opening speech of the FEN's
annual conference, in February 1988, attempted io reopen the
debate. The powerful Communist faction within the FEN accused the
Socialists of having accepted defeat on this issue too easily. but
Mitterand's convincing victory seemed to confirm the wisdom of
having backed down on confrontation with private school parents

At present, then, a stand-off exists in French education on the
issue of diversity and choice. The Socialists were not able to disman-
tle the compromises under wihiich Catholic and other private school-
ing enjoy public subsidies or to bring all schools into a single
educational system. The conservative parties, on the other hand,
have made no moves against a public education systemn heavily
dominated by their opponents.

Assessing Parent Cholce in Framce

How much real choice exists in French education? Twenty years
ago Didier Piveteau lamented that “because of the closc relationship
created ir- 1958 between Catholic and government schools, it may be
said that, apart from religion, the curriculum of the Catholic school
has no distinctive features.” On the other hand, he suggested, a
difference did exist between the more subject-oriented teachers in
public schools and the more student-orienied teachers in Catholic
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schools (Piv teau 1967, 30, 36). The
been eroding, however. The proportion of the siaff of Catholic schools
who were priests or nembers of religious teaching orders dropped, in
the next 20 years, from 40 to 10 percent, and there are indications
that many lay teachers differ little, in their values, from those
employed in public schools (Tee £ 1886, 251).

By 1981. Socialist Minister of Education Alain Savarv pointed out,
14 percent of the Catholic schools provided no =ilglous instruction
at all and 24 percent of them regarded school climate alone as the
essence of their religious instruction. For only 25 percent of the
parents choosing Catholic schools was the confessional character of
the school the decisive factor. In other words, from Savary’s perspee-
tive, parents may have a right of conscience to choose a Catholic
school but, in most cases, choice is motivated by other consider-
atiens than rcligious belief. He quoted education historfan Antolne
Prost’s conclusicn that “Catholic education is. in reality. a tatlor-
made education for an elite public. The facade is religious and the
reality social” (Savary 1985, 77).

This judgment seems too schematic. After all, parents may be
uncomfortable with the traditional denominational battle lines and
yet look for something in Catholic education that they believe to be
missing in secular schools. A study commissioned by Savary him-
self, in 1982, found that 92 percent of private school parents were
motivated by a concern that their children receive not just instruc-
tion but also an education in the sense of the development of the
whole person. For 84 percent it was important that their children
recelve an educaton respecting traditional values. The fact that
“only” 64 percent wanted specifically religious instruction should
not be taken to prove that the others had no reasons other than social
elittsm to select a Catholic school. Part of the role of the national
associations of Catholic education. Teese has suggested, was to
redefine its distinctiveness: “Through the elaboration of certain key
concepts, such as the “educational project™ or the “educative tean:,”
and the stress on certain recurring elements, such as *“‘choice” and
“care.” schools that weri once confessional acquire distinctiveness in
secular terms” (Teese 1986, 254).

With 2 million students and some 150,000 staff, Catholic educa-
tion in France is not likely to disappear, especially in view of the
tremendous show of support in 1984. The question remains,
whether demand for parent choice and for alternatives to the com-
mon public school is more prevalent than demand for explicitly
Catholic =ducation as such. Tb a substantial extent. as Maupas and
others point out and even Socialist education minister Savary con-
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ceded, sophisticated parents exercise choice within a public system
that, in the name of unity and equality, has refused to acknowledge
the legitimacy of parental cholce. Faced with this reality, the teacher
unions have admitted that more flexibility is needed, and the govern-
ment has set in motion a certain number of experiments with the
systemn of attendance zones (Savary 1885, 32, 55).

Savary proposed, in Qctober 1983, that

Education should be national without being uniform, re-
specting equal access for all to all establishments that
make up the public system. The diversity of pedagogical
needs of students, the educational choices of parents, the
functioning of the act of teaching, require that educational
establishments be more autonomous and more responsi-
ble, that they offer programs adapted to their student
population. This diversity of establishments, however,
must be put at the service of a global educational mission,
committed to transmitting the knowledge and the values
that the national community recognizes as essential for
education, as it must offer to those who desire it [that
knowledge and those values] that depend upon personai
choices. (Leclerc 1985, 193)

The question arises, why the concept of distinctive identity (car-
actére propre) could noi be applied to public as it is to private schools.
‘To do so would be truly revolutionary, as Leclerc observes, because it
would take decentralization to its logical conclusion “in turning the
back once and for all on the old monolithism™ of the public education
system (Leclerc 1985, 161). It would be the ultimate renunciation of
the Jacobin dream of moiding citizens in a single pattern and to the
same set of loyalties and attitudes.

Despite the support of such prominent young conservatives as
Alain Madelin for this beld step, the power of the education estab-
lishment makes it unlikely that any government soon will seek to
implement a “disestablishment” of the present unitary system. The
3 years of the corservative Chirac government reflected a sort of
armed truce on education policy, with couservatives keeping their
hands off the public school in exchange for the continued funding of
private schools without undue burecaucratic interfercnce. There are
no signs that this will change under the present Socialist-dominated
government of Michel Rocard.

The struggle in France over the opportunity to make choices about
schools suggests the accuracy of Cardinal Lustiger's conclusion:
*No, diversity does net produce division. it is the denial [of diversi*v]
that produces division.™
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Parental Cheoice im
Dutch Education

The Structure of Cholce

utch education is generally considered the most highly

evolved system in the world of parent choice among schools.

It serves as a reference point for both positive and negative
arguments about parent choice in the Unfted States. often with little
factual basis. Judgments on this system by Americans tend to be
unfavorable unless made by supporters of parochial schools. Thus
one observer commented that “through it the Dutch have built three
peoples out of one—quite a contrast to what we have been trying to
do, perhaps somewhat less successfully, in building one people out of
many.” (Reller 13963, 188)

And the president of the American Federation of Teachers, Albert
Shanker, warned in his weckly advertisement in the New York Times,
on July 4, 1982, 'If our public schools were to meet the same fate as
Holland’s, there would be major national consequences.”

Sister M. Raymond McLaughiin, by contrast. described Dutch
education as “the ideal solution.”

If religious ncutrality is what some people in Holland want,
they can have it. But there are many others whose view of life
demands an education which integrates the secular elements
with religious and moral training; they, too, can have this
without the penalty of an additional financial burcen. The
armangement patcatly is just; it gives practical recognition to
the primacy of parental rights in education; it gives full
consideration to the meost precious of liberties—freedom of
religion in education; it allows all to share equitably in public
educational funds. (McLaughlin 1967, 411)

The discussion that follows concentrates on elementary schooling,
since Dutch secondary education is highly and confusingly diffcren-
tiated by degree of academic emphasis. Cur focus will be primarily
upon the choices avaflable in the Netherlands on the basis of
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convictions about how beliefs and values should be reflected in
schooling. These choices emerge most clearly at the clementary
level, though full public funding for private education extends
through secondary and higher education in the Netherlands.

Educational freedom is written into the Dutch Constitution. Arti-
cle 23 (formerly article 208). adopted in 1917, guarantees the
freedom to provide education and, explicitly, to appoint teachers and
seleci curriculum, with government oversight only with respect to
quality and the moral character of the teachers (Akkermans 1880, 9).
This article has been interpreted in legislation to guarantee full
public funding for any school parents may choose, provided that it
meets enrollment and quality requirements.

Dutch education law requires a “responsible authority” (bevoegd
gezag) for each school. This may be {for some secondary and higher
education institutions) the national government, or (for elementary
education) the local government, in which cases the school is con-
sidered public {openbaar). If the responsible authority is an associa-
tion or foundation, institution, church council, or religious commu-
nity. the school is considered private (bijzonder).

A large proportion of students—approximately 70 percent at the
elementary level {(Kemenade 1981, 77)—attend schools operated by
nongovernment organizations. In 1980, there were 548,918 (31.4
percent) students in public kindergarten and elementary schools.
492,541 (28.3 percent) in Protestant, 644,684 (37 percent) in Cath-
olic, and 58,775 (3.4 percent) in “neutral” (nonconfessional) private
schools. The proportion in Catholic schools has been declining
relative to the other three types of schools. In the various types of
vocational education, the proportion of students in neutral private
schools is much higher, since many were organized by industry
associations. In 1980, only 11 percent of some 700,000 vocational
students were in public schools, 20 percent in Protestant, 30 percent
in Catholic, and 38 percent in neutral private schools (Dodde 1883.
120-22).

More than two-thirds of Catholic elementary schools are operated
hy foundations set up by the church and managed by Catholic lay
people. while 30 percent of Protestant schools are operated by
associations of individuals. This contrast reflects the historical de-
velopment of Protestant schooling from the efforts of parents, not
necessarily supported by their churches. Nonconfessional private
schools vary in their organizational sponsorship, with no single type
preponderant.

Freedom of education, under Dutch law, is seen as consisting of
distinct freedoms to establish a school {stichting), to mark it with a
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particular world view (richting), and to shapc the content of instruc-
tion (inrichting). Private schools may be as distinctively confessional
or ideological as desired. Since 1919 a national Education Council
has had as its primary function to issue advisory opinions in cases in
which one of the three educational freedoms seems to be threatened
by some administrative measure (Leune 1981, 359).

Under the elementary education law. most recently revised in
1983, schools may receive public subsidy of all operating costs even
at enrollment levels that, in most nations, would ensure their closing
or consolidation. The “average” elementary school has 159 students,
with a capacity of 129 and thus a 20 percent excess capacity (James
1982, 24). This excess capacity, although under pressure in the
present climate of {iscal austerity, is considered a protection of the
right of access to a school with the destred richting.

In theory, at least, starting and obtaining funding for a new
elementary school is simple. Each community (or several together)
must develop a plan each year specifying which pubiic and private
schools will be funded for the following 3 years. A private school
must be included in the funding plan if its responsible authority can
show that it will be attended by a sufficient number of students. This
number varies according to the size of the community. from 200
students for a community with more than 100,000 inhabiiants, to 80
students for a community with fewer than 25,000 inhabitants. If no
other school is available that provides an educatiorn of the same
richting (denominational or pedagogical character), these numbers
are lower: from 150 down to 60 for the smaller communities, with the
national government reserving the right to set the number siill lower
in special circumstances.

Ornice approved. a private school must be maintained in the mu-
nicipal funding plan if it continues to meet minimum enrollment
standards. In a community with less than 25,000 inhabitants, a
school is threatened with closing if for 3 years it enrolls fewer than 50
students. but this critical number drops to 30 students if there is no
school of the same type within 3 kilometers. In the largest commu-
nities, these with more than 100,000 inhabitants, a school will be
closed only if its enrcllment drops for 3 years below 80 students,
provided that therce is no school of the same type within 3 kilometers
(Ministerie van Onderwijs en Wetenschappen 1984: articles 54-56.
107 of the Flementary Education Law effective August 1985). Mu-
nicipalities are also encouraged to provide transportation subsidies
for parents cnrolling their children in a distant school, especially if
that choice rests upon religious or “"world view" considerations
{article 45).
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ondary schools of each richting and each of the (very complex)
varicties of secondary academic and vocational training. This pro-
cess gecurs through negotiations among the coordinating groups
that represent the four varieties oi schooling: the Association of
Mumnicipalities for public education. the Catholic Schoal Council. the
Protestant-Christian School Council, and the General [nondenomi-
national] Private School Council (Leune 1981).

In a period of declining enroliments and school closings, determin-
ing in practice the meaning of the “same richting™ assumes consid-
erable importance. The availability of a nearby Catholic school, for
example, would permit the closing of another that is underenroiled.
No issues seem to have arisen over whether a Catholic school whose
religious instruction {s based upon liberation theology—and report-
edly there are many in the Netherlands—is equivalent for parents to
another that stresses the traditional catechism, or vice versa. Politi-
cal commitments have not been glven the same standing as religious
commitments in establishing a right to scheol choice.

This r.cstion of equivalence has arisen repeatedly with respect to
the theological flavoring of Protestant schools, however, since some 5
percent of them are religiously conservative "Reformational” schools
founded in conscious opposition to the perceived laxness of the
Protestant-Christian schools. As early as 1933, the government
decided that these groups of schools were in fact not equivalent and
that the former had all the rights of a distinct richiing, but the issue
continues to arise as local government secks to consolidate schools to
reduce per-pupll costs (Koppejan 1985, 88).

More recently the gquestion has arisen. whether a “neutral” private
school, one that reflects no single belief or world view but is distinc-
tive only in terms of pedagogy, may be considered equivalent to a
public school offering the same program and (by law) committed to
the :ame neutrality. Is there, in other words, a right to such a private
school distinct from any i1ssue of conscience? An advisory opinion of
the Education Council in May 1985 found that there is such a right,
since even the deliberate lack of commaon convictions can be seen as
a "philosophical foundation.” (Struik 1985).

The right also exisis to choose among public schools, although
local government is permitted by law to establish school attendance
districts for public schoeols in order io promote thetr efficient utiliza-
tion. The law provides that admission to public schools under such
circumstances shall be on the basis of the attendance district. unless
the parents have given writien notice to the municipal authorities
that they wish admission to a school in another attendance district
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(Mintsterie van Onderwifs en Wetenschappen, Elementary Education
Law, article 44). In a 1986 judgment based on statements made when
the law was adopted, the Council of State found that & municipality
had to grant this request (Vroon 1866).

Some recent proposals have been made to enforce attendance
districts in the interest of containing “white flight” in racially
changing urban areas, but these have run up against constitutional
objections (see Dwarkasiig 1987; Triesscheijn 1988).

While the freedoms to establish and fo give a distinctive character
to a school (stichiing and richting) are well-protected by law, that of
managing instruction (inrichting) is more limited by government
requirements. The responsible authority manages the financiat and
personnel affairs of the school, appoints teachers, selects the curric-
ulum and materials, and determénes the disciplinary code as well as
the role of religious instruction =ud other optional courses, but it
must do these within the framework of extensive government regu-
lation. Some private school advocates feel that these regulations
threaten to make the freedom of richiing meaningless (Jong Ogzn.
1984).

The responsibility of government to ensure the competence of
every school has led to detailed prescription in such areas as the
minimum and maximum number of lesson periods a week and thelr
length, the class size norms, the required competence of teachers,
their salaries and rights, and the ways in which student achievement
is measured at key transition points. Since the government pays all
teacher salaries directly, and supplements from the responsible
authority are mct permitted, no way exists of rewarding effort or
competence (James 1982, 15).

Government inspectors ensure that these requirements are met,
and may advise but have no authority in instructional arcas. The
most explicit invelvement of government with the content of instruc-
tion is in influencing the goals of vocationally orfented secondary
schools by setting the standards by which students must demon-
strate their competencies.

The basic funding available to each school is defined nationally,
though the municipality may decide to provide extra staff for the
public schools that it opera es; in such cases, the local private
schools are entitled to the same supplemental assistance. Schools
may also seek (but not require) addittional contributions from parents
for supplemental services. The fact that private schools (especially
the “neutral” schools with their sophisticated pedagogy) are more
likely to recetve such voluntary contributions. and also have less cost
for burecaucratic overhead, leads to a common and perhaps justified
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perception tuat they are “more equal” than public schools in the
resources available to them. A continual tension thus exists between
highly deceniralized school management and elaborately specific
government guidelines (Leune 1981: Idenburg 1971).

The Background of Educational Plurelism

Schooling by (and to serve the purposes of) the State was imple-
mented in the Netherlands when, in 1795, invading troops of the
French Republic made it possible for their Dutch allies to establish a
centrally organized system of popular educaiion (Glenn 1988, for
this and following).

This system relled for its success—widely admired in other
countries—upon a network of government-appointed inspectors and
the active involvement of 2 nationwide voluntary organization, the
Society for the General Welfare. As a result of the schoolbooks
published by this organization and the teachers it tra’ned, Dutch
popular education came to be permeated with what might be called
a lowest-commeon-denominator Protestantism, a sort of Christianity
without a Savior, intended ¥ be morally uplifting to students and
inoffensive to parcnts.

The success of government-sponsored education in the Nether-
lands in the early 19th century rested in part upon the cancern of its
organizers to reassure parents about the religious base of the instruc-
tion. The State, unlike that in contemporary France, made no effort
to use schools as a weapon agaiast a Church perceived as a threat-
ening rival, though the Dutch reformers complained that the “fanat-
icism” of some parents and teachers was a difficulty.

This effort to conciliate the religious concerns of parenis was much
admired in other nations attempting to set up school systems during
the same period. Horace Mann and his allies in the United States, for
example, argued that “‘common” public schools should emulate the
inoffensive religious teaching of Dutch schools. The statement by a
Jewish community leader tn Amsterdam, that his people had no
objections to the sort of Christianity taught in the schools, was
widely cited in favor of this moralizing and sentimental religious
teaching,

The common public school enjoyed strong support from both
libcrals and conservatives among the Dutch elite, who saw it as the
means by which the nation would be knit together and the working
classes taught to be moral and reasonable. Unfortunately for their
hopes, the school became the focus of 70 years of palitical struggles
that mobilized large groups of Calvinists and Roman Catholics




among the common people to demand schooling corresponding to
their own religious convictions. Far from knitting the nation to-
gether, the religious teaching provided in public schools became a
major source of dissension.

Those who regarded nonsectarian religious teaching as inade-
guate, if not pemicious, were at first a small minority among the
educated elite, but their numbers grew as political reform and
economic development brought wider participation in public life.
Their position evolved through several stages during the course of the
i9th century. At first, they asked that public schools be distin-
guished on a religlous basis, with a right for parents to choose a
Catholic or a F.otestant or a neutral public school as in Germany.
During the 1850s, this demand was abandoned for more effective
guarantees of the right to operate private confessional schools,
making this right depend upon central government approval, free
from interference by local authorities. In the following decades—and
especially as rising expenditures for public education created com-
petitive pressures—the Calvinist and Catholic political parties con-
centraied on gaining public subsidies for their schools.

These moves were strongly resisted by the Liberals who dominated
Dutch politics after midcentury and who, in common with their
counterparts in other couniries at the time, saw the loyalty of the
common people to religious traditions as a sign of clericalism and a
major impediment to social progress. Although the 1848 Constitu-
tion guaranteed the right (subject to meeting government require-
ments) to operate a school, it also required that government provide
for education. This was interpreted by the Liberals to mean that
public schools must be established even in communities where every
parent had chosen a confessional school. A national organization
{from which the Association for Public Education [VOO)] is de-
scended) was formed to oppose confessional education, and the
leading Liberal p~litician made a notorious speech attacking the
Roman Cathoelic and Calvinist religious "fanatics.” Calvinist leader
Abraham Kuyper replied that, if the Liberal school program pre-
vailed. the lion—symbol of freedom—should be removed from the
shield of the Netherlands, to be replaced by an eagle with a lamb in
its claws!

In 1878, the Liberals had their opportunity, enacting educational
requirements and providing subsidies to municipal schools that
would make it much more difficult for confessional schooling to
survive. This threat aroused the Calvinist and Roman Cathaolic “little
people” (Kuyper's phrase) who made good use of a broadened
electoral suffrage; by 1888, their political parties had gained a
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mafjority in the Parliament. Thinking that they were s

mothering the
last flickers of traditional religion, the Liberals had mana, - to fan it
into vigorous life—and. in so doing, to mobilize a political opposition
which would leave them out of power for most of the subsequent
century.

The new school law adopted tn 1889 provided the same 30 percent
natfonal subsidy for confessional as for municipal schools. though
the latter alone received local tax support. Over the next three
decades support grew for removing even this distinction and extend-
ing full public funding to confessional schools. Parents would thus be
able to send their children to confessional schools on the same basis
as to municipal schools. During the period 1917-20, an agreement
was reached among all political parties to make this a basic guaran-
tee and a cornerstone of educational policy.

This “Pacification,” the settlement of the 70-year struggle over
schools, was the basis for tremendous growth of the portion of Dutch
life divided along denominational lines during the 1920s and 1930s.
Emancipation of the common people, for whom Roman Catholic or
Calvinist beltefs were central, and their emergence into public life
bringing thefr convictions with them, required organization. The
passions and the habits of organization developed during the strug-
gle for confessional schooling found expression across the whole
range of public and private life.

This structural pluralism, known as “pillarization™ (verzuiling), is
a vertical differentiation affecting—at its height, in the 1950s—
virtually all dimensions of Dutch society. One Dutch political scien-
tist notes that "verzulling is inexplicable apart from the ‘school
struggle’” (Akkermans 1980, 158). Observers disagree on the num-
ber of pillars: certainly Calvinist and Catholic and neutral organiza-
tions were created across the board, and, in a number of spheres, a
Socialist alternative and a fundamentalist Calvinist pillar as well.
The diverrity in Dutch education owes much more to the accommo-
daiione reached among these social groups than to a principled
commitment to foster individual choice as such.

As the issue of confessional education had led the way to the
development of power blocks in the political arena. so the implemen-
tatton of such education after the Pacification of 1920 played a
feading role in the institutionalization of confessional differences.
Only in the past few yeais has the growing secularization of Dutch
soclety led o a slight decline in the proportion of total elementary
enroliment in  private (predominantly,. Roman Catholic and
Protestant-Christian) schools (see table 1).

Secularization has affected Catholic school enrollment more than
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‘nble 1.—Percontage of students enrolied in public amd private
clementary schools in gelected years: Netherlando,

ngs S

18801980

Year . Public =~ Prvate

1850 77 23

1880 75 25

1810 62 38

1840 27 73

1970 28 72

18980 32 68
SOUKCE: N.L. Dodde, “Particulier initiatiel in het Nederlandse anderwijssysteem,”
typescript, 1986,

Frotestant: indeed, the ultraconservative Protestant schools (known
as “Reformational” as contrasted with “Protestant-Christian™) expe-
rienced strong growth through the 1970s.

A New School Strwggle?

Despite the imposing scope and elaboration of the system of
differentiated schooling and parent chice in the Netherlands, the
Pacification has recently been called fuito yuestion. A new struggle
over schooling is troubling Dutch public lif: and has thrown open for
discussion the assumptions and principles upon which the present
system rests. The resulting debate is relevant to the hesitating
attempts In the United States to decide how education should
function in a democracy marked by strong differences of convictions
and values.

While the immediate occasion for the present conflici is the need
to consolidate the Dutch education system in the face of declining
enrollmeats and budgeiary constraints, the debate draws its sharp-
ness from three developments in Dutch society.

The first is a growing secularization, in which the weakening of
traditional religious loyalties has reduced not only church atten-
dance but also commitment to verzuilde (“plllarized’) institutions.
This secularization has led to questions about the continuing need
for confessional schooling, at least on the present scale.

The second development, related in a complex fashion to the first, is
a certain loss of nerve among those uptn whom confessional schooling
depends to confirm its purpose, from church hierarchies to teachers. If
schools are no longer distinctively Catholic or Protestant, how does
their maintenance with public funds guarantee liberty of conscience?
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The third development s a new and aggressive advocacy of the
common school, seen as the means of bridging not only confessional
and class differences, but growing ethnic differences within Dutch
society as well.

One of the lasting heritages of the Pacification has been a deter-
mination by Dutch political and communal leaders not to allow it to
be called into question, lest the divisive school struggle be revived.
Thetr actual preferences for public or confessional schooling have
been expressed in those nuances of policy that the Dutch are so
skilled at reading.

This consensus among the major political parties has been dis-
turbed by the increasing militancy of the Association for IMiblic
Education (VOO), a "propaganda organization for public education™
(Lenne 1981, 408) representing some 4,000 public school associa-
tlons and parent councils. The VOO has called for a new “school
struggle” (o sweep away what it considers the outmoded and coun-
terproductive relics of verzuiling. In aliance with the union repre-
senting educators cmployed in government-operated schools (ABOP),
the VOO has argued that confesstional education is neither demanded
by parents nor provided by most Catholic and Protestant schools, and
presents an obstacle to the “constructive educational policy™ that
national and local government should be free to pursue in the interest
of socia: justice and equality (Schoten and Wansink 1984).

These acts of aggression did not §.  marked by supporters of
confessional schooling. Protestant education leader Klaas de Jong
Ozn. asked whether the pacification was in danger and dented that
public schools were truly neutral in a sense that would make them
acceptable for Christian parents. The VOO itself was trying to give
public schools a distinctive richting, while the ABOP made no secret
of its desire to promote a distinctive leftist ideological flavor, he
charged. Many public schools, he suggested, were strongly marked
by the form of indoctrination sought by the Humanist League.
Stmilar charges have been made by the policy specialist of the
Central Bureau for Catholic Education (Jong Ozn. 1985a; Walstijn
1985),

Two stafil members of the VOO, Fons van Schoter and Hans
Wansink, argued in a cuntroversial book, in 1984, that a loss of
distinctive identity on -the part of confessional schools calls into
question their claim upon public support as an alternative to public
and nonsectarian private schools. In contrast with the pattern of
recent decades, in which private schooling has been the rule a:d the
government “filled in” where that fatled to meet the needs of partic-
ular groups or areas, these advocate:. of public schooling argued that
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the common school should again become the norm for Dutch
education.

A “new school struggle” is necessary—indeed has already begun—
according to Van Schoten and Wansink. In the first place, they argue,
the evolution of society requires that schooling be seen as a primary
instrument of government policy. They do not hesttate to refer to this
as a “state pedagogy.” while conceding that to call it 2 “constructive
education poltey™ will be less controversial.

Education, as a collective provision, serves to provide for
the constanily changing needs of the community. That is
what the scciety pays for. The authorities commission
¢ducation to make a contributitfon to the removal of social
incqualities and cultural apartheid as the precondition for
the full participation of everyone in the life of the society.
The quality of this contribution forms the main issue of the
new school struggle. (Van Schoten and Wansink 1864, 83)

Because private (and especially confessional) schooling was estab-
lished to perpetuate rather than to remove group loyalties, it cannot
contribute to cultural integration. “Whenever a private school seeks
to contribute to cultural integration, it is faced with a dilemma: give
preference to its testimony or to dialogue with those who think
otherwise.” (Van Schoten and Wansink 1984, 94)

Such a dialogue would require treating those views as of equal value,
=, Van Schoten and Wansink, and expressing this equality concretely
2.~ appointment of teachers, parent council and governing board
. . »*rs who hoid these views. it would require, indeed, placing the
. iy, the richting, of the schoal up for discussion. A private school
tha: refused to make such fundamental changes in its pature and
direction could not, by Van Schoten and Wansink’s definitfon, be of
equal quallty with a public school in terms of the new expectations
placed upon educatton. Thus the authorities would be justified, even
compelled, to withdraw financial support. A private school that did
accept such conditions might as well be a public schoal in any case;
having lost its distinctive richting, it would bave lost its claim upon
support as an educational alternative.

The Motivations of Parents

The second line of argument employed by Van Schoten and
Wansink starts from the other end. from the demands and interests
of parents. Since the slogan under which the “school struggle™ was
waged was “the school belongs to parents,” they seck to show that
the present verzuilde system does not respond to what parents want.
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Their argument here has two parts. On the one hand, they cite the
findings of parent surveys to argue that confessional education is a
matter of sccondary concern for most parents with children in
Protestant or Catholc schools. On the other, they point to the
resistance of the leadership of confessional education to a legislative
proposal requiring all schools to elect decision-making councils
representing all of the parents. This they tuke as evidence that
confessional education is rooted in the distinctions of a no-longer-
relevant past, and Is afraid to be subject to the priorities of today's

parents.

The survey cited by Van Schoten und Wansink to make the first
point asked parents what reasons were important or unimportant in
choosing a secondary school. Responses were In four caiegories:
“very important,” “important,” “indifferent.” and “unimportant and
very unimportant.” Critics of the present system of support for
confessional education take as significant that only 12 percent of
parents said it was very important that the school “base its education
on the rcligion or world view of our family.”” On the other hand, the
combined important/very important responscs on this item were 40
percent, with 41 per cent saying this was unimportant/very unim-
portant. By comparison, 31 percent of parents found the quality of
the school butlding important or very important. For 88 percent it
was important/very important that the school “operate on the basis
of ideas about the education of children that we support” (Boef,
Bronneman, and Konings 1983).

What can one make of such resulis? Certainly not that choice is
unimportant to Dutch parents, so they could be satisfied with a
single type of schooling. For seven out of eight the educational
philosophy of a school s important, and it is falr to assume that this
means they are not satisfled with every variety. Religious identity of
a school is less significant as a motivation for making a particular
cholce, though 40 percent represents a large constitusncy.

A second point that Van Schoten ans Wansink seck to demon-
strate with parent surveys is that far more confessional education is
available—and State-subsidized—in the Netherlands than parents
actually want. Unfortunately for their case, the data they provide
seem to show a fairly close correspondence of supply and demand, at
least at the elementary level, particulaily if those parenis who do not
seclect one of the four major options are left out of account (table 2).

The category of “cooperative” schools (samenwerkingsscholen)
refers to those that bring together several richtingen, for example,
Protestant and Catholic, or Catholic and Neutral {public or private) in
a community where enrollinents do not justify two schools. For some
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ﬂ.mg mmﬁm with Mm&ﬂm of students, by type of
echeosl and richting: Netherlands, 1879 and 1880

Generai
Richting Preschool Elementary secondary
Parents expressing preference, 1979
Public 34.2 33.6 36.3
Protestant 25.6 25.7 25.0
Catholic 31.7 32.2 266
Other private 2.2 2.5 33
Cooperative 6.2 6.0 9.9
Distribution of students, 1980
Pubilic 30.1 314 20.7
Protestant 28.3 28.1 24.8
Catholic 36.3 37.9 36.8
Other private 5.3 2.6 17.7

SOURCE: Data calculated from A.P.M. van ‘Schoten nnd Hans Wansink, De niewwe
schoolstrijd: Knelpunten en conflicten tn de hedendaagse onderwijspolittek,
Utrecht: Rohn, Scheltema, and Holkema, 1954,

educators and parents, this is seen as preferable to any of the
traditional options, as a way to foster “encounter’” and tolerance.

This survey, conducted in 1979 among approximately 2,5C0 par-
ents with children at all ages under 16, is often cited by those who
urge that public schools become the norm in the Netherlands. The
researchers found that almost all parents with children in kindergar-
ten, clementary or academic sccondary schools cou'd identify the
richting of the school. but that confusion existed among parents of
vocational school students. Although only 10 percent of the students
were in public vecational schools, the parents of 35 percent reported
that their children were in public schools. Conversely, 34 percent of
the studenis were in nonconfessional private vocational schools
(often sponsored by business and industry), but the parents of only 3
percent of the parents reported that.

In other words, the researchers concluded, “neutral private voca-
tional education was obviously considered, by those using it, as
public” (Becef-van der Meulen 1985, 83). That such a confusion exists
is perhaps to be expected, g ©n that few parents pay much attention
to the legal sponsorship « a school, though most are aware of
whether it is Catholic, or Protestant, or deliberately scculcr.

An extensive study of the reasons for parent choice has been
published in three stages in recent years by researchers working in
the Utrecht area. Their conclusions scem to reflect their own agree-
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ment with Van Schoten and Wansink's position about the oversupply
of religious schooling, but the data support a contrarv position

equally well. As so often in such cases, everything depends upon the
questions asked and the way responses are grouped.

Farents were asked about their primary reason for selecting an
elementary school. Of 666 sets of parents who responded to the
writien inquiry, the researchers reported. 70 percent stated that
school quality was the most important consideration, and for only 22
percent was richting the most important. This response seems to
suggest an oversupply of religious schooling in the Netherlands.

This conclusion is misleading, however. Many parents who value
schooling shaped by a particular religious tradition would neverthe-
less put quality even higher; indeed, it is striking that as many as 30
percent of the parents were willing to give quality the second place to
another school characteristic. A more satisfactory analysis of the
strength of motivation would ask what proportion of parents would
accept a school at some distance from their home. Considered in this
way. the figures suggest a rather different picture: 54 percent of the
parents regarded the richting of the school as more important than
the distance from home to school. It is fair to conclude, then, that for
something more than half of the parents the religious or ideclogical
characteristics of the school were an important consideration in
making a selection. For 27 percent of the parents, richting was more
important than quality, while for 44 percent richting was the least
important consideration.

Another interesting result of this study is the opportunity to
compare the proportion of parents who characterized themselves as
having religlous convictions with the proportion with a preference for
particular school cholces. Of the total sample, 35 percent identified
themselves as “confessing” Protestants, Catholics, or “other” {mostly
conservative Protestants); 50 percent expressed a preference for a
Protestant or Catholic school, and 32 percent for a public school. If
this sample is representative of the Netherlands as a whole, the
proporiion wanting public schools and the proportion of total ele-
mentary enrollment in such schools correspond almost exactly.
These results do not suggest the kind of mismatch between parent
wishes and the availability of public education claimed by Van
Schoten and Wansink.

A final point from the study is that parents {n the Utrecht area were
almost exactly divided {30 to 37 percent) between those who pre-
ferred a traditional or a “renewed’’ pedagogy. Asked about aspects of
pedagogy, 52 per cent preferred what the researchers characterized
as a “repressive’” classroom—perhaps better described in American
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terms as “structured’'—while 25 percent preferred a “permissive”
atmosphere. Again 52 percent wanted thie content of education to be
central, while 31 percent wanted the child to be central. (Eck,
Antink, and Veraart 1986)

Such surveys do not discredit the present system of parent choice
in the Netherlands; to the contrary, the fact that parents differ
significantly on what they want suggests that diversity in schooling
meets a real need. The mistake is to interpret the data in terms of an
either/or, as though schools can only vary in richting or in pedagogy.
not in both. The constitutional guarantees of educational freedom.
though intended primarily to protect liberty of conscience, have the
effect of providing space for pedagogical diversity as well. There is no
single model of Catholic or of Protestant schooling in the Nether-
1ands; at least as much diversity exists among schoaols in each group
as among public schools in the United States.

That the argument from the preferences of parents is not truly
central to the case for a *“new school siruggie” becomes evident when
this argument is set beside the first, and more central, reason given
by Van Schoten and Wansink for restoring the primacy of the public
school.

If the public common school is primarily an instrument of “con-
structive educational policy” for the government, it can, in the last
analysis, matter little what parents want. While confessional organi-
zatlons are accused of resisting the imposition of elected parent
councils to supplement governing boards and possibly to change the
richting of schools, the VOO concedes that such councils could in no
case imprint a distinctive flavor upon a pubiic school. "It is in fact of
no significance,” Van Schoten and Wansink wrote in answer to a
Catholic critic, “that a specific group of parents in a specific public
school may perhaps have 2 strongly experienced group feeling. That
may be fine for the group of parents, but it can have no influence
upon the public schiool as such."” (Van Schoten and Wansink 1985, 7)
Thus the VOO is an advocate for more part‘-fpation by parents in
decision making. so long as the parents endorse what the VOO takes
to be the mission and character of the public school.

Although parent surveys do not really undermine the case for the
present organization of education in the Netherlands, their role in
making decisions about the provision of schooling is hotly debated.
Leaders In confessional schooling resist proposals that the number of
Catholic or Protestant schools needed in an area should be deter-
mined by social science research rather than, as at present. by the
number of children whose families officially belong to one denomi-
nation or another. The fact that parents demonsirably choose Prot-

61

<3 -
G



estant or Catholic schools s more significant for school planning,
they argue, than whether they attend church. Surveys conducted by
municipalities {the sponsors of public schools and thus, in a sense,
the rivals of private schools) that ask parents to specifv their reasons
for choosing Catholic schools are an interference with the rights of
conscience. Catholic policy analyst Wilbert van Walstijn has argued
recently. “The best basis for research continues to be the actual
choice itself. That is true for political elections, it is also true ‘or
school choices™ (Walstijn 1987).

Walstijn and other advocates for confessional schooling concede a
decline in the proportion of parents surveyed for whom religion is a
central consideration in choosing a school. especially among Catho-
lics. A 1966 study found that 86 percent of Catholic parents wanted
a Catholic school, compared with 65 percent who expressed such a
preference in 1979. By contrast, among evangelical Protestants the
proportion remained high, at 96 and 90 percent in the two surveys.
Among members of the Hervormde Kerk, the “mainline” Protestant
denomination which traditionally has supported public schools, the
proportion preferring a religious school actually increased, from 54
percent to 61 percent, while those preferring a public school dropped
from 40 to 26 percent (Walstijn and Boissevain 1981).

This issue has “een researched several times. In the midsixties, a
time of great turmoil in the Catholic Church in the Netherlands, J. A,
van Kemenade conducted a study of Catholic parents and teachers.
He found a good deal of uncertainty among the staff of Catholic
schools about the legitimacy of the religious aspect of their enter-
prise, but continuing support among parents. In a sense, the parents
belicved in what the teachers were supposed to be doing more than
the teachers did! Among parents of elementary children the Catholic
identity of the school was important for 87 percent, compared with
70 percent among parents of secondary and 50 percent among
parents of vocational school students. The simplest explanation of
these differences is that each vocational school is likely to enroll
many students for whom it is the only one in the vicinity with a
particular program (Kemenade 1968).

In the early seventies, a study was made of the reasons that parents
chose Protestant-Christian schools. For 77 percent of the parents the
Christian character of the instruction was an important consideration,
and 69 percent wanted a school that would shield children from
“worldly ideas.” A third important motive had to do with the atmo-
sphere of the school: the Protestant school was seen as more concerned
with the happiness and personal development of the child and less with
worldly success, and teachers were seen as more approachable.
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The researchers categorized the degree of motivation of the par-
ents to choose a Protestant school by the number of reasons that they
cited. They found that 93 percent of the most highly motivated weuld
make that choice even if it required that the child cross a heavily

traveled road, compared with 48 percent of those who offered no
reasons for preferring a Protestant school.

This group of highly motivated parents placed the primary respon-
sibility fcc education on parents (69 percent) rather than on the
government (21 percent) or the Church (4 percent). When asked how
Protestant schools differed from public scheools, far more gave an-
swers related to atmosphere and values than to quality as such
(Flaman, de Jonge, and Westra 1974).

A recent wide-scale study of the effectiveness of secondary schools
found that, in fact, both Protestant and Catholic schools produced
better results on cognitive measures and also on the satisfaction of
students and teachers with their experience. The author concluded
that this result hau to do in part with the clarity of identity these
schools possessed, and urfed that public schools seek to develop
something of the same quality (Marwijk Kooy-von Baurmnhauer 1984,
157-55).

What of the concern expressed by public school advocates, that
the present system meay be depriving many parents who object to
religiously based schools of theiyr right to a neutral education? Thus
Inzicht, the magazine published by the Association for Public Edu-
cation frequently carries accounts of communities in which public
schools are allegedly insufficiently available (for example, Goossens
1986: Jansen 1986: Sekreve 1985; Vries and Wansink 1985).

Walstijr found, in his study of the choice motives of Catholic
parenis, that all elementary and secondary scheol parents, and all

but one of the kindergarten parents surveyed in Amsterdan. in
the north of the country reported that they had real choices e
heavily Catholic south—source of most comrpiaints from . >

school advocates—20 percent of elementary and 40 percent ot . -
dergarten parents reported that they did not have a real choice: this
does rot mean, of course, that they were necessarily unhappy with
the school available. The study also found that Catholic parents in
the south were less likely than those in other areas to volunteer the
Catholic richting of a school as a primary reason for choosing it; this
may simply mean that Catholics in areas where they are in the
minority must work more consciously at retaining their identity and
that of their children. Given that, in the south, the only schools
nearby may be Catholic. religion may not become a conscious reason
for choosing (Walstijn 1883).




Folitical Parties and the Schools

Van Schoten and Wansink's fundamental critique of the present
structure of Dutch education, with its institutionalized diversity, has
not been picked up as a policy option by any of the major political
parties. The tiny Pacifist Socialist Party did cali for promaotion of
public education as & way to overcome what it saw as the unfortunate
structural pluralism (verzuiling) of Dutch life, and the Communist
Party contended that private education provided for the conservative
parties a power-base that would have to be eliminated. Not even these
fringe parties, however, called the educational freedom guaranteed
by the Dutch Constitution directly into question (Beljon and de
Jonge 1984).

A single State school is no longer on the agenda of the Dutch
Liberal Party (VVD) State Secretary for Education (and prominent
Liberal) N, J. Ginjaar-Maas concedes that her pariy sought to create,
in the 19th century, a “centralizing-autecratic education system,”
but insists upon the commitment of present-day Liberals to ever
more educational freedom (Ginjaar-Maas 1976, 99).

In a discussion paper entitled “Liberal Position 'S0 {A Future Rich in
Opportunity—Responsible Freedom)” at the end of 18987, the VVD
stressed that the role of government in education had been too control-
ling and paternalistic. Rather than be conceined with the details of
school management, education policy should concentrate on helping
schoo'= take responsibility for regulating themselves. By setting clear
goals for student achievement, government could make it possible for
the constitutional guarantees of educational freedom to be expressed in
more truly diverse schooling. Thus choice would have more real content
than at present (School en Besturen, April 1988).

Nor is a State monopoly of education the official position of the
Labor Party (I'vdA), though there is a recurrent iension between the
desire to use schools as a means of reaching socfal goals and a
commitment fo allowing parents and studenis to determine the
convictions and view of society that will inform education. Labor has
made a conscious effort in recent decades to be a “breakthrough
party” that transcends the old ideological rigidities; this makes it
important not to frighten away potential supporters who want school
choice (Beljon and de Jong: 1984, 102). This is, indeed, not a new
position, since the Socialisi Party (Labor's forerunner) made a stra-
tegic decision inn 1902 to abandon its opposition to confessional
schooling, and thus paved the way for the Pacification.

Despite recurrent suspicion by confessional organizations that
Labor has a hidden agenda to favor public schools, Labor spokesper-
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sons on education policy take care to stress the support of the party
for “educational freedom." David van Ooljen insists that Socialists do
not want to identify themselves with the public school. Jacques
Wallage calls for less rather than more State oversight in education,
and argues that there is much in common between soclal democratic
thinking about placing responsibility at the “base,” and the Catholic
and neo-Calvinist concepts of “subsidiarity” and “sphere sover-
eignty” (Ooljen 1986; Wallage 1986).

Although continuing to express commitment to parent choice and
the freedom to operate private schools with government support,
Labor makes no secret of its conviction that the present range of
choices, based (at the elementary level) almost exclusively on the
religious tdentity of schocls, is out of date. The party's position is that
the present system is made up of denominational cartels that in fact
suppress real competition that would stimulate the quality of scheols
{School ent Besturen, April 1988).

In short, even the Labor Party, though it flirted a decade ago with
a preference for a single State system of education, is concerned to
distance itself from such an idea today. The diversity and parent
choice that characterize Dutch education are popular, and many
Labor supporters send thefr own children to private schuols. Despite
the urging of Assaciation for Public Education chairman Lex van der
Jagt, in 1983, that the Labor Party come out squarely for the public
sch--.l as a matter of principle, there s no indicatton that this will
happen any time soon.

The Christian Democrats—a merger of the Calvi:. ist and Catholic
political parties which were founded in ihe 19th century as a result of
the controversies over educational freedom—are, naturally, strongly
in favor of the present system. It is notable that th~ confessional
parties bave supplied virtually all of the ministers of education in the
various coalition governmenis and regard this as a key position in
their overall program.

A 1983 propaosal, in the face of the need for cuts in the education
budget. that the costs directly attributable to the verzuiling of
education be determined drew conflicting legislative motions from all
three major parties, based upon fine nuances of intention. Catholic
educational leader L. A. Strutk used the occasion to seek to link the
Dutch Socialists to the unpopular proposals of the Mitterand govern-
ment in France te bring Catholic schools under direct government
control. Socialist spokesmen Van Kemenade and David Van QOoijen
denied this charge with unusual heat.

Clearly, the issue of cost is relevant to discussions of parent chojce.
The present system of funding schools has the effect of ratcheting
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costs up. The support provided io each private school is determined
by the costs of local public schools at the same grade Ievel; there is
thus no incentive to limit costs.

A 1987 doctrral aissertation concluded that the present organiza-
tion of parent choice—the verzuiling of education—involves addi-
tional cosis amounting to several hundred million dollars a year at
the elementary level alone. These additional costs, J. B. J. Koelman
pointed out, arose from the way in which private school costs are
based upon those of public schools, and from the maintenance of
many very small schools.

Koelman concluded that these additional costs could be reduced,
without eliminating parent choice, by administrative reforms includ-
ing raising the minimum size for a school and increasing the
distance that students could be required to go to attend the school of
their parents’ choice. Larger enrollment areas would presumably
require a certain amount of student transportation., as in other
countries; such transportation is already subsidized with public
funds when necessary in the name of educational freedom.

Parents® Desire for Distinctive Schoals

Dutch parents who want schooling for their children that is
strongly marked with religious perspectives may be disappointed,
despite the constitutional guarantees of choice. This has less to do
with iesues of funding or of government interference than with the
difficulty that many Catholic and Protestant schools experience in
maintaining their distinctive identity.

Une of the main problems seems to be a loss of conviction arnong
teachers that there is a distinctive religious heritage worth passing
along o their students. Goal statements developed by school facul-
ties tend to stress “the ideals of Jesus Christ™ or “respect for human
diversity™ rather than the distinctives of Catholicism or Protestant-
ism. In Van Kemenade's 1966 sindy of parents and teachers associ-
ated with Catholic schools at various levels, 57 percent of the parents
declared that the matntenance of Catholic scheoling was necessary,
but only 30 percent of the teachers agreed. While teachers generally
asserted that it was part of their professional responsibility to con-
tribirte to the religlous formation of their students, only one in five
reported that they deliberately sought in their teaching to stress the
religious and ethical implications of the material (Kemenade 1968,
229).

The decision of the Catholic bishops in the sixties to replace the
catecl ism with more open-ended religious instruction has been
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deplored by some as lcading to confusion at the school levzl. “Belief
is not a question of learning something,” the bishops tola the faithful
in a 1985 Lenten letter, “but primarily of living somcthing.” Incon-
testably true as this statement might be, it seemed an open invitation
to the Cathelic school to stress soclal concerns to the exclusion of
specific doctrines (Coleman 1978, 137).

Further confusion was caused by a prepusal, advanced in 1972 by
a leading Catholic educator, that public and confessional schools
work together in a “terttum™ or “third way,” based upon “a well-
consfdered choice for spiritual pluriformity.”” The main reason for
developing this option, State Secretary for Education C. E. Sch=lf-
hout told Parliament, was that citizens demanded it for principled
reasons. It was thus not to be seen merely as a way to increase
efficiency or to lower costs, but as a step forward in Dutch education,
away from the verzuilde system that he had earlier served as director
of the Central Office for Catholic Education.

This incident, which produced rore sensation than concrete
results, can be seen as reflecting a “'l ss of nerve” on the part of the
leaders of con‘essional education. F - a time uncertainty prevailed
about the essentlals of the faith that could and indeed must be taught
to the rising generation, and a growing sense arose that a new
pedagogy was called for, one that would in some ways be the
antithesis of what had gone before. One could imagine Catholic and
Protestant schools simply teaching less and less doctrinal material,
and confining themselves to the development of secular knowledge
and skills. This is not at all what happened. The new pedagogical
ideal was as heavily value laden as that which it reglaced.

Equally uncertain signals came from the Council for Affairs of
Church and School of the largest Protestant church. In 1975, the
Council expressed a preference for schools in which various points of
view were represented and respected. and one of iis leaders, B.
Buddingh’', warned that “the Christian school” might serve prima-
rily as an instrument of “propaganda and the maintenance of a
particular lfestyle.” The next year, he expressed his reservations
about *'the school as a single-family dwelling;" his strong preference
was for the “dialogue school,” in which stress was laid upon the two
“core themes of the Gospel: Liberation and Solidarity.” Several years
later, the Council expressed its concern that “exclusive maintenance
of the traditional verzuilde education fails to do justice to new
devclopments that take account of pedagogical heterogenetty.” A
recent Council report expressed concern about the negative effects of
the verzuiling of education, and called for schools in which “rules a
climate of tolerance, in which teachers and children and the children
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among themselves can accept aad respect one another, precisely
with respect to thelr dificieaces™ (Beljon and de Jonge 1984, 90;
Gilhuis, Pletdool (no duter, 13: Buddingh® 1976, 78-9: Raad voor de
Zaken van Kerk en School (no dzie), 13, 9).

Professcer N. L. Dodde of Rotterdam and Utrecht Universities, a
distinguished historian of education, huas called into question
whether freedom of education continues to have real content in the
Netherlands. Dodde suggests that, in a time of declining enrollment,
the freedom to establish new schools is Jargely meaningless and
forced mergers undermine the guarantee of a distinctive character,
while increased government regulation limits management freedom
as well. He has predicted that confessional education will essentially
destroy ftself from within.

Confessional schools have become, he believes, nothing more than
Protestant- or Catholic-{lavored versions of public education: “There
is no pedagogical justification for the school struggle.” The irrcsisi-
ible tendency. Dodde stated, was toward “general” schooling, not as
a matter of educational policy but because of the development of
society. This scheoling would be based essentially upon humanistic
educational goals. (Dodde 1986a. 1986b).

Public school advocate Fons van Schoten of the Assoclation for
Public Education asserted, even more emphatically, that the secular-
ization of confessional education 1s proceding apace “from the inside
oui,” despite the successful public resistance of its interest groups
{Schoten 1983).

This line of argument s contested by representatives of confes-
sional education, and concern for the identity of their schools does
indeed scem to be resurgent. In some respects this reflects a reaction
from the excesses of secularization, spurred on by the taunts of those
who guestion whether the denominational labels attached to schools
continue to have any real significance.

The appointment by Pope John Paul 11 of several new, more
conservative bishops has led to a stiffening of the Catholic Church’s
insistence on the distinctive identity of schools identified with
{though no longer dircetly operated by) that denomination. The
Bishop of Roermond, in particular, has Insisted recently that the
board of each school in his diocese calling itself Catholic modify its
bylaws to permit him to appoint a personal represeniative, with a
veto over any decisions considered to be in conflict with the Catholic
character of the school. No teachers are to be appointed or retained at
such schools who are not prepared to cooperate in the realization of
the goals of Catholic education, as expressed in orthodox teaching
and a virtuous personal lifestyle (Schoolbestuur, November 1987).
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Although the president of the National Catholic School Council
expressed concern about re-imposition of hicrarchical authority, it is
significant that. in the same hreath, he conceded that Catholic
cducation had, in many communities, lost its distinctive profile.
Farent choice, he agreed, should be made on the basis of a clear
understanding of what is offered, including the norms, values, and
world view of Catholic education.

A Protestant organization founded more than a century ago, the
Union: School and Gospel. is devoting major resources to helping
Protestant-Christian schools express a distinctive Christian identity
in cvery aspect of curriculum and program. Director land former
State Secretary for Education) Klaas de Jong Ozn. noted recently
with satisfaction that Protestant school people no longer needed to be
convinced that it was necessary to be intensively involved with
questions of identity: “This has slowly become a life-and-death
concern for many Christian schools” (Jong Ozn 1988).

Over the last two decades, a network of more conservative Protes-
tant schools has developed, known as Reformational Schools. This
network now operates a governme nt-supported teachers’ college in a
handsome new facility and publishes a journal dedicated to defining
a pedagogy sharply distinctive from that of other schoaols.

The difference between Protestant-Christian and Reformational
schools is based cssentfally on a different relationship with the
Calvinist roots they share. Reformational schools base education
upon the classic formulations of dectrine, and continual attempts are
made to draw out the pedagogical implications of Reformation and
Puritan texts (Middelkoop 1883; Golverdingen 1985b). Protestant-
Christian schools, by contrast, orlent themselves directly on the
Bible and attempt to apply it freshly to contemporary challenges.

In the political battles that led to public funding for confessional
schooling, the mainline Protestant Hervormde Church was, in gen-
cral, a supporter of the publitc common school. Organizational sup-
port for the “school struggle” on the Protestant side came largely
from groups that had broken away from the Hervormde Church in
secarch of more orthodox Calvinist tcaching. Since these groups were
continually splintering from each other. the political leaders of the
school struggle deliberately chose the broad platiorm of “a school
with the Bible,” without further doctringl definition {Gilhuis 1987,
20).

For certain strictly Calvinist groups, the Protestant-Christian
schools that resulted from these efforts were unsatisfactory; indeed.
some preferred to put their children in public schools where there
was simply an absence of religious teaching rather than the possibil-
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ity of doctrinally inadequate teaching. During the 1920s, an increas-
ing number of schools were established as alternatives to local
Protestant-Christian schools, and the pace picked up after World War
II; at present, they enroll some 30,000 students, with 122 elementary
schools and a scattering of otner types.

Neutral private schools, including 190 elementary schools. have
coordinating organizations parallel to those in Catholic and Protes-
tant education, but it would be contrary to their nature to seek to
define a single identity. Most have been organized to provide a highly
distinctive pedagogy, whe'her based on the theories of Maria Mont-
essori or Rudolf Steiner, !lelen Parkhurst or Peter Petersen.

Despite the right of parent choice, controversy exists over the
extent to which individual public schools may become distinctive in
an effort to attract students; from a legal perspective, the Education
Council found, freedom of nchting applies only to private schools. All
public schools represcnt the same richting and should, implicitly,
have no distinct flavor.

Some public school advocates are eager tc define a positive rather
than a negative character, in order to stress the distinctive mission of
public schooling in relation to social renewal. They are concerned at
rescarch indicating that most municipalities make little effort to
translate a “public school identity” into concrete pedagogy and
school climate {Detering and Kalkman 1986a). On the other hand,
others argue. the unique role of the public school is to be acceptable
to everyone, particularly by showing respect for individual religious
convictions, and thus it should not become the confessional school of
nonsectarianism. even though this might express the preference of
most parents who choose public education (Graaf 1983, 43).

Recurrent calls have been made for privatizing public education,
or at least for placing individual public scheo! > under “responsible
authorities™ that are closer to the school than is municipal govern-
ment, in the inteiest of effectiveness and coherence (Wallage 1983).
Surveys indicate that, for most parents, the distinguishing charac-
teristic of public schools is their neutrality, not their public gover-
nance. Saclal Democrats in particular arc divided between a belief
that education should be carried out by government in the interest of
broad social goals, und a commitment to parent involvement and
responsiveness to the desires of tho.e most directly affected by
schooling (Leune 1983).

In a discussion paper issued at th:e end of 1987, the conservative
Liberal Party (VVD) called repeatedly for giving public schonls the
legal status of neutral private schools, while their coalition partners,
the Christian Democrats (CDA), urged that public schools be priva-
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tized (School en Besiuren. April 1988). In budget debates in March
1988, the Cabinet suggested that savings could be made in the
education budget by abolishing municipal education depariments
altogether. Minister of Education W. J. Deetman pointed out. how-
cver, that some parents choose, as a matter of principle, schools
operated directly by government and committed (by the Constitu-
tion) to respect all beliefs and convictions. and such cholces must be
respected as well as those for confessional schooling. If no public
schools existed, he added, more government interference wiwn pri-
vate schools might be nceded to protect the right of every parent to an
inoffensive education; thus the result of eliminating public schools
might be to reduce, rather than to increase, diversity (Schoolbestuur,
April 1988).

Prospects for Continuved Debate

In 1975, J. A. Van Kemenade. then minister of education for the
Labor Party. issued a discussion memorandum called **Contours of a
Future Education System in the Netherlands.” The role of the
government, as presented in this document, was no longer primarily
concerned with the fair distribution of funds among various types of
schools. Through “constructive educational policy.” society could be
reshaped. As characterized by Dodde, “in constructive educational
policy the national government takes many tasks upon itself out of
the attitude that the educational system is too comprehensive and
too diriorentiated to be left to the opinions and activities of well-
meaning individuals and groups in Dutei: society, whether expert or
not” (Dodde 1984).

Hans Wansink. of the anti-private school Association for Public
Education, has insisted that “the essential thing is no longer the
right to provide education according to the inward-turning vision of a
group sharing a comrmon view of life. but ‘the right to individual
fulfiiment.”” ‘Thus the claims of group-life upon the individual are 10
be minimized and the present systvsn of education is seen as a
principal obstacle to “the removal of social inequality and cuitural
apartheld.” The subtitle of the 1983 ariicle inn which Wansink
expressed these views is “from verzuiling [ pillarization”] to encoun-
ter as the model for emancipation” (Wansink 1982a): fronically.
however, {{ was precisely the creation of confessional schools and
other verzuilde institutions that provided structure to the “emanci-
pation” of the Catholic and Protestani common people in the 19th
century.

In the spirit of the "nevw - hool struggle.” the principal of a public
school in Utrecht told members of the ponconfessional irachers’
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union that “private education is essentially a form of segregation,
and segregation is in modern society an outdated and discriminatory
phenomenon.” Another supporter of public schools argued that
confessional schooling was based upon indoctrination and managed
“to form a group of slavish, locked-in believers scarcely able to take
the slightest self-reliant actions.” The result was “deforried person-
alities, certainly never free from anxiety and permanently dependent
upon *hose who present them.selves as their ‘spiritual® leaders.” Only
public schoals could prevent this unfortunate result (G. J. Erdtsieck,
quoted in Jong Ozn. 1985c¢: Th. G. Bolleman, quoted in Gilhais,
Pleidoot, 9).

In short, the confessional school and the Pacification upon which
its present status rests are being called into question to an unprece-
denied extent. The attacks rest less upon solid evidence that parents
have ceased to value religious education for their children (whatever
their own convictions) than they do upon a shift in definition of the
mission of schooling.

Those who are pressing for a redefinition of this mission to include
a broad responsibility for reshaping society are in fact—consciously
or not—returning to the nation-building goals of those who first
established the government-controlled system of popular edueation
in the first decades of the 19th century. They believe in the “make-
ability” of society, the possibility of creating a new form of humanity
frec of the limitations and prejudices of carlier generations.

Despite the substantial secularization of Dutch life. however, there
is no sign that parents arc any more willing than their predecessors
in the 19th century io give up the hard-won freedom to choose the
schools in which their children are to be educated. Even the religious
character of that schooling seems to be in continuing demand.

There is 4 sometimes latent, sometimes open longing for
experience of God. The Catholic school is still for many,
whether in the church or marginal, a place where parents
want to find something of their tradition, their youth; they
seck something that will make up for what they themselves
feel they lack, they expect something that they can’t always
cxpress in words, they fecl something of the danger of
letting children grow up in an I-culture where seli-
fulfillment takes the place of growing in responsibility for
others wiving in a spiritually leveling mass culture they
expect from the Catholie school specifically that it will not
give automatic adherence 1o a society whose lack of values
and norms has led to an almost absolute moral relativism
in which each may go his way and in which each is the final
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authority for himself, so that shared responsibility has
become an almost incomprehensible virtue. (Struik 1983,
22)

Thus the strength of the Catholic school lies not in its adaptation
to fashionable trends in the society, but precisely in its being
different.

The desire to maintain a measure of religious and cultural distinc-
tiveness appears to bie a growing consideration for immigrant parents
as well. The Dutch authorities had nnt encouraged the use of the
freedoan of school choice for the operation of schools by ethnic and
linguistic minority groups, basing this upon the principle that
society should be so arranged that minority group members had not
only equal rights and duties but also real access to all institutions,
and the judgment that such access would best be furthered by
discouraging “‘categorical” provisions for ethnic groups. While rec-
ognizing that each group had a right *“to live and give shape to their
own identity,” the government insisted that “in general there is no
difference between minorities and the rest of the population” (Reger-
ingsnota over het minderhedenbeleld 1983). An easlier draft of the
government policy' had warned that “if minorities mostly or exclu-
sively call on values and/or interests that differ from those of the host
society and set themselves apart from this society, that will lead to
isolation. Members of the group can then be held back from actually
orienting themselves to the surrounding society, at the cost of their
chances within the soclety.” (Ontwerp-Minderhedennota 1981)

Over the past year or two the dam seems to have broken, however,
and despite the misgivings of local education authorities several new
ethnic schools have been founded. In 1987 a flurry of stories ap-
peared in the press about requesis for public funding of Moslem
schools in Rotterdam and Eindhoven, a Hindu school in The Hague.
and also an additicnal Jewish school in Rotterdam. At first it was
unclear whether the proposals were primarily ethnic or religious: for
example, would an Islamic school really be a Turkish or a Moroccan
school? (Samenuwifs, October 1987). In a discussion of the pros and
cons of Islamic and Hindu scheols arranged by the journal Samen-
wijs, the Protestant and Catholic participants—with their tradition of
denominational schooling—-insisted upon the right of immigrant
parents to decide for themselves whether such schools would be in
the interest of their children, while representatives of progressive
ethnic organizations argued against scparate schools! (Samenuwifs,
November 1987).

Althougl no one questions the right of Hindu and Moslemn groups
to set up schools and—i{ enough parents select these schools—to
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receive full public funding, local authorities have not been eager to
give their approval. A Hindu group in The Hague experienced many
delays in obtaining approval. while the education officials of the
Eindhoven and Rotterdam governments expressed thefr regret over
the necessity of allowing Islamic schools (Samenwtijs, May 1988,
January 1989).

The resistarce reflects in large part the opposition of many Labor
Party leaders—in control of the government of most cities, where
immigrants are concentrated—to nonpublic schooling in general,
and to the teacning of religion within the framework of formal
schooling. Moslems complain that their long-standing requestis for
Islamic instruction within public schools have been ignored, or
trivialized with a comparative religion approach that stresses Jes.d-
vals but not beliefs. As the chairman of the Hindu Education
Foundation pointed out. in another discussion, “You don't bring a
Hindu child up as a Hindu by organizing a Hindu festival or an exotic
day. Our philosophy of life does not find a place in the public
school. . . . We don't wart the superfictal alone, and tk._..'s why we
want a Hindu school” (Samenwijs May 1988).

Another frequent objection is that such schools will lead to
isolation. Advocates insist that this is hypocrisy. A Moslem leader
pointed out that ne such concerns are raised about “international
schools™ serving the children of the elite, “but as soon as is a matter
of setting up an Islamic or 8 Hindu scheol there's a lot of concern.
Besldes, there's no difierence betweer the [public] inner-city schools
and our school. In those schools the foreign chiltren are separate”
(Samenwijs May 1988).

And the Hindu leader noted that “in The Hague there is a Catholic
school with 70 to 80 percent Hindu children. All the Hindu festivals
are celebrated. Wuen we say, take the Catholic label off and make 1t
Hindu. we're accused of trying to segregate and polarize” (Samen-
wijs, May 1988).

Despite the resistance of authorities, an Islamic school was able to
get off the ground with & hun~->d puplls in late 1988. The leaders
insist that it is “a Dutch elementary school on an Islamic basis,” and
note that all five teachers are Dutch. supplemented by a Moroccan
and a Turkish teacher to provide supplemental language and culture
lessons. The lesson plan is that of other Dutch schools, except that
the required periods of religious {or humanistic) instruction are
devoted to Islam. Dutch is the language of instruction except for the
periods of religion and of supplemental language and culture classes.
The Moroccan chairman of the school’s trustees points out that
non-Moslem pupils are welcome and would be treated with the same
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respect that Moslem pupils have cxperienced in Catholic and Protes-
tant schools; apparently no irony is intended.

Interestingly enough. it was the Protestant School Association
which provided the necessary guarantees so that this Islamic school
could get started, and the organizers have made no contact with the
embassies of Morocco or of Turkey. The Moslem community is clearly
making use of the existing structures for denominational organiza-
tion within Dutch soctety, rather than operating as an outnost of the
homeland; in this they contrast with Japanese groups in Britain.

A study of the local debates over approving public funding for
Islamic and Hindu schools notes that no concerns are expressed
when & new Catholic or Protestant school is proposed. “Private
Churistian schools are a familiar phenomenon, and everyone assumes
without thinking twice about it tha! the parenis want to provide
education for their chiléren out of thelr own religious background.”
(Shadid and Van Koningsveld 1989, 155)

Much of the opposition from the Left is connected with general
opposition to private schooling, while Christian Democrats point out
that organizing denominational schools is 8 proven means, in: Dutch
life, for groups to achieve “emancipation” through community
development—and to draw parents more closely into the education of
their children. Opponents express concern that separate schools will
increase intolerance and social division, while supporters point out
that this has not been the result of Protestant and Catholic schuols,
and that the increasing segregation in Dutch education reveals how
little effect efforts to promote tolerance I::wve hnd. One city councillor
in Etndhoven insisted that **We shouldn’t be 2 king whether [found-
ing an Islamic school] is good for those affected: they should deter-
mine that for themselves.” Despite such arguments, the study
concludes, the strongly paternalistic flavor of the discuss. on suggests
«hat Islamic and Hindu parents weuld have little chance of obtaining
support for their schools if they had to rely upon political persuasion
rather than their constiti-*fonal rights (Shadid and Van Koningsveld
1989, 170).

On the basis of these rights, Islamic schools opened in August
1988 in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague. while others were
planned to open in 1989 in Haarlem and Oss. Similar efforts are
under way in Utrecht. Den Bosch, Leiden, Gorcum and Ameclo
{Samenuwifs, February, April 1989).

It is notable that these schools are in no case based upon the
linguistic and cognitive arguments advanced for separate develop-
ment of inguistic mincrity puplls in the United Siates. The Dutch
schools organized by linguistic minority groups do not instruct
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pupils primarily in their home language, nor seek to shelter them
from the Ilanguage of the host society. (Indeed, Dutch law would
permit linguistically separate schools only under an article of the
education laws that appiies to schools for pupils of foreign naticnal-
ity, such as the children of diplomats and businessmen.) The concern
of the Islamic and Hindu schools is rather with the values of Dutch
society and thus of Dutch schools, and they seek to provide an
alternative schooling more consistent with the beliefs of immigrant
parenis, while equipping pupils to participate fully in the Dutch
economy.

The Hindu self-help organization in The Hague found that the
generation gap between immigrants and their children had been
growing greater over the past decade. “"Hindu youth are imitating
Dutch youth in vandalism, use of alcohol and drugs, and smoking. In
Surinamese circles those are tabu. . . . Herein the! etherlands the
children develop other values than their parents. Ofien they are
uncertain and incapable of expressing in words what it means to be
Hindu.” And a Moslem leader insists that “Witl. -~ . there is no
vandalism, no theft and no use of hashish. If scm ' e doesn’t know
his own culture well, he can't understand other cuit wres. No one can
stand on the airt” (Samenwijs, May 1988).

However idealized the picture offered of the old ways—afier all,
“hashish” is an Arabic word!—these communities clearly are seeking
to reinforce their ability to socialize their children in values with
which they are comfortable. to protect and isolate them ™ some
respects from the acids of modernity. The call for Hindu and Islamic
schools is not related to ethnic nationalism or to a “*myth of retum,”
but to the universal desire of parents to have a major say in the
raising of their children.

Does this continuing support for schooling based upon a distinc-
tive position on values and world view mean that the “"new school
struggle” is no more than a flash in a pan? Not at all. The issues
raised in the past few years, issues of the erosion of school identity,
issues of the assimilation of new ethnic minorities into Dutch life,
issues of social justice and common purpose, of tolerance and
conviction, will not go away. They are being debated within the
education community and beyond with a degree of explicitness that
may be unparalleied elsewhere in the world.

In the process, a quality of engagement with questions of the basic
purposes of education puts the Netherlands in some ways ahead of
societies in which policy debates are limited to the ¢ ‘ficiency and
effectiveness of schools.

The autonomy of the Dutch elementary school-—with respect to
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curriculum, pedagogy annd hiring staff, though not to budget, sched-
ule or firing staff—may not be as great as that of the private school in
the United States, but it is considerably greater than that of most
American public schools. Nct every Dutch school uses iis autonomy
to good effect, but the opporunity is there and many Dutch schools,
particularly at the elementary level, continue to justify Georges
Cuvier's comment in 1811 and Matthew Armold's in 1861, that they
are the best in the world.

Certainly the opportunity for parents to make educational choices
is more elaborately protected in the Netherlands than anywhere else.
Not every parent makes wise choices, of course, and many simply
select the nearest school, but the research on the process of choice
suggests a balancing of considerations that cannot fail to encourage
subsequent involvement in the educational process.

American economist Estelle James gives a balanced view of the
“pre-conditions, costs and benefits of privatized public services™ in
the Netherlands. Her

discussions with Duich parents and educators indicate
that the preference for private schools stems from the belief
that they are more personal and responsive to parental
wishes, that they spend their funds more effectively and
use their fees to secure better facilities. Also. private
schoals, in effect, label their ideoloyy ahead of time, so
parents know what they will be getting, in contrast to
j'ublic schools which ostensibly have no ideology, except
that which the individual teacher adopts. (James 1982,
18-19)

James also notes that among Dutch schools “choice exists with
respect to the philosophy of education but only slightly with respect
to funding or quality components which are dependent on funding”
(1882, 42). This uniformity in funding is a powerful guarantor of
equity while at the same time it encourages schools to compete on
the basis of what thcy do with their resources rather than of their
success {in obtaining them.

A final personal impression from visits to Dutch schools and
discussions with a wide range of policymakers is that the Dutch have
scarcely begun to zppreciate the power of choice for school improve-
ment. The constitutional guaiantees of educational freedom have
been understood as a defense against encroachment by the State
rather than as a framework for true diversity and school-level deci-
sion making. Th:re appears to be a good deal of truth in the critique
expressed in the Labor P:.ty's recent discussion paper, that Dw ' ch
education s dominated by large cartels in restraint of competition
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and thus of improvements in school quality.

The answer, surely. is not to restrict choice and diversity, but io
open the sysiem up through continued efforts—such as those made
by the Union: School and Gospel—to profile the identity of individual
schools more sharply, and through greatly improved parent informa-
tion efiorts as a basis for sound choices. Encouragi. I signs suggest
that the necessary discussions are well under way in hundreds of
schools and parent councils. In this respect. and in the care with
which freedom and fafrness are administratively protected, Ameri-
can educational reformn can learn a great deal from the Dutch
experience.
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Parental Cholce in
Belgian Educatiomn

it offers and, equally significantly, does not offer, reflect a
history in which national unity has irequently been troubled
by differences of language and religion.

The extreme diversity of Belgian education and the choices that

Belglan policy has come to accommodate choice on the basis of
religion while regarding choice on the basis of language as threaten-
ing to communal solidarity. This policy contrasts with the United
States, where a certain amount of language diversity is promoted
with public funds, but the common schaool is expected to be loftily
unaware of religion.

The Belgian Constitution, as amended in 1970, guaran-.ecs “the
rights and freedom of ideological and philosophical minorities.”
These rights and this frecdom have been carefully proiected: the very
structure of Belgian cducation assures, at considerabls cost, that
parents will be able to decide at least whether they want a Catholic or
a secular school, while in larger cities other choices exist as well. The
desire of many parents for religiously based schooling, a cause of
bitter political conflict at several points in Belgian history, has been
accommodated successfully.

The educational system also provides for—indeed. requires—a sort
of linguistic pluralism, but in this case the tensions between French-
speaking and Dutch-speaking Belgians have led to this being defined
as a group right rather than an individual right. Each of the two
language groups has a right to a full educational pragram pre-school
through university, in its own language in its own parts of the
country, but only in the Brussels area do individual parents have a
right to choose a French-language or a Dutch-language school. This
territorially based languaj;e monopoly has prevented an effective
response te the presence of minority groups that differ not only in
belief but also in language and culture from the two kanguage groups
that divide political power (Rigaux 1980, 68).
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The controversies ir Belglan education for the first 130 years afier
independence was v in 1830 were primarily over religion and the
freedom to opcrate anud to cheose a confessional school. The nature of
the argument for educational freedom changed significantly over this
perind, from an emphasis on the right and responsibility of the
Catholic Church to educate, "for the soul of the child” to an
emphasis on the right of parents of any confession or none at all to
choose a school for their children.

Over the past 25 years, the issue of religious schooling has caused
somewhat less heat, in part because. for many Belgians. it has come
to seem less problemaiical than the relation of schooling to the
nation’s language divisions and to social class. These controversies,
in turn, have blocked a full discussion of the issues raised by the
presence of guest-workers-turned-immigrants.

Religion

Nimeteemth-Century Background

Belgium as an independent nation dates only from 1830, and
concern about “educational freedom™ was both a cause and a
consequence of its indeper dence. A brief historical sketch is neces-
sary to explain the enduring—though changing—Belglan commit-
ment to parent choice of schools.

The area that is now Belgium is made up of the southern provinces
of the Low Countries (in Dutch, “Nederlanden') that remained under
Spanish—and then Austrian—rule afier the northern provinces won
their independence in 1648 after decades of warfare. More than half
of the 10 million Belgians speak Dutch, and most of the remainder
French, with a German-speaking minority as well. Nominally almost
all Belgians are Roman Catholic, but those in French-speaking areas
are less likely to be practicing Catholics.

The armies of the new French Republic overthrew Austrian au-
thority in the early 1790s:; in 17986 the southern provinces of the Low
Countries were absorbed into France as nine departements and they
were subject to Napoleon until his final defeat, on Belgian soil, at
Waterloo. The victorious allice decided upon a unification of the
southern and northern Low Countries, the area now making up
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxemburg, as the Kingdom of the
United Netherlands. This creation endured only from 1815 to 1830,
when the southern provinces rose in rebellion and became the
independent nation Belgium.

An unusual feature of the period of nation-forming in Belgium is
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the alliance between Catholic leadership and the mildly anticlerical
Liberals. Thesc groups shared a distrust of several policies of King
William I, including his attempts to implement the more advanced
Dutch model of clementary education in the southern provinces.
While such elementary schools provided Cathelic religious instruc-
tion, their connection with a government percelved to be dominated
by Protestants aroused suspicion.

Catholics were even more offended by a decision of the national
government, in 1825, to close the secondary-level boarding schools
operated by the Church, ostensibly to train future priests but in fact
providing a general education to many other boys as well. While the
bishops could continue to operate clergy training seminaries, only
schools with explicit government authorization would be permitted to
provide a secular education (Vreede 1983, 132). These measures of
“cultural policy” in a broad sense brought the strongly Catholic Dutch-
speaking provinces of what swould become Belgium into alliance with
the French-speaking provinces against the rule of William 1.

With this background. it was natural that among the first acis of
the new provisional government was to remove all barriers to freedom
of education and that the Constitution adopted in 1831 guaranieed
the right to establish and maintain schools. Another right de«r to
Liberals as well as Catholics, that of free association. made it possible
for religious teaching orders to begin to build a massive network of
Catholic schools.

These constitutional provisions reflected the concern of Catholic
leaders to prevent the State from gaining a monopoly control over the
instrument by which the rising generation would be shaped. They
were not satisfied with government-controlled schools that offered
Catholic instruction; the Church must be frec to operate its own
schools and to support them through tuitions and through funding
arrangements with municipal authorities. And so “the Catholic
Church . . . obtained a rare combination of material support and
freedom from siate control” (Lorwin 1966, 150).

The School Law adopted in 1842 required that each community
maintain at least one primary school, and provide free instruction for
poor children. This obligation could be met through supporting an
existing Catholic school (Clerck 1974, 16; Mallinson 1963, 46).

As in contemporary France, the dominant Liberals. though anti-
clerical in conviction, saw the clergy as valuable allies in ensuring
social peace and penetrating village life with selected clements of
progress. Thus little conflict occurred over elementary education. As
a result of the strong Catholic influence on municipal schools—
which had officfal diocesan as well as government inspectors—the
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share of private clementary schools declined from 44 percent in 1840
to 16 percent in 1878 (Vrocde 1983, 143: Billiet 1977a. 13).

Within a few years, however, Liberals were expressing the concern
that, through the official involvement of the clergy in public schools,
the Catholic Church would have an upduc influence on the beliefs
and loyaltics of the peaple. “iberals began 10 insist that the State
provide an alternative to Catholic schooling, in the name of the very
liberty that Catholic leaders claimed. Mut 1al suspicion grew through
controversies over the Masonic lodges through which frecthinkers
organized to oppose the claims of the Church. As a result of Liberal
efiorts, # new school law was enacted in 1850. substituting for
collaboration between Church and State a clear scparation under
which each was free to maintain its own system {Mallinson 1863, 63;
Art 1877).

Catholics, on their part, insisted that instruction could not be
separated from the formation of the whole person, and that this must
be either religions ur antireligious; with a full enough development of
Catholic education, State-operated schools would be unnecessary
(Clerck 1974, 22, 35). In a compromise reached in 1854, the Church
agreed to give up its claims to influence the appointment of teachers
in State schools in exchange for a commitment that two hours a week
in the latter would be devoted to Catholic religious instruction, and
that no chjectionable books would be used in State schools.

Growing Liberal seif-confidence led to abandonment of such com-
promises: they were scen as a threat “to the diffusion of Liberal
notions among {uture generations of Belgian voters” (Lorwin 1966,
153). State-controlled schooling was se<n as the prisnary instrument
of popular enlightenment. As one historian observed, “the aggres-
siveness of lberalism and its attempt to win over the masses in the
1870s are the themes which dominate Belgian and Duich history
during the {period]” (Kossmann 1978, 208; Witte 1977).

At the height of Liberal ascendancy, in 1879, the government
insisted that all education recetving public support should be exclu-
sively under the control of the State: “they drove the Catholics out of
the public schools” {Kossmann 1978, 242). icgislation was adopted
removing all subsidies for Catholic schools and requiring municipal-
ities tc establish their own schools instead. Religiovs instruction had
to be replaced by moral teaching.

This program reflected a growing belief . mong Liberals, in Bel-
glum as in France, the United States, and other nations at this
period, that Catholic teaching was irreconcilable with freedom and
progress and with the development of future citizens. Extending the
effective authority of the State was seen as a necessary form of
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self-protection as well as a guarantor of the rights of individuals
agahisi the power of the clergy and their followers (Clerck 1974,
50--55; Mallinson 1963, B4-B6: Billiet 1977a, 15; Wils 1977, 288).

Acts of what was perceived as Liberal aggression against the right
of parents to see their children schooled in their own faith had the
effect—as in other countries at this time—of mobilizing massive
Catholic resistance and stimulating the development of a parallel
school system. “From schools without God and from teachers with-
out faith, deliver us, O Lord!” prayed the celebrant at many masses,
not without effect. Within a few months 30 percent of the pupils and
20 percent of the teachers in Belgium had left public schools for
newly formed “free” Catholic schools.

By 1879, 379,000 puplls attended Catholic schools but only
240,000 attended public schools. The proportion of enrollment in
Catholic clementary schools rose from 13 percent in 1878 to 61
percent (more than 75 percent in Flanders) in 1880. There were 168
public schools without any students at all. The issue became cast as
onc of personal liberiy against the arrogance of an elite, with charges
by supporters of Catholic education that “the very people who were
posing as apostles of enlightenment wure seeking nothing less than
the enslavement of the rest of the population™ (Mallinson 1863, 97;
Billiet 1977b, 52).

The struggle over scheoling had the secondary effect, as in the
Netherlands. of mobilizing Catholics te create a wide range of
institutions and forms of social and political expression. In 1884 the
Catholic party was able to win a decisive majority in the national
legislature, and the Liberals would never again gain control of tne
government. The education law adopted that year returned control of
schools to the munictpalities, leaving them free to adopt or subsidize
local Catholic schools (Kossmann 1978, 367).

The system of nongovernmental or free education in Beldium,
then, developed as a reaction against the efforts oi an elite to use
schooling as a means of popular “enlightenment.” seen as the only
guarantor of progress in the face of the reactionary power of the
Church. This elite. working through the State system. sought unsuc-
cessfully to remove religion from the central role that many parents
wanted it to play in the education of their children. When, in the
1850s, they built new schools where none had existed before,
Kossmann observes, the Liberals enjoyed popular support. hui no
such support existed for their subsequent efforts to drive the Church
o of education {Kossman 1978, 242).

The subsequent bistory of Belgium was snarked by conflict be-
tween the secular and religlious agendas for education, conflict that
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lasted until the “school pact” concluded in 1958-59. One account of
Belgian political iife notes that “The Dreyfus rase in France and the
Ulster issue in England perhaps cut more deeply and polarized
opinion more sharply. But both were shorter-lived, and neither
involved so many people’s daily lives for so long a periort as did the
church-school issue in Belgium.” (Lorwin 1966, 154)

At stake was not just whether religious teaching would be
provided—since that was an aspect of public schooling as well—but
whether the State would be, as the Liberals insisted, absolute master
in its own house. The State, in Liberal thinking, was the ultimate
guarantor of the rights of individuals. Catholics, like their Catholic
and Calvinist contemporaries in the Netherlands, insisted that the
role of the State must be limited and could in no way transgress on
what they considered the God-given sphere of authority of the family
or the Church.

Debates over government subsidies to private schools {as distinct
frorn Catholic schools “adopted™ by municipalities) began in the
1890s. T~ supporters pointed out that niany parents had more
confidence in private than in public schools, and that they were
forced to pay taxes for schools to which they would not send their
children. Lespite predictions from opponents that competition for
students would undermine public education and divide society,
direct tax support for private schools was voted in 1895. In 1914
public and approved private elementary education was rmade com-
pietely tultion-free (Clerck 1974, 68-70. 97).

The Postwar Period

The compromises permitting parents to choose between private
{(generally Catholic) and public schools were threatened when, in
1954, the Socialists made strong gains in the parliamentary clections
and were able to form a government with the Liberals, a party based
largely in the unchurched middle class. Although education had not
been a major issue in the election campaign, the common anti-
clericalism of the two parties was onc of the few areus where they
could agree (Billiet 1977a. 22).

The education policy of the new government included expansion
and improvement of schooling directly operated by the national
government, together with stricter controls and reduced subsidies for
private schools. National authorities had the authority, they insisted,
to intervene directly to create neutral public schools wherever the
right of non-Catholic parents to such an education justified such
schools. Local and provincial authorities should no longer be allowed
to meet thelr obligations by subsidizing Catholic schools. While the
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they objected to subsidizing “intolerant confessional schooling, at
the service of a militant Church and a political party” (Billlet 1977a,
26; Witte and Meynen 1982, 223).

Catholics responded by forming the National Committee for Freedom
and Democracy and conducting protes¢ demonstrations; a petition
drive collected more than 2 million signatures. The emphasis now was
1 se on the rights of parems than on those of the Church. All parents,
Catholics insisted, should have the right to choose where to send their
children for schooling. Their slogans were: “All Belgian children are
equal before the law.” “no second-class citizens,” “equal opportunitics
for all,” and “freedom and equality for all parents.” In other words,
supporters of private education cast the issues in terms of fundamental

Hhastice to parents and children.

‘he election campaign of 1958 was laigely dominated by the
school question, with Liberals stressing the right of the State to
organize and control education, and Socfalists the need to expand
government-sponsored schooling in order to ensurc that parents
would be able to choose a nonreligious school. The election produced
strong gains for the predominantly Catholic Christian People’s Party.
The stage was set for agreement by all three major parties to the
12-year “‘school pact.” the framework for subsequent educational
policy (Clerck 1974, 140-52; Wiite and Meynen 1982, 227).

The new school law adopted unanimously—with the exception of
the Communists—in 1959 protected the freedom of parent choice at
all levels below the uriversities. This freedom weuld be made effec-
tual by a commitment that resources for education would be distrib-
uted on the basis of the free play of religious and other preferences of
parenis, as expressed in their cholces of schools. Conflict betweer
public and private education over school budgets would end, at leas
in theory, since each school would receive the sharc of funds available
to which {ts enrolbnent entitied it (Billiet 1977a, 27-33).

The government, by this compromise, was entitled to establish as
many schools as were needed to ensure that the right to a neutral
education was protected “in all parts of the country.” Students not
near a confessional or a neutral school would receive free transpor-
tation to onc within a recasonable distance.

The compromise reached in 1958 did not require that any of the
parties abandon their basic principles: in a sense, it was an agree-
ment on how they would live together while retaining their convic-
tions about the desirable role and form of education.

To implement this agreement, 376 new government schools were
established bhetween 1958 and 1965, while 465 private schools
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(almost all Catholic) were bmught within the subsidy arrangements.
The proportion of elementary school enrollment in national
government-operated schools tnereased from 8.7 percent in 1858-59
to 16.4 percent in 1972-73. This increase, it should be noted, was
not at the expense of private schools, whose enrollment remained
between 51 and 52 percent of the total, but of municipal schools. In
the upper level of secondary education, the enrollment share of
private schools actually increased during this period. from 61.2
percent to 63.7 perceut (Billfet 1977a. 43-45).

Present Arrangements

Education in Belgiurm may now be organized—with tax support—
by a varlety of sponsors. Three “"networks’ exist: some scheols are
directly controlled by the central government, others by provincial or
local authorities, others by individuals and associations. Education
is further differentiated by language, with completely separate struc-
tures for Dutch (Flemish) education on the one hand and for French
and (a small minority) German education on the other. The language
separation is so complete that the two national ministries of educa-
tion even maintain separate bookstores in Brussels across the street
from one another!

The “free’” schools not under the direct control of national, provir:-
cial. or local authorities are nearly all Catholic: they serve somewhat
fewer than nalf the students in the French- and German-speaking
areas, but two-thirds of those in the Dutch-speaking areas (table 3).

The education law adopted in 1959 requires schools controlled by
the national government to provide a “neutral” education respecting
the religious or philosophical opinions of all parents who might send
their children: three-quarters of the teachers in such schools must
have diplomas from a nonreligious training institution. The schools
have been required since 1948 to provide at least 2 hours a weck of
religious instruction (Catholic. Protestant. Islamic, or Jewish, by
choice} as well as a nonconfessional, essentially humanistic course in
ethics (Baert 1984).

Teble 3.—~Percentage of students enrolied in private schools,
by language area: Belglam, school year i984-85

L _'Iype of sclmol o Prenom(‘xt*mxan ‘__I_)ut( h o
Nursery 39.7 70.5
Priumary 42.G 63.6
Secondary 49, 8 7 l‘ 0

SOURCE: Data based on Mmhtcre de I de atitm n.m:mak statistics. lq'Hb‘
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Private schools as well as provincial and locally controlled schools
are, under the same law, subsidized by the national government.,
provided that they conform to program requirements and agree to
inspection by the Ministry of Education. This inspection is confined
to the subjects taught and the language used (a matter of perpetual
jealousy in Belgium), and may not deal with pedagogical methods or
the religious and philosophical basis of the instruction.

As if this systern wese not comiplex enough already, secondary
education has been further divided between those schools that have
adopted a structural reform intended io create comprehensive edu-
cation and those that have not. This division is naturally relevam to
the theme of school choice, but it is also an aspect of the exercise of
“freedom’ by the many Catholic scheols that have chosen. with the
support of parents, to refuse to adopt the comprehensive structure.

So-called Type I schools {often called “renewed™) are structured in
three stages of two years each: the first stage, known as the “‘obser-
vation™ period. is largely common for all students, and includes
ongoing assessment of each student by a multidisciplinary team.
During the second (“orientation”) stage students specialize more,
essentially in what American high schools would call tracks, though
at the end of this period it is possible to take a third “reorientation”
year and change to a different program. Various certificaies are
awarded at the end of the third ("determination’) stage.

The more traditional form of secondary education, known now as
Type 1. is organized in two stages of three years each with a clear
separation from the start between academically oriented and voca-
tionally oriented schools. Students in the academic schools are
further divided according to the difficulty of their courses: seven
program options are offered at the start of the second stage, ranging
from Latin and Greek at the most difficult to Human Sciences at the
least difficult. In short, the Type Il schools incorporate the principle
of selection, while the Type I schools avoid it so long as possible
(Ministere de I'Education nationale 1986; Fletcher 1985).

The ““Type I model, mandated for nationally controlled schools
since 1971, has been widely adapted by private schools in the
French-speaking Walloon provinces, but resisted by their counter-
parts in the Dutch-speaking Flemish provinces. Despite rescarch
claims that assert the advantages of “student-oriented” comprehen-
sive schools over “‘content-oriemed’ traditional secondary schools
(Brutsaert 1986: Vandenberghe 1985), many parents and school
heads continue to insist upon the benefits of the latter.

The controversy drew toward a crisis with the insistence of the
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the comprehensive structure by September 1988.

On October 11, 1987, for example, there was a mass meeting in
Antwerp of parents supporting the “traditional” secondary educa-
tion provided in many Catholic schools. Angered over what they
charged was insufficient firmness against government restructuring
requirements on the part of Catholic school authorities, the parents
threatened to set up a separate organization with technical assis-
tance centers to protect the quality of traditional education, and to
withhold their dues from the National (Catholic) Federation of Parent
Organizations because of its endorsement of the unitary model of
secondary schooling.

A parent leader at this rally charged that the Type 1 unitary model
was based upon a concept of educatien in conflict with the Western
tradition based upon the Gospel. The purpose of education, she said,
was not to meet social necds but to ennoble and cultivate mankind
(De Standaard, October 12).

Religion as o Motivation for Scheol Cholee

Research carried out by J. Billiet in Flanders in the mid-1970s
found that, as might be expected, the social class of parents had a
substantial impact on the secondary school program that students
ended up in. Class did not, however, affect whether students attended
Catholic or public schools sponsored by national or municipal gov-
ernment. In other words. the maintenance of a Catholic educational
network was not an instrument of soclal class maintcnance.

The fact that, as in surveys conducted in the Netherlands, parents
tended to give reasons for selection of a school related to its program
or practical factors should not be taken to indicate, Billiet concluded.
that its religious identity was not important; it tended simply to be
taken for granted in the cholce process. Students ended up in
Catholic schools because they and their families were rooted in a
social milieu—not just relationships, but also values, norms, convic-
tions, habits, ways of seeing the world—where such a decision was
almest automatic. The chance that cuaildren from Catholic families
would end up in a Catholic school was 50 percent if their parents
were not integrated into a Catholic milieu, but 97 percent if they
were. Free-thinking Liberals displayed an equally distinctive cultural
pattern, and their children were very likely to end up in high-status
public schools (Billfet 1977a, 205-7).

Mothers with children in Catholic schools were more likely to
speak standard Duich (rather than dialect), to live in freestanding
houses, to have more children and also to want more children.
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Mothers with children in public schools, by contrast, were more
tolerant on sexual morality and abortion. “The climate that prevails
in the two educational networks.” Billiet concluded, “is clearly more
than simply -eligious.”” Quite apart from social class, differences in
lifestyle and in moral convictions and behavior distinguished those
who chose Catholic schools from those who chose public schools
(Billlet 1977a, 203-4).

Given this patiern, the question arises whether the growing
secularization of Belgian society will spell the decline of Catholic
“free” schools. Billlet's research suggests that it will not. Among
parents who did not aitend church but were rooted in a Catholic
milieu (as described w.bove), three out of four sent their children to a
Catholic school. Whether these schools have themselves undergone a
certain secularizasion is a question raised but not answered by Billiet,
but he suggests that the Catholic milleu—including its schools—
might be coming to take the place of the Church for many secularized
Belglans. After all, “a change in religious convictions and practices is
not necessarily accomnanied, on the structural level, by the aban-
donment of networks of socisl relatic »ships, and in addition there
can be a development, on the cultural level, of a sort of surrogate for
churchliness™ (Billiet '977a, 209).

Proposals for & Common School

During the carly 1970s, in a strange episode in seeming conflict
with their position supporiing the present system. all three Belgian
political parties incorporated into their programs and eventually
enacted into law the idea of a common school. Though this new
program—which by implcation would replace all of the present
arrangements boili public and private—has not been implemented
in an effective way, it will provide an appropriatec opportunity to
summarize the issues raised by freedom of education in Belgium.

The demand for a basic reform of the agreement reached in 1958,
and indecd of the system that had evolved over the previous century.
did not emerge from the population i general. A survey conducted in
1970 found, for example, that 77 percent of Belgian adults supported
the maintenance of a system of Catholic education (Ceulaer and
Vroede 1980, H3).

Among younyg intellectuals and political activists, however, the
idea emerged that the structural scparation (verzuiling) of education
along religious and secular lines reflected the concerns of an earlier
time and no longer corresponded to the real fssues and problems of
Belglan society. They called for “pluralistic community schools,”
schools that would make no pretense of being neutral but would
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provide a seiting for students to be exposed to values rooted in
human experience and in the struggle for justice rather than In
traditional religious doctrine.

Credit for introducing this idea into political debate is usually
given to a 1960 article by R. Merecy in a left-wing Catholic monthly.
Merecy called for a school “'in which youth of diverse social back-
grounds. coming from distinctive political milicus and from back-
grounds with differing world views. will end up together. The peda-
gogy of such a school rests more on its attitude than on its content.
This attituvar can no longer be a neutral or contradicting one. nor
{merely] telerant nor passive; it must be actively expressed. based
upon respeet” (quoted in Ceulaer and Vroede 1980, 88).

The advouates of this new common schoc” saw it as “socially
renewing,” as a way of forming a new society; they spoke of it as an
engaged school, in the existentialist sense, with no pretext of neu-
trality with respect to the issues of social and political life. Parents,
teachers, students, and community activists would all be involved in
shaping its mission and life. Ho' * it could come into being was less
clear, given the principle of freedom of choice. Some hope was
expressed that several existing schools—public and Catholic—might
decide to fuse into a single “pluralistic school.” This would be
consistent with the intention to bring various world views into
confrontation, and thus to help students to form their own insights
and values (Ceulaer and Vroede 1880, 99, 165).

The response of supporters of Catholic education was to stress that
private schools (known in Belgium as “frec” schools) were an expres-
slon of the concerns of a significant group within Belgian life, and
that their popularity with parents {whether Catholic or not) was the
best evidence that they met a real need. "So long as parents, through
"freedom of choice,’ entrusted their children to Catholic schools, the
cominon school, even a pluralistic one, was not acceptable. . . .
The supporters of pluralistic education on their part considered the
‘principle of free choice® (for various reasons) as no longer relevant

. and repeatedly raised questions about the real significance of
the choices made by parents” {Ceulaer and Vroede 1980, 166).

While surveys scemed to show that parents chose for » number of
reasons. and not primarily because of the religious identity of the
school, Cathalic school advocates countered that the reasons for
parent choice of private schools could not be determined by survey
research. since they lay “decper than a superficial socivivgical study
can uncover”; indeed it was claimed that many parents wanted the
schools to place more stress on Christian identity. Private schools
were not only popular but financially efficient, and it was in the
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interest of the geperal welfare to support them adequately in their
educational mission (BilHet 1977a, 71).

Pedagogical arguments were advanced as well. In a world in which
youth are exposed to the confused and cynical values presented by
the medta, it was all the more important to provide education rooted
in a coherent viewpoint. The issue was not religious instruction
alone, the supporiers of private schools argued, but a coherent school
climate in which the student’s personality could be formed through
the witness of the tcachers, through relattonships, and through the
religious observances of the entire school (Billie? 1977a, 72-73).

The national parliament adopted a number of measures, in the
carly 1970s. to renew and update the compromises reached in 1858.
One of these was {ae approval, in 1975, of a law authorizing the
creation of “pluralistic schools.” This symbolic step, however.
seemed to exhaust the reform impulse. since little has been done to
implement it.

The significance of this action. taken under pressure from a
r.umber of groups outside of the normal education policy process,
was limited by the fact that, 2 years earlier, the legislators had
approved financtal and organizational measures that strengthened
the existing public and Catholic systems. While diversity and democ-
racy might flourish within a common school, the legislators con-
ceded by their actions that the actual pluralism of Belglan society
was cffectively served by a diversity among schools, and that the
voters wanted this system to be maintained.

As one commentator suggested in the title of his account of the
1975 legislaticn, the pluralistic commmon school was a stillborn child.
The maost difficult question was left unresolved by the legislation:
would the presence of a pluralistic school in a community satisfy the
right of parents to a confessional or to a neutral school? Would a
parent lose the right 1o free transportation to and enrollment in a
Catholic school, for example, if a pluralistic school was close by?
These issues were froubling to many, and Catholic education author-
ittes urged schools not to agree io become part of pluralistic combi-
nations with secular schools (Ceulaer and Vrocde 1980, 221-22).

The debates over the pluralistic school in Belgium represent, in a
sense, a late expression of the program of social reconciliation
through the common school advanced by Horace Mann and others in
the United States and their contemporaries in Europe.

The pedagogical vision cxpressed by supporters of the pluralistic
school is a generous and attractive one. It may, however. be an idea
whose time has come and gone again. Current thinking about
educational effectiveness in Belgium. as in the United States, has
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rediscovered the importance of a school's coherence, the single vision
that gives order and meaning to every aspect of a school's life. Parents
scem to have an instinct that they are more lkely to find such
coherence, and thus a healthy environment for the development of
their children, in a school that is not secking to respond to every
whim and fashion that is abroad in the land.

A Commitment to Religious Pluralizm

The principle of freedom of choice of schools, supported by all
major political parties in Belgium, is a major accomrnodation for
cach of them.

For the Christian Democrats, the principle represents an implicit
concession of the equal validity of various forms of education, even
for Catholic parents. The old objective of a commaon Staie school
providing Catholic teaching under the oversight of the local clergy
was surrendeved a century ago. In exchange, Catholics have gained
significant space in national life to offer a distinctively religions
schooling for those who want it. The Christian Democrats have taken
care to present themselves as the defenders of the rights of parents of
all religious beliefs or none, not of the Catholic hierarchy, under the
slogan “free choice plus equal opportunities equal democratic edu-
cation.” As the party argued in a 1965 publication entitled “Wky
Catholic Education?":

(a) Catholic education must bt able to exist because it is
desired for their children by very many parents; {b) toler-
ance does not in any way mean not having any convictions
or lacking the desire to share those convictions: (¢ open-
ness and the exchange of ideas require in the first place
actually having ideas, and these must somehow be formed
and deepened: (d) the proposal for “engaged” education
grows out of nihilism and ignores the rights of parents: (c)
if “neutral” [public] education is really going to be neutral,
it must include tcachers who have been trained in a
Christian world view. (quoted in Billiet 1977a, 75-~76)

Through continual political action the supporters of “free” private
schools have ensured that they are treated equeily with respect to
government funding, without significant interference in their inter.
nal affairs.

For the Liberals, freedom of cholece also represents an abandon-
ment of the ambition to educate all children in 2 common school,
according to their own definition of the values and loyalties that all
should hold. During the 19th century they had called for schools
under the exclusive control of civil authorities and able to compete
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successiully with private schools. and had scen this program as the
cornerstonce of the secular State.

As they have come increasingly to take a conservative position in
ccomomic affairs, it has not been too difficult for the Liberals to
abanden thetr anticlericalism and to embrace the free enterprise and
conspetition Implictt in the present system of education. The 19568
election taught the party leaders that carrying on the ideological
struggle over schooling did not pay off politically (Ceulacr and Vroede
1980, 75).

For the Socialists, finally, freedom of choice has been swallowed
only *sith difficulty. Heirs of the statist tradition that the Liberals
have gradually abandoned, the Socialists make no secret of their
ultimate preference for a unitary common school. As Arnould
Clausse wrote in Une doctrine socialiste de Ueducation (1955), from
a Socialist perspective only one (type of) school should exist; only the
State has a right to provide education in that it is the guarantor of the
interests of the entire national community. It is the responsibiifty of
the State, through its schools. to protect children from. the “spiritual
narrowness” of their parents.

What the Socialists have gained through the 1958 compromise is
the opportunity to expand the State’s role in education vigorously,
especially at the elementary level, and thus to become better posi-
tioned for a possible State monopoly of schooling at some time in the
future. At the same time they have noted their opponents’ effective
use of the slogan “freedom of cholce.” and have incorporated it into
their own position.

Language

The political choice made in Belgium to provide official support for
parent choice on the basis of the religious identity of schools is
similar to those made in other Western democracies, with the
exception of the United States. Belgium's religious differences have
been accommmeodated through compromise. Belgium has found it far
more difficult to come to tezas with its language differences, how-
ever, and has left little scopt for individual parent choice. The policies
currently in effect are less an accommodation than a stand-off
between the two piimary language communities,

Flemings and Walloons

The territory now included within Belgium has been divided
linguistically along substantially the present lines since the late
Roman period. with Walloon dialects of French spoken in the south-
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crn pravinces {Wallonia) and Flemish dialects of Duteh spoken in the
northern provinces (known collectively as Flanders). In both sec-
tions, however, French was long the preferred, if not the only,
language of the educated clite, and thus the medium of admintstra-
tion and of high culture. This pattern intensified during the two
decades (1795-1815) of hegemony by France, when the authorities
in Parls sought to assimilate the Belgian people by promoting
republican values and French nationalism. The cultural influence
that had already given French a privileged position in the Dutch-
speaking Flemish provinces was reinforced by official action, includ-
ing changing of street names, exclusive use of French in legal
proceedings. and even a ban on printing anything in Dutch. All
secondary education was provided in French. Only in the Catholic
Church in Flanders did Duteh remain in public use (Rocgicrs 1983,
72-73: Kossmann 1978, 80).

One of the most important reforms fnstituted during the brief
period of union with the Netherlands (1815-30) was o substantial
expansion of the official use of Dutch, as part of a cultural palicy
concerned with ereating national unity. In Flanders, primary educa-
tion in Duich was greatly expanded, and the use of Dutch in
secondary schools was gradually extended starting in 1823, while it
was offered as an optional subject in schools in Wallonta (Vroede
1983, 128. 132; Kossmann 1978, 124).

With the independence of Belgium. the French-speaking elite
restored the primacy of French cven in Flanders. Educational free-
dom and the greater diversily of schooling that it brought had the
side effect of weakening the posttion of Dutch in secondary educa-
tion, since many middle-class Flemish parents preferred schools that
would teach their children in the language necessary to worldly
success (Vroede 1983, 141).

Until late n the 19th century. the French hegemony in education
and public life left the more numerous Flemings in a subordinate
position, and equal statas for the two languages became the highly
sensitive political demand that brought down several national gov-
ermments in recent years. Flemish resentment of the lanpuage
inequities in national Hfe ran deep: with French alone, it was said,
one could become a government minister, but with Butch alone one
could not ¢ven become a corporal (Clerck 1974, 74). " “Tb be Belgian!
complained Flemish intellectuals, ‘we have to cease being Flemish'™
{(Lorwin 1966, 169).

Only in 1883 were education laws amended to provide for instruc-
tion through the Dutch language in the lower grades of stcondary
cducation in Dutch-speaking regions. and for teacher training in
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Dutch. Full implementation was slow in coming. Language and
religious fssues became entangled: Socialists charged in 1910, for
example, that Jesuit secondary schools in Flanders were competing
unfairly with publie schools by continuing to teach in French, thus
appealing to “the frenchified bourgeolsie, who have an aristocratic
disdain for the language of the people” (Clerck 1974, 89).

The important education legislation of 1914 instituted the practice
of requiring parents, when registering their child for elementary
school, to make a declaration of the family’s primary language, so it
could be used as the language of instruction. Over the next decades,
Flemish nationalists continued to seek measures that would prevent
a one-way language shift to French, the more prestigious language:
in 1932, they called unsuccessfully for an end to classes in French as
a second language in clementary schools.

Legisiation adopted that year provided that second language
classes could begin in the fifth grade, and in secondary schools
should be provided for at least 4 hours a week. Access to jobs in the
national civil service was opened to Dutch-speakers, but a proposal
that the entire couniry be organized on a bilingual basis was rejected
by Francophones. and the present system of two language zones and
a bilingual capital arca was put in place.

Brussels, as a bilingual city, had a special requirement: the
langnage of Instruction chosen by parents must be that most com-
monly used by the child. subject to confirmation by a special
commission. Second-language instruction was required starting in
the third grade for 3 hours a week (Clerck 1974, 97, 115}

Language has come to play an increasingly important part in
Belgian political controversy over the past two decades. During the
1960s cach of the three major political parties came under the strain
of language tension, with the Christian Democrats and the Liberals
developing separate Dutch- and French-speaking “wings.” The votes
won by alternative, language-based political parties increased from
3.5 percent in 1961 to 22.3 percent in 1971, an indication not only of
the growing significance of these issues but also of the lessening
conflict over religion (Balliet 1977a, 52, Witte and Meynen 1982, 228).

While parental choice of the rellgtous character of schooling is
protected by political compromises enshrined in law, ongoing conflict
over language has led to restrictions on the right of parents to choose
the language of instruction, even though it would seem clearly in the
interest of the nation that Flemish children become fluent in French
and Walloon children in Duteh.

Belgian policy does not regard bilingualism as desirable, since it
raises the troubling prospect of intergenerational language shift. The
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census of 1947 showed significant gains in the use of French in the
Brussels area, arousing Flemish resentment. in 1846 the capital city’s
population had been 67 percent Dutch speaking, but = proportica
had declined to 51 percent in 1910 and to 29 percent by 1947; some
Flemings described it as a “Frenchifying machine” (Kossmann 1978,
636). Rural migrants from Flanders would adopt French as part of the
adaptaticn to city life, while the gradual spread of French-speaking
population into the Dutch-speaking suburbs led to demands that these
become officially bilingual: Flemish activists saw these patterns as a
“robbery of Flemish sofl” (Witte and Meynen 1982, 250).

While French seemed to be taking over Brussels, the language was
losing ground nationally with the economic and demograpbic de-
cline of Wallonia. still dependent upun coal mines and outmoded
industry. As an indication of (he bitterness of fecling, some Walloon
activists blame Hitler for the relative decline of their reglon, charging
that most young Flemish soldiers captured in the defeat of 1840 were
released to go home and beget children, while their Walloon coun-
terparts were kept in captivity away from wives and girlfriends. A
typical Walloon view is that “The Flemish strategy toward Brussels
and Wallonia has been worked out for decades and pursued single-
mindedly with contirual denials but advanced more vigorously day
by day.” (Brabant 1983)

Needless to say, this suspicion and hostility is fully reciprocated in
the Dutch-speaking community. A Flemish scholar writing recently
apologizes for the title The Profile of Foreigners in Belgtiun: “To
publish 2 book with ‘Belgium’ in the title is somewhat behind the
tirnes. Flanders is our fatherland.” Although legally Belgians, he
notes, many Dutch-speakers think of themselves primarily as Flem-
ings, and in Brussels they are "undoubtedly an ethnic minority

- strangers in their own land” {(Dumeon 1982, 8, 11).

The major shift that has occurred between the two communities is
not so much in relative numbers in the French-speaking and Dutch-
speaking areas as in cultural hegemony. Wallonia represented 39.2
percent ot the total population of Belgium in 1831 and never rose
higher than 42.6 percent in 1866, when the mining and industrial
sectors around Liege were booming. The proportion dropped to 38.7
percent of the total in 1920, to 34.5 percent in 1947, and to 32.1
percent at present {Andre 1983, 26). This does not include the
Brussels region, which represents about 10 percent of the total
Belglan population and is. as we have seen, an area in which French
fs predominant.

While French-speakers have never been in the majority in the
Belgian population, however, they had always seen themselves in the
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leasing role, until a more dynamic economy and a higher birthrate
grove a sort of moral advantage to Flanders in recent decades. The
persistence of the cultural hegemony of French in Brussels ic all the
more resented by Flemings as a result.

In 1962, the language census was abolished and the boundaries
between the French and Dutch regions were frozen, i response to
Flemish demands. In one of the more unforturate aspects of the
boundary adjustment the Dutch-speaking province Limburg was
given the area of Fourons or Voeren, consisting of several communi-
ties with French populations and the focal point of recent linguistic
conflict that has led to the fall of two national govermments.

The next - r, legislation placed language restrictions or. educa-
tion at all lev_... except university. No school in Flemish areas could
teach primarily in French, nor could schooling be provided in Dutch
in the Walloon areas. A child of French-speaking Belglan parents who
moved to Ghent or a child of Dutch-speaking Belgian parents who
moved to Charleroi could not legally be taught in his or her home
language, nor could a Moroccan immigrant child who arrived in
Antwerp speaking French as a sccond language be taught in French,
Thus individual rights were sacrificed to the right of the language
community to defend its borders.

The rationale for these restrictions was stated clearly in 1963 by a
Flemish leader:

In a land like Belgium where three langunges are spoken,
language peace is possible only when the relationships are
stabilized, and when any form of language or cultural
imperialism is repudiated. By stabilization of relationships
we mean, first of all, that language boundaries and the
homogeneity and integrity of the language areas are not
only honored but legally guaranteed and protected and
defended by the State. For the Brussels area, originally
Flemish. wher¢ now French- and Dutch-speakers live
mixed together, imits mus: be set on frenchifying policies,
and all measures must be taken that are nccessary to
prevent language struggie and language imperialism. (Van
der Elst in Clerck 1974, 156-57).

These educational policies were maitched by provisions. in the
language laws, requiring that jobs in the public s¢vice in Brussels be
divided evenly between the two groups. though the city was around
80 percent French speaking, and that top civil service jobs would be
open only to those competent in both languages.

In Brussels, where French- and Duich-language schools may be in
close proximity. the 1963 legislation required a careful deteririna-
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tion of the primary language of the family, with a special “language
inspection™ service. Two inspectors, one from each language group,
must consider cach case, with disputes between them referred to a
special commission (Baert 1984, 13). This commission adjudicated
133 cases from 1867 to 1971, when the requirements were eased: 55
children were allowed to stay in French-language schools but 41 were
required to leave those for Dutch-language schools (Swing 1982,
279).

The law forbade Dutch and French sections in a single school.
While the second language is taught as a subject, it may not be used
as a language of instruction, and English may be substituted for it.
Thus, apart from the Brussels arec, studying the other naitonal
language is not required. Teachers of French in Dutch-language
schaols are Flemings who have learned French as a second language,
not their Walloon compatriots for whom French is native, and the
reverse is true of teachers of Dutch in French-language schools.

As a result of a modificaiion enacted in 1971, parents in the
Brussels area may now select the language in which their children
will be educated. Since this was a concession to Francophones, the
Dutch-speaking community won in exchange a guarantee that their
schonls would not be closed even if enrollment dropped well below
the l.vel at which a French-language s hool would be closed. This is
intended to guarantee that a network of Dutch-language schools will
be available despite the enrollment of around 85 percent of the
children in the French-language system.

Recently, a trend has appeared (opposite to that expected in 1971)
of Francophone parents sending their children to Dutch schools. for
several reasuns. Although the ostensible reason is that bilingual
competency is increasingly necessary for good employment. benefit-
ing the Dutch-speakers who are more likely to know French than vice
versa, many observers belicve that a more powerful cason is that
French-language schools in Brussels tend to have a high proportion
of North African and other immigrant students, who may be avoided
by selecting a Dutch-language school (Swing, 285; Smeekens 1985,
56). In 1985, 16 percent of the children in Dutch-ianguage kinder-
gartens were from homogeneously French-speaking families. In a
response characteristic of the Flemish attitude, immigration expert
Johan Leman sees this not as a positive sign of the resurgence of
Dutch but as a danger, since “a certain ‘frenchifying’ communication
climate will presumably increase in the near future unless drastic
action is taken by teachers, administrators, and supervisory person-
nel” (Leman 1985a, 25).
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Language issues in Belgian education show no sign of going away,
nor does wide support exist for a true system of choice under which
parents (outside Brussels) could opt for a bilingual education. As an
illustration of the petty jealousy which prevents any such develop-
meat, & lecal education official for French-language schools in a
suburb of Brussels (a city surrounded on all sides by Dutch speakers)
recently urged principals not to send children on fleld trips in
Flanders!

The effect of the complicated three-cornered relationship among
Flanders, Wallonia, and Brussels is to produce a sense of grievance on
all sides—Belgians have been described as one oppressed majority
and two oppressed minorities—and an attitude that views language
diversity as far more of a problem than an opportunity for enrich-
ment. One study found

a widespread assumption that bilingualism is at best a
necessary evil: a necessity for national unity, at least in
bilingual Brussels, but a danger to intellectual develop-
ment if introduced too early and a one-way road to lan-
guage loss. Language planning in this bilingual country
reflects this assumption, for it fosters the development of
linguistic ethnicity through separatism. . . . In the past
Flemings were educated for integration into a F‘mnmphnne
world. Today they are educaied for linguistic ethnicity.
(Swing 1982, 267)

The result is ihat "'[if] we Cefine bilingual education as the use of
two 0. more languages of instruction in a subject matter other than
language instruction per se. we can safely state that only a small
minority of students in Belgium receives this type of education.”
{(Bustamante, Van Overbeke and Verdoodt 1978, 3)

Immigrants and the Limits of Diversity

The increasing number of immigrants, especially Turks and Mo-
roccans, members of real minority groups (by Amercan standards),
has challeny ed the ability of the Belgian education system to accom-
modate profound differences. Accommodation has been made more
difficult by the prevalent Belgian touchiness about language and its
symbolic meaning.

A political scic1tist could write of Belgium, in the early 1960s, that
“only islands of disadvantaged groups remain alienated from the
community, and most people share its essenti::lly middle-class val-
urs” (Lorwin 1966, 148). At that very period, however, the vigorous
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recruitment of foreign workers in Italy and Spain, in Morecco and
Turkey was preparing what today is a major challenge to Belgian
society.

The number of foreigners in Belgium grew from 2.8 percent of the
total population in 1880 (many of them French and Dutch) to 3.9
porcent in 1930, to 7.2 percent in 1970 and to 9 percent in 1980.
Indeed, 95 percent of the increase in Belgian population betwe=:.
1970 and 1980, and all of that fn Wallonia, was the result of
immigration and births to immigrant parents (Entzinger 1984, 187).

While the expectation was that these workers would return home
with their savings (and most of the Spaniards, for example, have done
s0), many guest workers have become immigrants by the passage of
time. A generation of their children, born in Belglum, are largely cut
off from their lands of origin. but only uneasily at home in Limburg,
Brussels, or Antwerp.

For Belgian education pelicy, finding workable solutions to the
presence of immigranis has been particularly complicated because
of the uneasy compromises already reached over the diversity exist-
ing within Belgian life.

Although Belgium has a long tradition of immigration, the
immigrants were until recently drawn from related if not
identical cultures. This was especially true of Hungarians,
Poles and Italians. The ltalians form the largest group of
foreigners in our country. They are also according to a
number of indicators (housing for example) the best inte-
grated. . . . It is only in the sixties that migrants from
non-Christian religions streamed here in a visible way,
while we in Belgium have no extensive tradition of religious
and worldview pluralism and tolerance. To the comtrary,
this is for us a matter that must be secttled by deals and
negotiations, in other words an area of conflict and the
advancement of interests. . . . In this repect as in others
the migrants represent an encrmous challenge for our
culture. (Dumon 1982, 102)

The difficult compromises over language use “1ave also compli-
cated the reception of immigrants, especially as the nature of immi-
gration and its destination have changed.

The language laws of 1962-63 are so prescriptive, in the effort tn
protect Flemish culture against French ¢ncroachment, that it is
difficult to provide anything like true bilingual education, either in
Dutch and French or in either language and the native languages of
immigrants. The creation of comprehensive programs in the lan-
guages of immigrant groups would, after all, establish a precedent for
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parallel demands by French-speaking parents in Flanders and
Dutch-speaking parents in Wallonia (Entzinger 1984, 194). Thus,
instruction in languages other than French and Dutch is possible
only with special permission, difficult v obtain.

Islamic religious instruction, by contrast, has been fitted easily
within the legal framework of Belglan education, and is provided by
teachers who have becn approved by the religious leaders of the
Islamic community. Only the recent development of “integrist™
elements. rejecting much of Western culture, among Moslems has
led to second thoughts: the government now requires that teachers of
Islam in schools porcsess Belgian citizenship and have lived in the
country for at least 5 years (Ephimenco 1986).

One reason to provide Islamic instruction within the school is to
seek to reduce the {nfluence of the supplemental “Koran schools™
supported by many immigrant parents to provide rote instruction in
religious practices and passages from the Koran in Arabic. Many
obs=rvers perceive these schools as overtaxing students and alienat-
ing them from Belgian life by dismissing all of its manifestations as
evil (Alfaill and Alfatli 1980, 177: Karaman 1980, 260).

Such Koran schools are fllegal in Turkey, where religious instruc-
tion at the elementary leve! may be provided only in the govern-
ment’s schools, and their popularity in Wcsiern Europe is deplored
by many as a threatening sign of Islamic fundamentalism (Gailly
18980). A fairer asscssment might be that (however deplorable they
may be pedagogically) the Koran schools represent an effort by
immigrant parents, faced by mandatory school attendance laws, to
retain control over at least one aspect of their children’s socjalization.
Koran schools are perhaps cwnparable t¢ the parochial schools
supporled by Irish and German Immigrants to the United States in
the 19th century, and equally deplored by educational and political
leaders (sce Glenn 1988, chapter 8). In this perspective they reflect a
resistance to “modernity and its discontents™ (Berger, Berger. and
Kellner 1974).

As a secularized alterma -, instruction in native languages is
provided by frachers ~= “ted and paid by the embassies of the
countries from which i igrants have come. Thus the Italian
government supported, ».« ' ', a national inspector, five provincial
inspectors and 150 teache,s in Belgium (Mauri 1980, 227). The
native language and culture classes are usually provided as a sup-
plement, after normal school hours, for students who are frankly
acknowledged to be estranged culturally from their country of origin.

The presence of foreign teachers, offering lessons in the native
language and culture of immigrant students, is intended to maintain
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tween the generations. In iiself, however. it raises serious pedagogical
guestions. Should these teachers, for example. stress the “official
cuiture” of the homeland, or the customs of the (often rural) milteu from
which the parents came, or the new cultural forms coming into
existence in the immigrant situation? Instruction may end up »resent-
ing a culture that no longer really exists, as modernization brings
change in Apatolia and in the Moreccan Riff. in Calabria and in Thrace.
On the othier hand, that may be what parents cling to in their exile.

Some feel that the foreign governments who pay the teachers may
prefer them to stress an esscntially anachronistic version of the
native culture, to foster conservative values and a sense of alienation
from the Belgian situation. In Belgium as in West Germany, the
liberal (or radical) educated Turks who work in social agencies and
public schools tend to be hostile toward not only the Koran schools
but also toward the after-school programs sponsored by their own
government. Thus Karaman charges that the programs in Turkish
language and culture “involve a barely concealed form of propa-
ganda and political control, based on a semi-fascist ideology.” while
the function of the Xoran schools “is to furnish to capitalism an
ignorant, isolated and inoflensive labor forece, by diverting its poten-
tial energy from the struggle between exploiters and the exploited”
{Karaman 1980, 262).

Although many Moroccans speak French, it would be unthinkable
for their children to be taught primariiy ia that language in Dutch-
language schools: that would run direcily counter to the language
settlement reached at the highest levels of Belgian politics.

Duich-speaking schools in Brussels experience the pres-
ence of an increasing group of children who do not speak
Dutch as a threat to their Flemish character. Indeed we see
that during recess and moments of free play in the kinder-
garten Dutch is no longer used as the principal language of
communication. . . . The school has to make a choice:
either nothing is done and very soon the school becornes a
melting pot just like home is to many children or the school
tries to organise its language situation: in a more structured
way. (Smedt 1985b, 92)

Such plaints sound familiar; a similar concern about the language
uscd in urban schools is expressed in many countries experiencing
immigration. What is perhaps unique in the Belgian situaiion is that
the concern expressed by Flemish educators is not about the use of
Greek or of ltallan, but of French by Itallan and Greek children.
Although French is one of the two national languages, and is a
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required subject in Dutch-language schools in Brussels starting in
the third grade. its use at pre-school level by immigrant children is
seen as a problem to be overcome through vigorous suppression and
replacement by Dutch (Smedt 1985¢).

The Fuyer is a private social agency fouded by a Flemish Cathalic
priest to meet the adjustment needs of migrant workers and their
families. One of its programs (started in 1981) involves working with
kindergarten and primary school classes in Dutch-language schools
to provide native-language support that is integral to the program
rather than a supplemental enrichment. In two of the project schools,
the majority of students (56 and 69 percent) are from Immigrant
families and a substantial proporiion (I8 and 14 pureent) hom
French-speaking Belglan families, so that children from puton-
speaking families are in a distinct minority (Smeekens 1985, 56).

The implication is that foreign children (many of whom speak
French with their parents) can be weancd away from a threatened
identification with the French-speaking community by a stress, in
the context of Dutch schooling, on their native language (Coppens
1985). In other words, the “Frenchifying” of Brussels would be to
some extent retarded by preventing at Jeast some immigrants from
Joining the Walloon camp.

As might be expected, this program has led to strains. The Foyer
project has reached out vigorously to recruit students who in some
cases were aftending French-language schools, to the resentment of
the latter. A number of Turkish families who already patronized
French schools were persuaded to enroll their children in the Foyer
program: "The fact that the project runs in a Flemish school plays an
ambiguous part. As an alternative to the French schools and to avoid
a preponderance of Moroccan children Turkish parents see a Flernish
school as a posftive change. But they do not attach, initially at least,
too much importance to the Dutch language” (Smedt 1985d).

Jt was the possibility of instruction in Turkish language and
culture (and home visits by the Foyer's Turkish teacher) that per-
suaded most of them to entrust their children to this project,
although the older siblings were attending French-language schools.

Conclusions

“arent choice provides a framework within which it {s possible to
accommodate a wide range of visions of education. The structure of
Belgian education provides ample opportunity for the exercise of
choice on the basis of religious conviction—at least for Catholics and
those with no religious preference.
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The presence of thousands of immigrant children iy Bcl;,ium isa
major challenge to the Belgian educational system. Its siructure would
in theory allow a variety of responses, including scheols strongly
marked by the culture and language of particular groups yet secking to
enroll Belgian students as well for an integrated experience.

That such diversity and cholce ~f schools are not strongly devel-
oped, despite one ol the highest proportions of forcign children in any
European country. seems o result from the extreme sensitivity of the
issue of language in Belgiuin.

Is it possible that a healthy society is better served by the accom-
modation of pluralism, by allowing space in its central value-forming
institution, the school, for groups defined by their beliefs and their
culture, than by seeking to mold ail to the same pattern?

Belgian education could respond to the presence of immigrants,
with their distinctive beliefs and cultures as well as their unfamiliar
languages, with the flexible accommodation that it has shown
toward its own pluralism of belief. So far, however. it has tended to
respond with the rigid and self-protective restrictions by which it has
dealt with its language diversity. To an Amecerican observer, this
seems to be a lost opportunity.
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Farcntal Cholce im
British BEducation

*'f arent choice of schools is currently one of the most controver-
<" sfal {ssues in British politics. Expanded provisions for choice
s were pushed through Parliament by the Thatcher government
in 1988 over the opposition of most of the education establishmoent,
and implementation is a source of continuing controversy.

Some of the choice of schools has—as in the United States—been
available in private {often elite) schools that serve about 6 percent of
total clementary and secondary enrollinent. The national govern-
ment subsidizes places in these schools for thousands of bright
students whose parenis are not able to afford the fees; in special
circumstances this subsidy includes boarding as well as tuition.

Within publicly funded schooling. other kinds of choice exist,
mostly based upon the denominational association of schools. Thus,

in the United Kingdom coexistence of private schools with
state schools is not a coexistence of religious with secular
schools. We do not have a secular system of public educa-
tion. . . . All schools provide religious instruction. and
public education includes both local-auihority and “vol-
untary” schools, the latter being schools which are morally
and administratively linked to particular religious faiths.
And in the same way as publicly provided education in
Britain cannot be characterised as secular. the private
secter cannot be characterised as religlous. . . . In Brit-
ain the established church, the Church of Fngland. has its
schools within the public sector. (Johnson 1987, 5f)

The denominational character of many voluntary schools may, in
practice, be greatly attenuated, but at the same time demand is
growing for more religiously distinctive Evangelical schools as well
as for Islamic schooling.

Popular schooling developed in the 19th century, primarily by
voluntary tnitiative, and povernment leadership developed relatively
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late. When it did, the intervention was motivated f7r less than on the
Continent or in the United States by a concern to implement a state
pedagogy in a common school for the sake of national unity.

As a result, nonpublic schools have been taken into the public
system under arrangements that pernmitted them to retain their
denominational identity, and parents continue to be able to choose,
for exampile, a Church of England or 2 Roman Catholic school that by
American standards is public in most respects. The proportion of
students attending “independent” private schools is lower than in
any nation of the Europcun Community except West Germany and
Luxembourg, since religious diverzity is accommodated within the
publicly supported system.

In recent years the growing assimilation of such alternatives to the
norins of public education—and increascd secularization—have
resulted in demands for other forms of school choice. These demands
have come from parents on the on¢ hand and from Conservative
Party strategists on the other. They resulted in legislation {in 1980 for
England and Wales and in 1981 for Scotland) extending parcnt
choice, and in new legislation flled in 1987 and enacted in 1988,

Engiand and Wales

The history of popular schooling in France, Ger.aany, the Nether-
lands. and the United States has been one in which action by
government has had priority. though it has frequently been resisted
by churches and parents who insisted that education be based upon
their own particular doctrines and goals.

The development of popular scniooling in Great Britain followed a
very different course. “Nation building” was not an urgent issue, as
it was in the natlons where schools were seen as an essential
insirument of government.

The exception was Ireland, whose predominantly Catholic popu-
lation could no longer, in the 19th century, simpiy be kept as a
subordinate caste. A systermn of nondenominational ‘“‘National
schools™ was created (to international applause) during the 19th
century, as an ultimately unsuccessful means of knitting the Catho-
Hc Irish into the United Kingdom.

The Constitution of the present-day Irish Republic guarantees the
right of the family to determine where children wili be educated, and
almost all clementary students attend publicly funded denomina-
tional crhools. The few “private” elementary schools receive no
government subsidy, but are subject to state supervision. At the
secondary level, traditional schools are operated by religious teach-
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ing congregations, by private board of governors or hy individuals,
and recelve public funding of 95 percent of stail salaries and 80
percent of facility costs. These schools are increasingly being re-
placed by vacational and comprehensive high schools managed by
boards including religious and government repres:ntatives, and
publicly funded in full.

In England and in Scotland, by contrast, the social tensiors
appearing in the 19th century related more to class. in the face of a
growing industrial proletariat. than to ethnicity. The coneerm was
with social rather than national unity. The established Church of
England (Episcopalian) and Church of Scotland (Presbyterian) in-
clv led, at least nominally, the majority of the respective populations,
uniike the established Church of Ireland {Episcopalian) which never
penetrated the mass of the Irish population. In France and in the
Ncetherlands, as in Massachusetts, government initiatives to develop
a system of common schools, shaped to serve the goals of the state,
followed within 2 or 3 years the disestablishment of the respective
churches and was at Jeast partily intended to substitute for the
socializing role of those churches. In England and in Scotland, by
contrast, the churches were not disestablished nor were the schools,
in a sense, “established™ in their place.

The prime .y challenge to educational reformers in England and
Scotland was, in James Kay-Shuttieworth's celebrated formulation in
the 1860s, to develop in the common people “respect for the Jaws—
the right discharge of civil functions and political franchises, the duc
subordination to authority—the harmony of classes—national patri-
otism” (quoted in Reeder 1880, 11).

In England popular schooling developed, over the course of the
19th century, primarily by nengovernment initiatives, though with
increasing support from public funds. The background for such
efforts lay in the English tradition of practical benevolence. The
Church of England's Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge
had. since 1698, carried out an extensive program of voluntary cffort
to educate the children of i e poor, establishing more than 50 schools
around London by 1704, and 200 by midcentury. In the same period
a religious revival led to the founding of a large number of endowed
Charity Schools. in which children were clothed and fed as well as
educated. The Protestant Dissenters. while less numerous, made
notable efforts to provide alternatives to Church of England schooling
for their children.

Such parish-based efforts were widespread by the early 19th
century. though increasingly overwhelmed by the concentration of
population as the result of industrialization. The “monitorial”
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schools that marshaled hundreds of students to insiruct one another
under the supervision of a single teacher, the “ragged schools™ that
reached out to the poorest children. and the village schovls in iheir
thousands werc supported most often by private charity and by the
exertions of the churches. Most were associated with the Church of
England: in 1807, indeed, the Archbishop of Canterbury protested
against a proposai that elementary schools be supported by public
taxation on the basis that all education should be “under the control
and auspices” of the Church. Several years later the “National
Socicty for the Promotion of the Education of the Poor in the
Principles of the Established Church™ was founded, soon followed by
the nondenominational (but Protestant) "British and Foreign School
Society.” The goal of the latter was to “teach the many great truths
on which Christians are agreed,” using the Bible as a textbook
(Cornish 1910, 1:96).

Proposals to establish schools with no distinctive religious charac-
ter were gencrally opposed by all groups: The Times wrote in 1839 of
the “mischief” that would be caused by allowing Protestant children
“to herd with the leprous brood of Papists. Socinfans [Unitarians),
Freethinkers and fanaties” (Murphy 1971, 20).

Over the next decades, the rival school sodleties made heroic
efforts to establish and maitntain elementary schools and teacher-
training Normal Schools. By 1851, approximately a million students
attended schools associated with the Church of England and
354,000 studints aitended schools with other sponsorship. A decade
later, however, another million students were still recetving no formal
schooling (Cornish 1910, 2:270).

The Widening State Role

It beecame increasingly clear during the course of the 19th century
that charitable and churrh efiorts alone could not meet the need to
educate the urban poor. In 1833, public funding was provided for
Protestant schools (for Roman Catholic schools pubiic funding began
in 1847), with a small government apparatus to oversce the use of
funds. The right of government inspection was asserted “in order to
secure conformity of the regulations and discipline esiablished in the
several schools with such improvements as may be from time to time
suggested™ (Cornish 1210, 1:201).

Government funding and inspection remained limited in this
period, and did not lead to a conviction that government should
assume the entire responsibility for education, as on the Continent.
As the "Commissioneys appointed to inquire into the State of Popular
Education in Eagland” concluded in 1861, “An attempt to replace an

112
‘ ) D5




s DRI - TR PUBA AR Gk I i AN WD LI Y ol Y b e

independent system of education by a compulsory systen. managed
by the Government, would be met by objections, both religious and
political, of - “ar graver character in this country than any with which
it has had to contend in Prussia™ {(quoted in Maclure 1986, 75).

Nevertheless, it grew increasingly clear that voluntary initiatives,
even supplemented by public funding, could not provide an educa-
tional system that would reach the entire rising generation. James
Kay-Shuttlesworth stressed, in 18886, that a “*free Government cannot
tolerate without extreme danger ihe want of education in the mass of
the people,” and Robert Lowe put it even more dramatically the
following year, insisting that it was becoming “absvolutely necessary
that you should prevail on sur future masters to learn their letters.
. » - We must go further than permitting—we must compel. We
must insist that there shall be some means or other by which
education shall compiciily pervade in this countiry” (quoted in
Reeder 1980, 77, 3€n, 109).

In 1870, the first major step was taken in educational leadership
by the national government. The declared purpose of the statute
adoptied that year, according to Libesal politician W. E. Foster, who
introduced it, was “to complete the present voluntary system, to fill
up gaps,” not to replace it (in Dyson and Lovelock 1975, 239). The
statuie resulted in

the firm establishment at long last of a natfonal framework
for elemeatary education in England and Wales: the setting
up of the “dual system” [of schools sponsored by local
government and by churches or religious foundations) and
the virtual pledge of its continuance; the accepiance by the
state of its “'secular role”, of the need to treat all sects alike,
and of the desirability of neutrality in its relations with
school boards and Denominationalists. (Murphy 1971, 62)

Under this legislation England stopped shart of adopting a system
of free, universal, state-directed education on the contemporary
American model, and mandatory attendance did not follow until
1882. Local education authorities were 2stablished, with the respon-
sibility of maintaininy thetr own schools as necessavy to supplement
the schools already avatlable.

Although the national government provided grants to local govern-
tment (“board™) schools and denominational {“voluntary') schools
alike, the former had a great advantage in receiving local tax suppert
while the latter had to supplement their grants with contributions. A
study in 1880 found that average per pupil expenditures in Anglican
and Methodist schools was about 18 percent higher than in Roman
Catholic schools, while that in board schools was 38 percent higher.
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The voluntary schools found it difficult to provide a comparable
education, though they were also anxious about the danger of control
if they did receive funding from local taxes (Murphy 1971, 74-75).

Support grew for a new armngement that would permit the
voluntary schools to continue to make their contribution with a
larger share of public support. By the turn of the century, even the
Fablan Socialist Sit ney Webb observed that “It is politically impos-
sible to abolish these voluntary schools; and whatever we may think
of the theological reasons for their establishment, their scparate and
praciically individual management does incidentally afford what
ought to be, in any public sysiem of education. most jcalously
guarded., namely, variety and the opportunity of experiment”
{quoted in Murphy 1971, 86).

In the period between 1870 and 1902, nearly 1,400 voluntary
schools had become board schools, but the remaining voluntary
schools continued to serve 52.5 percent of the total elementary
enrolliment. In 1802, legislation was enacted establishing local edu-
cation authorities with responsibility for both board and voluntary
schools. Conservative Prime Minister A. J. Balfour pointed out, in
introducing ihis bill, that “We have. as a community, repudiated

responsibility for teaching a particular form of religion. . . . Aswe
have . . . left to the parents the responsibility for cheosing wh-
religion their children are to learn, surely we ought . . . to make

our system as elastic as we can in order to meet thefr wishes.” The
new legislation was intended, "in the int@rests alike of parental
Iiberty and of educational efficiency to terminate the present system
of costly confusion” {(Maclure 1986, 152-53).

Elementary education continued over the next decades to have a
strong denominational presence. though at the secondary level the
Church of ¥ngland gave up the struggle in many areas as program
and fazilit. eeds grew more demanding (Murphy 1971, 108).

Legislation adopted in 1944 cstablished the present framework for
support of voluntary schools within the public system, in line with a
policy decision that “voluntary schools should not be abolished but
rather that they should be offered further financial assistance, ac-
companied by a corresponding extension of public conirol which will
ensure the effective and economical organization and development of
both primary and secondary education” (quoted in Murphy 1971,
112).

The Education Act of 1944, adopted in the wartime spirit of unity
and secial reconstruction, provided for two types of publicly sup-
poried schools in England and Wales: county schools, established
and operaied by local education authorities, and voluntary schools,
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established by churches or benevolent individuals (genemlly some
generations ago) and financially supporied by the local education
authoritics. County schools presently represent more than two-
thirds of publicly supported elementary schools and four-fifths of
secondary schools.

There are three types of “voluntary” schools. The local authority
pays all of the costs of “controlled” schools, and appoints the
teachers; “aided” schools and “special agreement” schools receive
operating costs from the authority but their sponsors must pay 15
percent of the capital (facilittes) costs in exchange for the right to
appoint teachers. Around 20 percent of British children attend
“voluntary aided” schools.

Despite this extensive accommodation of confessional diversity
within publicly funded education, parents still may not enjoy sharply
profiled cholces among schools. The effect of supervision by local
education authorities has led to a great deal of uniformity between
council and voluntary schools, while secularization has weakened the
confessional tdentity of many of the latter. “Denominational bodies,
though they have won the right to receive considerable public aid whilst
retaining the power to appoint teachers of a particula: faith, now in
practice often consider themselves fortunate to obtain a teacher or
lecturer of any religion or of none” (Murphy 1971, 123-24).

The Press for Comprehensive Seccondary Schools

In the postwar years it became an ardcle of faith in Labour ranks
that secondary education should move to the “comprehensive”
model of a single type of school, and away from the distinction—
substantially correlated with soctal class—among grammar, second-
ary modern, and {only feebly developed) technical schools. This view
was glven support in a national report on the education of youth aged
15 to 18, issued in 1959, which described successful comprehensive
schools as “drawing pupils together at an age when they otherwise
begin to draw apart.” and acting “as an effective sign of that unity in
society which our age covets” (15 to 18 1959, 1. 418). But forces
other than idealtstn were behind the press {o restructure British
education. Secondary Medern schools had grown increasingly un-
popular with the growing middle class, while the number of places at
the academically orierted Grammar schools was limited to the top 20
percent of the ability range. A study. in 1961, of students leaving
school 8 decade earlier, found that 79 percent of those who had
attended Grammar schools but only 25 percent of those who had
attended Secondary Modern scheels were in middle-class occupa-
tions. For Labour's leader Harold Wilson the politically appealing
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goal was to pmvlde “Grammar schools for all” and so to ensure
support among the lower iniddle class and aspiring working class
{(Weeks 1986, 1-12).

With the Labour victory in 1964, the opportunity came io act upon
the new government's “declared objeciive to end e2leruon at [age]
eleven plus and to eliminate separatism in second .ry education™
(Maclure 19886, 302). The Labour Minister of Education is reporied,
by his widow, to have exclaimed, “If its the last thing I do, I'm going
to destroy every [expletive deleted] grammar school In England and
Wales. And Northern Ireland” (quoted in Flew 1987, 27). Only
comprehensive schools would receive grants for construction, and
local education authorities were put under pressure to develop
consolidatior plans.

In 1970, tte Conservatives refurned to office, and Education
Secretary Margaret Thatcher moved to “save” 92 Grammar scheols.
Stating that “it is wrong to impose a uniform pattern of secondary
organization on local education authorities,” she called for “close
consultation with those representing the denominational and other
voluntary schools,” with teachers, and with parents (Maclure 1986,
352-53).

Labour returned to office in 1974 and again pressed for compre-
hensive schools. An act passed by Labour in 1976 required local
authorities and voluntary organizations sponsoring schools to de-
velop plans for reorganization on comprehensive lines within 5 years,
as the price for government funding: “Education is to be provided
only in schools where the arrangements for the admission of pupils
are not based (wholly or partly) on selection by reference to ability or
aptitude” (Maclure 1986, 384). This requirement was repealed in
1979, when the Conservatives returned to power with Margaret
Thatcher as prime minister.

The Charter of Parents’ Rights

Section 76 of the 1944 Education Act stipulated that “in the
exercise and performance of all powers and duties . . . the Minister
and local education authorities shall have regard to the general
principle that, so far as is compatible with the provision of efficient
instruction and training and the avoidance of unreasonable public
expenditure. pupils are to be educated in accordance with the wishes
of their parents™ (Maclure 1986, 225).

Lord Justice Denning noted in a 1955 case, however, that

Section 76 does not say that pupils must be in all cases
educated in accordance with the wishes of thelr parents. 1t
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must have regard. This leaves it open to the |authority] to
have regard to other things as well and also to make
exceptions to the general principle if it thinks fit to do so. It
cannot be said that an [authority] is simply at fault because
it does not see fit to comply with parents’ wishes. (Quoted
in Raab and Adler 1987, 158-59)

By the late 1970s, national education authorities were receiving
up to 10,600 appeals a year from parents dissatisfied with their
assigned schools, representing around 2 percent of all admissions to
primary and secondary schools in England and Wales (Times Edu-
cational Supplement. hereafter TES, May 8 1887): few of these were
upheld, but the Ministry did engage in disputes with local authorities
whose assignment provisions were particularly rigid (Raab and Adler
1987, 159).

Extension of parent choice, promoted by Tory intellectuals Rhodes
Boyson and Norman St. John Stevas, became a basic element of
Conservative education policy with the Charter of Parents Rights
included in the party's platform for the October 1974 elections. This
Charter was an element of a general critique of the extension of the
Welfare State in postwar Britain. As Tory Antony Flew argued.

the supply of food is, surely, even more important than the
supply of teaching services. . . . Yet, however fiercely it
might be fretted with anxieties that ::11 our children should
be provided withh a national core d.et . . . it is hard to
imagine that any government subject to the discipline of
free elections would even entertain the possibility of intro-
ducing measures—enormously expensive measures. nec-
essarily requiring massive increases in general taxation—
in order to provide all such children’s food "free” at the
point of supply, or at the point of consumption, either in
shops or (eventually no doubt) in messes, all established
and managed by Local Food Mononolies (LFMs). . . . It
becomes harder still if we further suppose that the system
has developed to the stage where all children are allocated
to whichever of the LFM's shops or restauranis the LFM
bureaucracy shall in its always giecater than parental
wisdom—"for administrative reasons” and “to ensure the
cconomical employment of grocery and messing
resources’ —decide to be most suitable. (Flew 1987, %8)

The successful effort made by Tory inteliectuals to present them-
selves as being in touch with the concerns and desires of the public,
and to foster their resentment of the progressive establishment, has
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been a key element of the "Thatcher Revolution.” This destre to
respond to the concerns of noneducators, as well as a fundamental
belief in the efficacy of markets, led naturally to presenting parent
chotce of schools as a comerstone of educational reform. “While the
rationale for parental choice had initially emphasised freedom from
state ¢ trol and the assumption of parental responsibilfties for their
chiidren, it was now presented as & means of improving educational
standards—the introduction of market forces would force unpopular
{poor) schools to close and enable popular (good) schools to expand”
(Adler. Petch, and Tweedie 1987, 296).

The Conservative 18972 Election Manifesto promised that “Our
PARENTS' CHARTER will place a clear duty on government and
local authorities to take account of parents’ wishes when allocating
children to schools, with a local appeals system for those dissatisfied.
Schools will be required to publish prospectuses glving details of
their examinatinn and other results” {quoted in Cooper 1988).

Soon after taking office in 18979, the Conservatives fi'ed legislation
to implement their educational program, including parent choice,
and it was enacted as the Education Act of 1980C. As an official
explanation of the new legisiation informed loca: authorities, they
were required to

make arrangements for enabling parents of children who
are in their area to express a preference as to the school
they wish their children to attend, and for the parents to
give reasons for their preference. . . . They may fulfil
their duty in a variety of ways. Some may invite parents to
express a series of preferences in priority order, others may
propose a scheol at which a place s available but provide
for parenis who wish their child to attend a different scheol
to cxpress their preference in response. (Departinent of
Education and Science 1981}

The legislation also required the local authority to pay tuition and
other costs for children who gained admission to a school operated by
another authority or to a “voluntary” school, with parents paying for
transportation. “In a few cases, where local schools are perceived of
‘poor’ quality, up to 30% of the children have transferred out™
(Cooper 1988. 6). This provision is generally similar to the school
choice policy adopted in Minnesota in 1988.

This sweeping requirement to honor parent choices was restricted
significantly by a provision ¢nabling authorities “to ‘manage’ paren-
tal preference in line with their own policies” (Johnson 1987, 62).
Admission to a schoo! could be denied if it would “prejudice the
provision of efficient education or the efficient use of resources.” This
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stipulation is clearly so broad that an authority determined to
d:scouragle choices could turn down many requests. Thus the nega-
tive impact used as a justification could be on any school in the
system, not just the school a student was seeking to leave or to
attend. Parent choice is rarely convenient to education authorities for
whom stability and predictability are primary virtues of sound
manag=ment. If, fur example, the movement of children out of an
unpopular scheol would cause it to operate at less than optimal
stadent/teacher ratios, and thus impose additional costs, the (ransfer
coula be refused under the provisions of the 1980 Act.

Another feature of the 1980 legislation was the Assisted Places
Scheme under which “bright children from less affluent homes”
could be admitted to independent (private) schools, with the govern-
ment paying part or all of the costs.

Their government-assisted presence there was justified as
an extension of parental choice, a restoration of academic
opportunities to many children who would not be fully
“stretched” in schools which had to cope with a full range
of [student] ability, and a protection both for individuals
and the nation’s resources of talent against the levelling-
down effects attributed to comprehensive reorganisation.
Opponents of the Scheme saw it as an offensive declaration
by the Government that the public sector was incapable of
providing for very able children, and as a government-
sponsored withdrawal of middle-class support from schools
so evidently identified as second-best. (Edwards. Fitz, and
Whitty 1986)

In 1986 some 22,000 students were supported in this way in 226
independent schools, in some cases on a boarding basis {see Salter
and Tapper 1985. for discussion of the policy process).

The BEducation Act of 1988

A group of hard-line ‘fories asserted, in the 1Y86 publication
Whose Schools?—A Radical Manifesic, that “There is no longer a
consensus about education in Britain. Doubts about education are
now so deep-rooted that people cannot readily agree on educational
policy. The country stands in need! of a period of open debate, during
which new and freer institutions of education will be able to flourish
and to win the support of the public” (Hillgate Group 1986).

The lack of effective parent choice, they argued, had helped to
debase the quality of education. “Like every monopolized industry,
the educational system has begun to ignore the demands of the
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consumners—parents and children—and to respond instead to the
requirements of the producers—LEASs and teachers.” Thus

The first and most important step in any comprehensive
reform of the state educational system, is to give more
power to the parents. We believe this should be done by
giving all parents a right which the rich have always
cnjoyed—the right to choose and to obtain the most
suitable education for their children. Parents should be free
to withdraw their children from schools that are unsatis-
factory, and to place them in the schools of their choice.
They should not be compelled to see their children sub-
jected to lessons which they regard as morally or reli-
glously offensive, nor should they be forced to stand help-
lessly by, while their children are subjected to grotesque
social or political experiments in the name of education.
(Hiligate Group 1986).

Despite the existing provisions for parent choice, and the ending of
pressure from the national government for conversion of the remain-
ing Grammar schools to the comprehensive structure, Conservaiives
were concerned about the continuing power of Labour (sometimes in
aliance with Liberals) in local education authorities and in the
teaching prolession.

Some months later, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher told the
1987 Conscrvative Party conference that

Our most important task in this Parliament is to raise the
quality of education . . . in the inner cities—where
youngsters must have a decent education if ihey are to have
a better future—that opportunity is often snatched from
them by hard-left education authorities and extremist
teachers. . . . The key to raising standards is to enlist the
suppcert of parents. The Labour left—hard, soft, and in-
between—hate the idea that . . . parents should be able
to choose their children’s education. The Conservative
Party believes in parental choice. . . . There's no reason
at all why local authorities should have a monopoly of free
education. What principle suggests this is right? What
recent experience or practice suggests it is cven sensible?
{TES., October 16, 1987)

Thus Conservatives continued to search for ways to allow parents
to have more direct control on ihe content of schooling, confldent
that the effect would be their “choosing the many schools which still
offer a sensible curriculum and spurning the schools currently
imposing a wayward curriculum’ (O'Keeffe 1986, 14).
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ister Kenneth Baker proposed legislation in mid-1987 to extend both
parent choice and the autonomy of individual schools. As usual, this
was announced through the “Queen’s Speech” to Parliament, which
“heralded the biggest shake-up to state education since 1944™: "My
Government will {ake action to raise standards throughout education
and to extend parental choice. Legislation will be introduced to
provide for a national curriculum, delegation of school budgets and
greater autonomy for schools” (TES, July 3, 1987).

An important provision of what was eventually enacted as the
Education Act of 1988 requires local education authorities to admit
the greatest possible number of students to popular schools rather
than to protect less popular schools by imposing artificially low
limits at the schools to which their students might transfer. “Not all
of these pupils need live in the arca of the LEA in which the school
operates. If an excess demand for places at a particular school should
arise, the LEA or the school governors will have the power to
determine the nature of the admissions criteria . . . which will
allocate puplils to the available places™ (Ashworth, Papps, and Thom-
as 1988, 19).

This language is intended to prevent local authorities from hiding
behind the provision of the 1980 Act that permitted them to deny
parent requests that would “prejudice the provision of eflicient
education or the efficient use of rescurces,” even in schools other
than the one to which students sought to transfer (see Department of
Educaion and Science 1987b).

An effect of this change, critics warned, could be racial segrega-
tion, as white parents tecok advantage of the opportunity to flee
schools with many Aslan or West Indian students {in inner London
alone. 20 secondary schools have more than 60 percent minority
enroliment). The under secretary of state for education, Baroness
Hooper, insisted in 1987 that “'If we are allowing freedom of choice to
parenis we must allow that cholce to operate. If it ends up with a
segregated system, then so be it"” (TES, December 4, 1987).

In an incident which attracted tremendous attention, the parents
of 26 children in Dewsbury, West Yorkshire, objected when their
primary-level children were assigned to Headfield Junior School
rather than to Overthorpe Scheol, which they had requested though
it was further from their homes, While both are {publicly funded)
Church of England schools. the enrollment of Headfleld was 85
percent Asian and that of Overthorpe was only 10 percent minority.
The assignment was not an attempt at desegregation, but was simply
based on administrative convenience.

ju-& 121



A T e N N R T S e e St T S ERRALTRST T L i St et oo » ik, S sy a e

Thelr concerns, the parents insisted. were not with race but with
the multicultural curriculum which they perceived as substituted for
the teaching of Christianity at Headfield School. “Storfes have been
spread about Headfleld school (for example, that it does not celebrate
Christmas, and chfldren make chapattis on Shrove Tuesday instead
of pancakes) which have brought counter accusations of racism”
(TES, September 11, 1987). At least one Asian parent, on the other
hand, had been able to obtain a transfer of her child from Headfield
to another school because she did not want her in an all-Asian class,
out of concern that she would not learn English well. The English
parents complained of reverse discrimination.

Refusing to accept the assignment to Headfield, the parents oper-
ated 2 classroc a in & pub, with volunteer retired teachers. for 9
months while thefr lawsuit against the local education authority
made its way to the High Ceurt. The suit recetved strong support
from elements of the Tory Right, which saw it as a test case for parent
rights as well as for thel: objections to multicultural education (TES,
July 8, 1988). The local author;ty's case collapsed over the issue of
whether appropriate procedures for setting enrollment limits had
been followed, and the parents were allowed to enroll their children in
Overthorpe school. They continued to insist, through their attorney,
that race was not the issue, but that they *“have a natural desire that
their children should be educated in a traditional English and
Christian environment™ (TES, July 15, 1988). One commentator
noted that “by promising ‘consumer choice’ to parents, Mr. Baker
has unleashed powerful forces that could lead to conflict” (The
Economtst, September 12, 1987).

A similar issue c. cholce with raclal gvertones arose in Wakefield in
1989, when parents of a 4-year-old objected to her assignment to a
school with one-third Asian enrollment and asked for a school that
was 98 percent white. The education authorities argued that the
desired school was full and “additional pupils would ‘prejudice the
provision of efficient education and the efficient use of resources.'”
The girl's mother insisted that the family's objection to the assigned
school was not racial but cultural: “'It's to do with culture. Englisn-
ness and Christianity.” [The assigned school], she claimed, taught
her daughter how io write her name in Punjabi, and she came home
with cards made to celebrate Eid. a Muslim festival.” The parents
appealed the assignment to the new education secretary, John
MacGregor. who would have to balance the requirements of the
parent choice law and the race relations law (TES, August 11, 1989).

An even more controversial provision of the Education Act of 1988
allows any of some 27,000 publicly funded schools to “opt out” of
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local education systems and to acquire independent [government-]
grant-maintained status. The government's announced purpose in
proposing this proviston was “to increase the autonomy of schools
and their responsiveness to parental wishes™ and thus to "add a new
and powerful dimension to the ability of parents to exercise choice
within the publicly provided sector of education.” The government's
action was based upon the belief that the “greater diversity of
provision which will result should enhance the prospect of improving
education standards in all schools. Farents and local communities
would have new opportunities io secure the develo »ment of their
schools in ways appropriate to the needs of thelr children and in
accordance with their wishes, writhin the legal framework of a
national curriculum.”

The governors of a school may (indeed, must) apply to the national
education authorities for permission to opt out of the local system if the
parents vote to do so If the application to national authorities is
approved, the school receives a direct grant at a level corresponding to
that given, by the LEA. to comparable schools continuing under its
Jjurisdiction. This grant comes from the national Department of Educa-
tion and Science, but the local share of the funds is recovered from the
LEA. The school may not change its character—for example. from
Church of England to nondenominational, or from comprehensive to
academic—without approval from national education authorities.

Thie provision delivers on the announced intention of the Tory
Right to frec schools from the contro!} of local education authorities—
who Tories perceived as dominated by the Left.

Local government representatives nationwide tended to divide
along political lines over the Baker Bill, though some Conservatives
among them joined the opposition. The opting ow , roposal in
particular encountered “unprecedented hostility from educational
professionals.” with all associations but one opposed and that one
undecided (TES. October 2 1887). One education policy analyst
predicted a “wholesale privatization of local authority services.” with
a blurring of the distinction between public and private schooling
(TES, September 18, 1987). A head teacher urged his peers to resist
the temptation to opt out:

Education has a critical effect on whether, in soclety, we
have unity or division. . . . As a head | think ] under-
stand the individual feclings of those who may be consid-
ering grant-maintained status because they are beset and
frustrated by the policies of their local authority. . . .
What about their colleagues whose schools will be dimin-
ished through loss of puplls, staff, morale, resources and the
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parentalsupport? . . . Alrcady divisiveness hasstarted, and
this whex: the maintained {public] sector of education needs
unity of purpose above all. (Horn 1987)

Labour Party spokesmen were predictably opposed to the opting
out proposal, but some teok care to stress that they supported parent
cholce as a general principle. Labour’s position was an awkward one,
defending the status quo while the Conservatives in power were
calling for reform. This created serious dilemmas for Labour. so long
allied with organized teachers and hostiie to nongovernment school-
ing. Parents in Birmingham, for example, threatened to split the
Labour ranks with a demand to send thcir children to a popular
secondary school (in a working-class area) whose headteacher was
wiling to accept students over the official imit (TES, June 26 1987).

Neil Fletcher, the new chief of the Inner London Education Author-
ty. pointed out at the 1987 Labour Party conference that Labour-
controlled LEAs ran 75 percent of the nation’s schools, and could not
continue defensively to protect the status quo and blame Tory fiscal
policies for all the problems of education. After losing three national
elections in a row, the party should “review its policies [and] analyse
the reasons for the decp-scated resistance to them among the elec-
torate. . . . I belleve we must speak out forcefully on the issues
about which parents care most deeply. . . . Schools do not exist for
[municipal] councillors to control nor for teachers to exercise ideo-
logical hegemony cver an entire generation.” Thus Soclalists (La-
bour) should begin to stress parent choice, Fletcher satd. and indeed
implement American-style magnet schools in London and clse-
where. “The words that Kenncth Baker now uses to describe the
current Tory education policies have been hijacked from the vocab-
ulary of Socialist education wrophetis. [Currfculmn-spectalized sec-
ondary schoeis] could make vorking class aspirations and potential
more achievi sle within the state system. They could convince a
generatinn of pavents that Labour education policy puts ‘chefce’
first” (TES, November 6, 1987).

Fletcher's position did not find vniversal support in Labour circles.
The new head of the National Uwnion of Teachers, Doug McAvoy,
insisted that parent cholce was a “chimera, and cannot be delivered
to everyone. . . . It is incompatible with the principle of equality of
opportunity, a basic Labour FParty tenet” (TES, November 13, 1987).

The newly organized Social Democrats sought to make their own
mark as supporters of parent choice, on the basis of the conviction
that Britain s becoming a

soclety in which a considerable proportion of what used to
be called the proletariat believe their interests to be inextri-
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cably bound up with those of the traditional middlc class.
It {s sometimes clumsily called “embourgeotsification’ and
it Is what the Prime Minister is hell-bent on doing to the
inner cities. . . . Voters are opting for the ‘Torics because
they believe in the values espoused by them—and if that is
what the customers want, then is it not what a democratic
political party should give them? Parents . . . want more
choice and vouchers is the way to give it to them. But in
order to protect the weak, the vouchers system should only
be “cashable” at schools which did not impose sclection
tests, did not charge additional fees, and were recognized
as efficient by HM Inspectorate. (Hugilli 1987b)

Social Democrat education specialist Anne Sofer proposed to
provide vouchers to all parents. redeemable at both publicly funded
and private (“independent’) schools (TES, August 28, September 4,
1987). The “opting out” proposal, on the other hand, Sofer charac-
terized as “not a liberating, but a profoundly conservative force,
freezing institutions exactly where they are at present.” The alterna-
tive Conservative proposal for open enrollment was far sounder (TES,
July 17, 1987).

Perhaps the most curious opposition to “opting out” came from
the churches, which might normally be expected—as in other
countrics—to support any extension of the rights of parents to choose
schooling for their children. The fear was expressed by Church of
England authorities that the opportunity to gain autonomy without
having to make the financial cortribution {15 percent of facilities
costs) in exchange for which “aided” schools enjoyed some indepen-
dence from LEA controls might drive church schools out of exist-
ence. I sometimes think the Government is more idealistic about
Church schools than we are.” said a Church of England official {(TES
November 20, October & 1987),

Roman Catholic education authoritics, on the other hand ex-
pressed concern that pavents defiant of diocesan guldelines could use
the opting cut provision to become independent of Church authority
{TES. October 16, 1987).

As a counterpoint to these concerns over de jominational schools
that, in the course of their association with local education authorl-
ties, have lost much of their Joctrinal flavor, some 50 small Evangel-
ical schools—all founded since 1879—are secking to “opt in” to the
publicly funded system, with guarantees that they will be allowed to
keep “their unique character and identity” (TES, January 15. 1988).
The objective of parents is to send their children to schools which
“compleiment the ethos of the home and the church rzther than
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producing conflict:” leaders stress their difference from elite inde-
pendent schools, saying “We are not just another prep-school. We
only charge [tuition] because the state won't fund us” {TES. March
24, 1989).

The more than 20 independent Muslim schools, serving imini-
grant children, have been unsuccessful in obtaining funding from
Jocal authorities concerned about conflicts between the values
taught by these scliools, cspecially with respect to the role of women,
and those held by the (often Labour-dominated) authoritlecs. Moslem
parents arc equally concerned about these conflicts, and their con-
cern makes many of them determined to send their children to
Islamic schools. That they should have to do so at their own expense,
while Roman Catholic and Church of England schools are govern-
ment supported, scems to them unfair.

The Union of Musiim Organizations wrote in 1975 that ".aost
Muslims acknowledge that Britain is a fair place tolive, . . . but it
is hard to judge how possible it is to live as a Muslim in British society
as a whole” {quoted in Tomlinson 1984, 147). The mosques in
Birmingham (55 of them in 1981) published a beoklet warning
parents “of all the school practices which run counter to Islamic
precepts and informing them of their legal rights regarding their
children in English schools™ {Joly 198%, 42). An Islamic Center in
London produced a wridely circulated flier on “the duties Muslim
children MUST ot while they are at school.” and stressing the
need for halal : ., modesty in dress., and the need for sex-
segregation in physical education (Nielsen 1988, 67).

An area of particular difficulty for Moslem parents is the schooling
of their daughters, for whom coeducational classes and—even more
problematical—physical education and extracurricular activities are
deeply offensive. Britain has a long tradiiion of separate-sex schools,
but these have been largely abandoned during the reorganization
process to make secondary cducation “comprehensive” in the inter-
est of equity. Often Moslemn parents have taken the lead in seeking to
prevent the closing or merger of the reiyalning givls” secondary
schools.

It is not only with respect to the segregation of the sexes, but also
in the approach taken to the edueation of girls that the educationatl
agenda of the British Left is in conflict with the cuncerns of Moslem
parents and community leaders. "The formn of single sex education
which at least some of them are advocting for girls would entail a far
more central focus in the curriculum on education for marriage and
motherhood in a particular Islamic sense, with other subjects receiv-
ing far less attention and with the notion of careers education being
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scen as lrrelevant to the pattern of adult life which the girls were
likely to pursue” (Niclsen 1988, 505). Such a form of instruction
would comnflict with the concern of the Left for the “emancipation”™ of
women from stereotyped roles and assumptions about their options
in lfe.

The official Swann Report on the education of children from ethnic
minority groups, while deploring the growing interest in separate
schools, noted that

the right of ethnic minority communtties to seek tn estab-
lish their own voluntary aided [i.e.. government-
subsidized] schools is firmly enshrined in law. . . .
Where an ethnic minority community which wishes to
establish a voluntary aided school is of a distinct religious
character, their school would thus be parallel to existing
Church of England, Roman Catholic and indeed Jewish
schools which are already part of our education system.
Where the ethnic minority community concerned does not
have a clear religious identity . . . proposals to establish
a voluntary aided school may be complicated by the pro-
visfons of the 1976 Race Relations Act which do not allow
for admissions to a maintained [government-subsidized}
school tn be limited according to race. {Education for All
1985, 499)

The Sikh comminity in Southall sought. in 1980, to acquire a
secondary schoeol facility, Moslem parents in Bradford tried to buy
five achools in 1083, and in the Newham section of London five
schools have been targeted for “‘opting out” of the public system with
continuing state funding as “grant-maintained™ Islamic schools
(TES, December 4, 1987).

Much attention has focused on efforts by Moslems in the London
borongh of Brent to talke over a school building designated for
closing. Despite support from Tory members of the Council, the
Islamia Primary School—founded in 1982 and with a waiting list of
600—-was not allowed to have the surplus building. The view of the
Labour majority was that what was needzd was an “inter-faith
school” with a "cross-curticulum spirituality,” whatever that means
(TES, June 17, 1988).

The leader of the group sponsoring the Islamia School pointed cut
that it was “mixed racially and has 23 nationalities;"” the goal was not
ethuoic nor linguistic but religious:

Christians and Jews are allowed to have [government-]
alded schools but all sorts of reasons are given for stopping
Muslims from having them. The “suppression” of eq sal
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opportunities for girls, for e.cample, has been cited more
than once and yet Muslim girls’ schools have been estab-
lished precisely because such equality is missing in the
state system where untold pressures are brought to bear on
devout youngsters, harming their education progress.
{(Hewitt 1988)

The basis for such efforts to obtain separate schools appears to be
a growing conviction that no accommodation to Moslem beliefs and
values was "feasible or indeed desireable within the existing system
and in order to provide a true Islamic education for their children, it
is mecessary to provide Muslim aided schools™ {Education for All
1985, 503). As the Swann Committee was told,

a major worry for Muslim parents is the fact that their
children soon begin to adopt English standards and
ideas. . . . Islam is not something which can be ‘carmnt
and adhered to overnight. It must be lived, breathed and
fostered until it cannot be separated from life itself. Most
Muslims acknowledge that Britain is a fair place to live, and
in many ways they have come to depend upon it for their
livelthood, but it is hard to judge how possible it is to live ax
a Muslim within the society as a whole. {(Education for All
1885, 504)

The Swann Comimittee suggested that accommodations of the
concerns of Moslem parents could be made within the educational
system, and thus reduce the demand for s~ parate schools. *“lf schools
were seen by parents to be offering a more broadly-based curriculum,
which reflected the multi-racial, multi-lingual and multi-faith nature
of Britain today we feel this would counter many of the anxieties
which have been expressed” {Education for All 1985, 509).

This seems contrary to the same group's observation that “much
of the evidence which we have received in favour of Muslim schools
stresses the need to create an Islamic ethos permeating every aspect
of school life. The major aspiration of such a school is seen as
educating children to be first and {oramost ‘good Muslims’ and all the
other aspects of education being seen ! secondary concern” (Edu-
cation for All 1985, 504).

Parents seeking such a form of education for their children would
not easily be satisfled with a curriculum relativizing all forms of
religious expression. Opposition exists within the Moslem comnu-
nity in Britain cven to inclusion of teaching about Islam within the
mandatory religious education instruction, unless taught by a Mos-
lemn (Zaki 1982),

A curious aspect of th« Dewsbury incident described above, in
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which English parents charged that the multi-cultural education in
their local school neglected traditional Christianity, was the support
received from the separatist Muslim Parents' Association, which
pointed out that “our children are at the same disadvantage because
the state system makes no provision for Islamic teaching or our .noral
way of life, our culture or heritage” (TES, Septernber 11, 1987).

A Moslem group in Kirklees has sought to acquire an existing
elementary school in order to operate a school—for which they
intended to seek government funding. An existing Islamic girls' high
school was refused “voluntary aided” status by the local authorities,
who argued that there was insufficient demand—despite the main-
tenance of four private schools by Moslem parents {(TES. November
25, 1988). Hundreds of parents withheld their children from scheool
in protest, with the radical Kirklees Black Workers Group somewhat
reluctantly supporting the demands of devout Moslems for education
that would not offend against the Koran (TES, December 18, 1988)

The Zakaria Moslem Girls High School, over which the Kirklees
storm broke out, teaches all lessons in English and about 80 percent
of the curriculum is similar to that in other schools in Britain, with
the balance devoted to religious instruction. The organization which
supports the 15 independent Islamic schools in Britain, including
Zakaria, claims that examination results show that their puptls
strongly outperforn Moslem pupils in state schools (The Daily
Telegraph, February 22, 1989).

The school leaders insist they are not opposed to teaching science
and other modern subjects, but that Muslim schools teach that God
is the ultimate cause of everything. “This permeation of the entire
curriculum by one’s religious faith is not singular to Islam. The same
conviction and consequent dissatisfaction with the provisions of the
state education system has produced over 40 "Christian’ schools {n
this country, all independent, where every subject sustains the
Christian ethos” (Lodge 1988)j.

While Evangelical Christian schools are sometimes deplored—and
denied government funding—they are not perceived as a threat in the
same way as are the Moslem schools, in part because of the resur-
gence of Islamic fundamentalism througth: the Rushdie Affair, and in
part because of the foreign origin of most Moslems, Sikhs, and
Hindus. In May 1988, however, the Labour Party's National Executive
Commitiee voted in favor of government funding for Moslem schools,
largely because several of its members represent urban districts with
large and increasingly mobilized ethnic minority populations (TES,
May 12, 1988). This vote was a signiftcant reversal for a party which
has long opposed nonpublic schooling.
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The Conservatives, for thelr part, make no apologies for efforts to
use their political ascendancy to promote the widest possible exten-

sion of parental choice of schools. Education Minister Kenneth Baker
answered the critics of his bill in early 1988 by insisting that

Gur policies seek to encourage all parents to take their
responsibilities serlously and to create opportuntties for
the conscientious majority to set an example to the rest.
The way to Increase the sense of responsibility in soclety is
to let more members of saciety exercise responsibility.
- . - With grant-maintained schools, we now seek to carry
the concept of parental cholce to the heart of our education
system. True choice should not simply be the privilege of
the rich. (TES, January 8, 1888)

And went on to make the telling point that

I find it extraordinary that local government should so
casily coricede that grant-maintained [opting-out] schools
will take the best, leaving to LEAs all the rest. If GM schools
excel, it will not be because of better financial provision;
they will be funded om an equal basis with neighbouring
schools. Their success will depend upon thei~ manage-
ment and upon parental commitment and that recipe.
through financial delegation and more open enrolment, is
available to all schools. . . . I want to create a spur which
will oblige all LEAs to deliver excellence. The competition
of grant-maintained schools will help to do that. (TES,
January 8, 1988)

After enactment of the legislation in mid- 1988, attention shified to
the efforts made by Conservative groups to encourage schools to “opt
out” of Labour-dominated local education authorities—and efforts by
a few Conservative-dominated LEAs to discourage opting out by
schools under their jurisdiction. The Ministry of Education has taken
care not to approve opting out by schools that were about to be closed
by their LEAs because judged unviable: such applications were
refected in order to ensure that the first schools that opted out would
be successful.

Scotiand

Scottish education has evolved rather differently than education in
England and Wales, in part because schooling in Scotland entered
the 19th century with a strong heritage of direction from the national
level combined with local initfative and management. The efforts of
John Knox and other 16th-century reformers of Church and State to
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establish “righteousness” in the social and political order relied in
large measure upon universal schooling.

Warning of the need to “be most careful for the virtuous
education and godly upbringing of the youth of this Realm,”
the reformers’ blueprint for the divine commonwealth boldly
proposed a national education system that included a teacher
to instill the “frst rudiments, and especially . . . the Cate-
chism” in every rwal parish and a school *“to teach Grammar,
and the Latin tongue [in every town) of any reputation™ (First
Book of Discipline 1560-61, juoted tn Camic 1883, 141).

As a result of steady efforts by parish officials, local landowners,
and municipal councils, Scotiand developed an extenstve coverage of
what were essentially common elementary schools, tied to the kirk
(parish church) but publicly funded. In 1702 the Scottish Parliament
ordered that every community support a school, with the teacher
approved by the local minister of the Church of Scotland (Murphy
1971, 11).

With a heavy Irish immigration to industrial jobs in western
Scotland during the second half of the 19th century, the Cathalic
Church mounted a great effort to provide schools, and by 1910, 220
of the 286 voluntary denominational schools were Catholic. In a new
arrangement adopted in 1918 local education authorities took these
schools fully into the public system, with an agreement that instruc-
tion and teachers wouid continue to be approved by denominational
authoriites. Unlike the “dual system™ in England and Wales, these
institutions became fully assimilated public schools, though with a
coniessional character, and this armangement has continued in effect.
At present, 79 out of some 400 secondary schools in Scotland are
Roman Catholic (Murphy 1971, 103; The Economist, May 24, 1986).

The Education (Scotland) Act of 1946 required education author-
ities to “have regard to the general! principle that, so far as Is
compatible with the provision of suitable instruction and training
and the avoidance of unreasonable public expenditure, pupils are to
be educated in accordance with the wishes of their parents” {Adler,
Petch. and Tweedie 1987, 290).

This provision was part of the compromise that brought most
confessional schools into the public education system. with parents
having a right to select such schoois uniess it would create too great
a burden upon the local autho iy. Essentially, what it protected was
the right of government to con:inue to operate confesstonal schools,
not the right of individual parenis to control the education of their
children (Raab and Adler 1987, 158).

This proviston meant less than appears on the surface, since it set
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no requirements as to how assignments would be made. A broad area
of discretion was left for education authorities to decide that effi-
ciency required that students attend their local school on the basis of
attendance zones. The tradition of the “comumon school™ is rooted as
deeply in Scotland as anywhere in the world, as noted by Horace
Mann in his adrniring account, in the 1840s, of Scottish schools. The
tradition was reinforced by the growing interest, after World War I1. in
the "“omnibus school” providing a comprehensive secondary pro-
gram to all students in a residential area. In 1977 the proportion of
students for whom nonroutine assignments were sought was less
than 1 percent in most of Scotland, and far less in rural areas.

There are Cathalic public schools in the areas where demand exisis—
for example, 15 elementary schools in Edinburgh and 14 in Dundee,
but more in Glasgow with its large Irish population. Such schools,
however, are effectively assimilated into the locsl systems with atten-
dance arcas that may encompass those of several nondenominational
schools. The head of a Cathelic school included in a study of school
selection reported that 10 percent of his students were not Catholic, and
the researchers encountered one case of & Muslim family “choosing a
Catholic school because of its greater overall respect for religion”
{Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay, 321-22). A few private schools exist
as well, serving about 3.5 percent of the total student population and
supported by tuition and endowment.

A decision to send a child to a Catholic or ctlser confessional public
school is not regarded as a "choice” in the sense of the 1980-81
legislation; such a deciston is simply an instance of the accommoda-
tion of religious preferences that has evolved over the past century
and more. In fact, “the Catholic church does not lead the movement
for parental choice of school in Scotland in the way that it does in
some couniries {for instance in France) because the nature of the
compromise between the Catholic church and the state in Scotland
has enabled Catholic schools to attract families of their faith without
needing choice of school as the mechanism to opt out of the local
state school” (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 320).

Farent choice. 4/ hough implicit in the 1946 legislation, was given
a strong boost by the Education {Scot!and) Act of 1681 (for complete
text, see Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 340-46). Under
this act. pushed through by the Conservative majority in Parliament
over the resistance of the Labour-dominated local education author-
ities and professional associations in Scotland,

parents were given the right to request that their children
[be] adimitted to a particular school or schools; education
authorities are required to comply with parental rcquests
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unless a statutory exception to this general duty applies:;
dissatisfled parents have the right to appeal to a statutory
appeal committee and, if the latier finds in favour of the
parent, its decision is binding on the autherity; and educa-
tion authorities are required to provide parents with infor-
mation about the school to which their child has been
allocated and about any other school if the parents ask for
it. (Adler, Petch, and Twecdie 1987, 303)

While these provisions are parallel to those in England and Wales,
i several respects the Scottish legislation provides even more rights
to parents. The grounds upon which parent choice may be denied are
much more narrowly stated: only when approving the request would
require employing an additional teacher or significar.t extensions or
alterations to the scheol facility or would “be likely to be seriously
detrimental to order and discipline at the school or the educational
well-being of the pupils there” (Adler, Petch and Tweedie 1987,
303-4)

The history of the adoption of this legislation is curious. There was
little demand for it in Scotland, and the primary impetus came from
the adoption of the parallel iegislation for England and Wales. Alex
Fletcher. the Conservative Scottish education minister, pressed for
similar legislation, stressing that the issue was not choice alone but
also differentiation. “If parents are to have a real choice, it will also be
important that the schools themsclves should develop their own
individual identity and ethos—and perhaps their ow.. traditions and
strengihs in particular areas of the curriculum’™ (Quoted in Macbeth,
Y rachan, and Macaulay 1986, 30).

The Scottish professional associations were strongly opposed,
urging amendments to preserve attendance areas, to allow schooi
authorities to set limits on admissions, and tc hold spaces open for
students moving into an attendance area. These amendments were
rejected.

The whole impact of the Bill, and the balance that it sought
to sirikc between the rights of individual parents 1ad the
collective responsibilities of education authorities, was fun-
damentally altered by the government’s late deletion of the
clause that would have allowed authorities to fix admission
limits yor their schools and to use those admission ltmits to
Justify refusing parents’ requests. (Macbeth, Strachan, and
Macaulay 1988, 37-50)

The Scotiish education minister rejected this provision “when he
realized that authorities could use it to resirict parents’ ability to
choose popular schools and force them to send their children to
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unpopular schools, artmclany keeping such schools open instead of
closing them” (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 302). The
Conservitives were not prepared to accept any “artifictal” restric-
ticne on the logic of the educational marketp.ace they hoped to
create.

The new protections for parent choice came into effect in Scotland
in February 1882. Although the 1946 legislation had acknowledged
the role of parents in determining school selection, it had not stated
this as a right over against the decisions of education authorities.
“The idea that parents (to say nothing of children) might have been
given rights as well as duties in respect of education was quite foreign
to the spirit of the legislation and to the spirit of the times” (Adler,
Petch, and Tweedie 1987, 291).

The response to the newly defined right of parent choice indicated
solid but not overwhelming suppori. In 1983-84, 8.9 percent of the
sfudents entering elementary and 8.1 percent of those entering
secondary schools had requested an assignment other than thelr
automatic one.

The Labour government in the Edinburgh area (Lothian) had taken
a very restrictive attitude toward chofce before the 1981 Act, seeking
to require all children to attend their local elementary scheols and
the secondary schools to which those fed students. This practice has
changed radically under the impact of the new legislation. In 1984,
the local authorities—by now Conservative—decided not to a‘tempt
to protect undersubsecribed schools, though limits have been im-
posed at popular schools to prevent overcrowding. Some fear exisis
that the operation of parent choice. over time, will recreaie the
two tier system of secondary education that was abolished by the
introduction of comprehensive schools in the 1860s (Adler, Petch,
and Tweedie 1987, 312-14).

In the Dundee area (Tayside), the Conservative government had
always been flexible about allowing parent choice, though when this
came {t. : conflict with suci1 planning and economy issues as closing
schools and determining the capacity of new schools, parent prefer-
ences were given little weight.

Why Scottish Parents Choose a School

Studies have been made of the operation of parent choice in
Scotland since the 1881 legislation, and of the parent motivations
involved. One study. carried out by researchers at Edinburgh Univer-
sity. has been referred to here as “Adler. Petch, and T -ecdie:” the
other, by rescarchers at Glasgow University, as “Macbe .1, Strachan,
and Macauley.” The two groups agreed that
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although both studies would include surveys of parents,
the Edinburgh group would concentrate more upon na-
tional and regional polttical facets related to the legislation:
upon socio-legal effects, especially concerned with appeals
. . . and upon patterns of movements between schools.
The Glasgow study. which is also concerned with move-
ments between schools and (in broad outline) legal issues,
would focus more on the effects upon school and families,

upon reasons for choice and . . . upon educational prac-
tices and concepts. (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay
1986, 3)

The first question about any choice plan is the extent to which
significant differences exist among schools. Although Scottish edu-
cation, as noted above, has a long commitment to common schools
and adopted the comprehensive model of secondary school organt-
zation in the 1960s, there can be considerable variation ameng
schools.

In the Scottish system of curricular control, facilities and
staffing are education authority responsibilities [the num-
ber of LEAs was reduced in 1975 from 35 to 12] and are
therefore decentralized to the regional level: what is taught
and how it iIs taught are usually ieft to schools and individ-
ual teachers, but with advice from central and local
snurces. At middle and upper secondary levels, the Exam-
ination Board Is a force towards conformity within sub-
jects, but . . . there is variation between schools in re-
gard to what subjects are on offer as well as in teaching
methods. (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 5)

Such differences “stem from de-isions made at the school level
and, in the absence of a locally+l:cted bc * concerned with cach
individual school [since education authorities are regional], there is
no system of neighborhood accountability for these dectsions’ (Mac-
beth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 333).

As an important siage in the implementation of the 1981 Act,
schools were required to develop handbooks that gave basic facts and
information about educational goals. To some extent, preparation of
these handbooks helped school staff to clarify what was distinetive
about their approach to education, bu* the rescarchers who reviewed
them were struck with the impersonal tone and use of wordy jargon
designed to keep parents in their place: “If a pupil has special dietary
requiremenis provision can be ensured as long as the school is
informed timeously” (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay, 82-105).

The number of requests for out-of-district assignments doubled
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from 10,456 in 1981-82 to 20,795 in 1984-85, more than half of
them for elementary schools. During this period 97.4 percent of the
requests for elementary schools were granted ai some stage in the
process, as were 93.8 percent of those for secondary schools. Most of
the requests (55.2 percent of elementary and 68.7 percent of second-
ary) were for the entry-level class, but the balance were for transfers
at stages when students would not normally be entering an elemen-
tary or secondary school (Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986,
307-8).

The rate of requests was significantly higher in urban areas, where
more cholces were available, than in rural arcas; the request rate was
very low in the Highlands and the Shetland and Orkney Islands.

The two research projects found that school requests were made
by parents of all soclal classes (Adler, Petch, and Tweedie 1987, 309).
Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay found, in one sample, that “even
in the .uburban area manual workers weie relatively more repre-
sented among those making placing requests (37%) than their
presence in the population (20%) would Iead us to expect” (Macbeth,
Strachan, and Macaulay 1786, 302, 334).

Parents surveyed were well informed of their rights; this included
86 percent of those who did not request a specific assignment: “The
primary reason (60 percent) given by parents requesting an elemen-
tary level assignment was avoidance of their local school, often
because of the perceived roughness of its students, and preference of
another for safety and school climate reasons. The educational
program offered was to sonie extent a secondary consideration
(Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 335, 299).

At the secondary level 70 percent of the requests were motivated
by desire to avoid the assigned school and diffuse percepilons that
the child would be happier at the school selected. Educational or
school-based reasons were given by nearly half of the parents of
secondary students (43 percent at the elementary level).

Elements associated with “traditional” schools (discipline,
uniform, strcaming, “the basics”, not open-plan, tradi-
tional metheds and ethos) when aggregated accounted for
10.1% of reasons given. By contrast, an aggregation of
opposites to these, sometimes associated with “progressive
education” (relaxed discipline, no uniform. “modern”
methods and ethos, open-plan, mixed ability classes) rep-
resented only 1.1% of school-based reasons. . . . A struc-
tured environment, academic emphasis and firm discipline
are sought by many parents, especially at secondary level.
{Macbeth, Strachan, and Macauliy 1986, 3086)
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For parents choosing in this study, “the school was not seen as
providing an adequate counter-attack to peer group culture” (Macbeth,
Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 279), while the authors of the other
study concluded “that the majority of parents have in mind a broad
general agenda in selecting a secondary school for their child and are as
much if not more concerned with social considerations than with
educational ones” (Adler, Petch, and Tweedie 1987, 308-10).

This emphasis on issues of school climate rather than of pedagogy
does not mean, according to the researchers, that those headteachers
are cotrect who asserted that parents were not well-enough informed
to make sound choices among schools. Indeed,

many parents seemed to have quite clear pictures of the
working ethos of a school. Parents repeatedly saw both the
happiness and the educational success of the child as being
related to the stability and atmosphere of the school,
though they varded in the extent to which they saw the
nature of the school's intake {of students] or the actions
taken by staff to be the main determinant of that working
envircnment. In some instances parents haa access to
information {e.g. about bullying and attitudes of local peer
groups} which may have led some parents to have been
better informed than some teachers. (Macbeth, Strachan,
and Macaulay 1986, 124)

Although some headteachers reported that motivations of class
and social snobbery affccted parents in requesting to leave their
schools, the responses from parents did not support this view. The
researchers speculate that "it may be that they were articulating
reasons which they and their staff hoped were predominant,” and
that possibly "what were believed by staff to be reasons of snobbery
were seen by parents as protective, indeed educational reasons”
(Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 130).

Effeets of Parents’ Cholces

It might be expected from this analysis {and from common sense),
that most of the movement in urban areas would be from schools in
lower income areas to schools in adjacent middle-income areas. This
pattern did show itself to some extent in Edinburgh, though in
Dundec “the pattern of movements is alinost entirely within arcas
that are homogeneous with respect to housing tenure and social
class.” The exception that conforms to the original expectation are
those transfers between noncontiguous schools. In Edinburgh 83
percent of the requests i:nd in Dundee 5 percent were to contiguous
schools (Raab and Adler 1987, 164-71).
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In Dundee and Edinburgh certain schools experienced sharp gains
or Josses in enrollment: 2 out of 38 ¢lementary schools in Dundee Inst
more than half their attendance area population, while 7 gained
more than half of their entering class from outside their attendance
arcas. There werne very few pairs of schools between which students
moved in both directions. The viability of some schools with heavy
losses is now in question. "Overall, the advantages for some children
of attending larger secondary schools with more balanced intakes
and higher staying-on rates appear to have imposed substantial costs
on other children whose curricular choices and wider educational
opportunities have been further restricted” (Adier, Petch, and
Tweedic 1987, 312).

In other words, an unrestricted system of chofce provides advan-
tages to those who make choices and disadvantages to those who do
not. Judging this trade-ofi from an equity perspective is difficult. One
line of argument would siress that at least some students are saved
from a bad cducation by the opportunity to choose a school i3 a
middle-class area: as Scottish Education Minister Alex Fletcher
argued in launching the choice program tn Scotland. “*Some schools
in deprived arcas are battling against the odds despite all the public
maoney that was poured into their area, and the effect on the children
is that it locks them into the one socfal strata” while mandatory
assignment based on strict attendance districis “effectively confines
disadvantaged children to the deprived areas ir which they live”
{quoted in Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1944, 31-32).

The argument on the other side, of course, is that only children of
the more ambitious and upwardly mobile working-class parents are
likely to benefit from a choice program, and that the result is to leave
the education for those students who rcmain behind even more
dismal.

Does parent choice in Scotland actually promote social integration
(as the Conservatives claimed that it would) by allowing poor chil-
dren to escape their innercity schools? In the case of one school
studied, it did appear that the "tnflux of [urban} pupils was scen as
being ‘responsible’ for the changing ethos of the school providing it
with a more comprehensive spread in terms of socio-economic status
and ability, and thus more like the other comprehensive schools in
the city, that these parents were to some extent secking to avoid”
(Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1986, 286).

The overall study found that those living in public housing did
receive some benefits from the new system of cholce: “Qur evidence
does seem to support the argument that the legislation has bad an
egalitarian effect by providing for council tenants that element of
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school cholce which had largely been the preserve of house-buyers”
(Macbeth, Strachan, and Macaulay 1956, 302).

Indeed. “for those who cannot choose ja] school through house
purchase or private schooling the legislation does seem to have
provided an attainable mode of chofee” (Macbeth, Strachan, and
Macaulay 1886, 334). Even though only a minority may take advan-
tage of this opportunity, it reficets a significant reconceptualization of
the relationship of parents and government in education:

From 1945 onwards. it has been assumed that the interests
of the individual coincided with those of the [local educa-
tion] authority, thus the best way of promoting an individ-
ual’s rights was to improve the provision of education. Now,
for the first time, the interests of the individual and the
concerns of the authority were seen, at least in some
respects, to conflict and the individual was seen to be in
need of protection from the authority. (Adler, Petch, and
Tweedic 1987, 305)

On the other hand, the same researchers conclude that

the 1981 Act has not achieved th. right balance between
the rights of individual parents and the collective duties of
education authorities. . . . [They should be] given more
powers to control admissions to school, subject to effective
safeguards, which would ensure that these powers are used
responsibly to prevent parental choice from prejudicing
cquality of educational opportunity or the duty pizeed on
cducation authorities to promote “adequate and efficient
cducation™ for all. (Adler. Petch, and Tweedie 1987, 322)

Northern Irelamd

There were 183,622 students in the publicly funded “voluntary™
(Catholic) sector of education in Northern Ircland in 1987-88,
153,888 in the “controlled” (Protestant) schools optrated by local
authorities, 1.335 in religiously integrated schools and 264 in fun-
damentalist Protestant schools; these last have been founded since
1979 and their number Is growing. Only 801 students attended
“independent” (private) schools, which recetve no public funding
(TES, September 4, 1087).

Ongoing communal strife—and deciining enrollments—have led to
efforts for integration of Catholics and Protestants, mostly through
seeking to attenuate the Proiestant character of “vontrolled” schools.
The first school established explicitly to be religiously integrated, Lagan
College in Belfast, dates only from 1981 and three more opened in
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1985. Scven integrated schools now enroll about 1,500 or half of one
percent of the province's pupils, but they encounter considerable
resistance as a threat to existing Catholic and Protestant schools. In
particular, teachers in the “controlled” schools have insisted that these
are nonsectarian rather than Protestant, and that there is therefore no
basis for establishing integrated schools in competition with them for
students (TES, December 4, May 8, 1987; May 20, 1988).

In a 1988 policy papcr setting forth proposals for reform, the
Department of Education for Northern Ircland declared the govern-
ment’s intention

o to continue to apply the principle that, as far as possible,
children should be educated in accordance with the wishes
of their parents;

o to continue to support programmes and activities which
bring together children from the two traditions in the
interests of fostering greater tolerance and mutual uader-
standing: and

e to act positively to facilitate the development of inte-
grated cducation where there is sufficient parental demand
to support a viable school. (Edr:cation in Northern Ireland
1988, 6)

Consistent with the Education Act of 1988 (which applies to
England and Wales), the government proposed for Northern ireland
that “no limit would be placed on the enrolment at any primary or
sccondary school other than that determined by the physical capac-
ity of its premises” (Education tn Northern Ireland 1988, 13). Thus
the more popular schools could draw pupils from those less popular
without any limitations designed to protect the ineffective,

In addition, the government proposed a system permitting schools
to opt out of their local school systems and to receive funding directly
from the central education authority. A significant variation for
Northern Ireland would create a second category of schools “where
they were alse able to demonstrate a strong commitment to and
progress towards full integration between Protestant and Romtan
Catholic pupils, they would be known as “grant-maintained inte-
grated schools” (Education in N rthern Ireland 1988, 19).

Such schools would have o show an enrollment in which at least
20 percent to 25 percent of the pupils were of the less represented
religious group. Government funding would be bas:d upon that
received by other schools locally, adjusted 1o take into account any
special needs of the pupil population; the school would have "dis-
cretion to vary expenditure on all elements within its budget.”
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The intention in creating this new category of directly funded
schools is to overcome the resistance of some local education author-
ities and the Catholic Church to integration-directesi efforts by prom-
ising such schools direct funding from provincial authorities.

Conclusions

Parent choice of schools as a theme of policy debate has a ".rying
resonance in western nations whosc educational and political sys-
tems are otherwise rather stmilar. In Great Britain the issue of
religious rights of conscience with respect to schooling is of much
less significance than in several other nations where this has been a
matter of intense debate.

This observation s not 1o suggest that reliious controversy has
played no part in the development of the educational systems, particu-
larly that of England. Endless debate and polernic were devoted  the
religious content and the denominational sponsorship of schools
thicugh the 19th century and—with diminishing intensity—up to
World War Il. These questions mattered greatly to the churches and.
presumably, to many parents and teachers.

What was lacking in Great Britain in contrast with simultancous
developments in France or Prussia, however, was a sense that the
Utiate itself had an agenda of moral and civic education to impose on
the rising generation through a system of schooling that it sought to
dom!naie directly. The State did not, in Great Britain, sce itself as the
rival ¢f the Church. nor did it seck to use popular schuoling to create
cultuial uniformity or civic loyalty.

Paradoxically, the very fact that religious differences have not
threatened to divide Great Brituisn and that no church has seemed a
stronginold of obscurantism and reacilon has made it largely unprob-
lemac ¢ to accommodute the mild religious diversity that exists
within a pluralistic educational system. As the Roman Catholic
population grew through immigration from Ireland, its educational
demands were fitted smoothly within the existing structures and
without the intense controversies that developed around Catholic
schooling in the United States.

The concerns of British education reformers have been primarily
with soclal class and with schooling as a means or a barter to
opportuniiv 'n the spirit of unity that prevailed during World War 11
it seemed possible to reform the system in a way that would make
education a powerful instrument to lessen social barriers. While
diversity was of continuing importance, a government policy paper
argued, it “must not impair the social :'nity within the ertucational
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system whic : will open the way to a mare closely knit society and
glve us strength to face the tasks ahead™ (in Maclure 1986, 206).

While this chapter is not concerned with the debates over the
merits of comprehensive secondary schools, these debates serve as
essential background to the contcoversy over parent choice. In Great
Britain as In France, Germany, belgium, Australia, and elsewhere,
many parents prefer schools that are academically selective or in
some other way not comprehensive, and support <! oice policies asa
means of acting upon their preferences.

This context explains something that is puzzling fromm an Ameri-
can perspective, that parent choice of schools should be a major
policy issue in British education today cven though choice on
religious grounds has long been built into the structure of the
system.

For some British commentators, mostly on the Left, the govern-
ment policy of promoting parent choice is noc more than a transpar-
ent pretext for reversing the progress in recent decades toward social
equality. The motiviitions are far more complex than that explana-
tion would suggest, however, and the resistance of most educators
cannot be explained by their commitment to the interests of working-
class and fmmigrant children.

Some signs suggest that the Conservative program to promote
parent choice—though opposed by most educators and only moder-
ately supported by parents—has managed to change the terms of
education reform efforts in Great Britain, and more so than has yet
occurred in the United States. The National Union of Teachers, for
example, has begun to commission opinion polls to determine what
parents are looking for in schools, and how satisfied they are with
what is now provided. Shifting power from local education authori-
ties to schools and parents, one union spokesman conceded, “could
lead to higher standards and an improvement in the education
service”” (TES, January 29, 1988).

Others are convinced that only such a fundamental structural
change can bring real cducational reform.
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Parental Choice im
Canadian Eduwcation

he cultural similarities between Canada and the United States

can conceal significant differences. One of these has to do with

the scope permitted in Canada f5;i parent choice of schools.
Although the curricular content of Canadian education is, in many
respects, similar to that of education in the United Statcs, differences
exist in structure and governance leading to far greater diversity and
parent choice in Canada.

In the United States, efforts to give a religious flavor to a pubiic
school or to extend public funding to schools not operated by
government are, in most cases, struck down on the basis of the
Federal Constitution or of even stricter State constitutions. The
fundamental national laws in Canada. by contrast, give many par-
ents a right to denominational public schools and pose no tmpedi-
ment to funding of private schools:; indeed. one of the few constitu-
tional responsibilities of the Federal government in education is to
ensure that this right is respectied by the Provinces.

Canada. ltke the United States, has always faced the challenge of
integrating immigrants into the national life, and thus of determin-
ing how to respond to their Inguistic and cultural diversity. Histori-
cally, Canadian educational policy has been as assimilationist toward
immigrants as that in the United States, but in recent years an effort
has been made to find a place for the immigrant cultures and
languages in the Canadian “mosaic.”

Public funds are now made available for the maintenance of
heritage languages, those spoken by immigrant and indigenous
language minority groups. either within public school programs or
through programs sponsored by community organizations. This
stance toward language contrasts with the United States, where
bilingual education is justified almost exclusively as an effective way
to promote the transition to successful academic work in English.
The adoption in Canada, in 1972, of the Charter of Rights and
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Freedoms has further complicated this question by giving a guaran-
teed status to the language and religious rights of minorities. The
Canadian educattonal system, already far mose diverse than that in
the United States, is now further adjusting to accommodate these
newly extended rights.

Support for linguistic diversity in Canadian education probably
grows out of the comprornises reached to resolve political conflict
over the role of French beyond the borders of the Province of Quebec.
As Provinces began {o make mother-tongue schooling available to
their French minorities, other (sometimes locally more numerous)
language minorities naturally sought similar support in maintaining
their languages and cultures.

On the other hand. the emphasis cn Canada as a “"multicultural™
nation was not welcomed by those Francophone leaders for whom it
suggested a downgrading of French, and Quebec declined to endorse
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms because of its tmplications for
the province's treatment of its own language minority groups, in-
cluding those speaking English (Mallea 1984, 224).

This cutline of the varleties of Canadian education should not
suggest, therefore, that no tensions exist around educational diver-
sity and parent choice in Canada: to the contrary, conflict over the
contro! and content of education is inevitable in such a diverse
society.

As the responsible authority in education, the state neces-
sarily has concern about quality, equity, and an informed
citizenry. At the extreme end of the continuum, state
monopoly could mean general uniformity and homogene-
ity of schooling, such as is found in most totalitarian states.
The school, as a representative of the parents of the chil-
dren, may strive to embody other values as well, such as
those of certain religious convictions, the maintenance of a
mother tongue, and the expression of the culture of a
group. This involves an element of choice In contrast to a
siate controlled s7stem. This, then, at the other eud of the
continuum promotes diversity. Unavoidable, therefore, is a
tension between state and school forces, the one tending
towards homogeneity, the other towards diversity. {(Bergen
1885¢, 9)

This tension Is present in education in the United States as well,
and notably in recent efforis to increase the autonomy of individual
schools as a means to enhance teacher professionalism and instruc-
tional effectiveness. Our periodic controversies over state regulation
of private religious schools is annther expression of the same di-

o 146

ERIC -
155




A2 R PN LN

lemma. In every pluralistic democracy, indeed, the question must be
confronted: how should the state carry out its responsibility to
ensure that the common educational objectives of the society—
including universal schooling and what it means for individual
opportunity—are met without intruding upon the distinctive quality
of any effective school or the fundamental rights of parents?

Giving a synopsis of parent choice of schools in Canada is difficult
because the situation and policies differ widely among Provinces—
much more than among States in the United States—and are the
result of political compromises at the provincial level rather than of
the application of nationwide legal principles. The Canadian situa-
tion is also complicated by uneasy relations between the French-
speaking and English-speaking communities, with new immigrants
making up a third, very diverse. group. An account (trief or ex-
tended, depending upon the complexity of the situation) of each
Province and Territory will thus be necessary.

In recent decades, Canadian life has experienced three basic shifts
that have had an impact on the demand for and provision of parent
choice in education,

The first has been the increased secularization of society and thus
of public schools. The type of religious motivation for seeking a
private scheol has changed. Before World War I, a Jewish or a
secularized family might have turned to a private school as an
alternative to the explicitly Christian character of the public schools;
now it is often parents of strong Protestant convictions who choose or
help to found a private school that meets the family's desire for an
education based upon a religious world view that the public schools
no longer offer (Bergen 1981b, 7). The more alien the surrounding
culture becomes, the more urgent such an education seems to many
parents.

The second shift has been from a bare tolerance of minority
languages to a sirong assertion of language rights. The lead in this
new language militancy has been taken by French-speaking leaders,
but other groups are growing increasingly active in pressing for
accommodations of their languages and cultures. The response of
the educational system has increased the diversity of Canadian
education: in the same community, some students may be studying
math or socfal studies in English, others in French, and others in
Ukrainian; yet others may speak English at home but do their
schoolwork in French as a form of enrichment chosen by their
parents. These variations on a common education reflect choices
made by parents and supported by the educational system.

The third shift has been toward an increased emphasis upon
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human rights as they apply to education. with the courts placed
more and more in the position of defending the rights of individuals
and of identiflable groups. Since Canadian law is not restrained by a
doctrine of strict separation of Church and State, the accommoda-
tions ordered by the courts under the Charter of Rights and Free-
doms could go further than would be likely in the United States. After
all, “‘the major factor preventing the funding of private schools in the
United States is the entrenched separation of church and state. There
is no such prohibition in Canada” (Holmes 1985, 113).

The Charter includes a provision that it “sisall be interpreted in a
manner consistent with the preservaiion and enhancement of the
multicultural heritage of Canadians,” and thus seems to recognize
diversity as a fundamental principle of Canadian life. This recogni-
tion. in turn, implies cholce in an area as sensitive as education,
since in a modern society culture involves individual and family
decisions about identity and how it will be expressed. Schooling
must thus make room for different degrees of commitment to the
cultural heritages present in the society.

Before considering the various ways in which the Canadian Prov-
inces have accommodated the desires of parents, one ought to ask
who wants cholce and what their particular concerns are In the
Canadian context, five different constituencies for choice can be
distinguished, keeping in mind that they overlap to some extent.
These constituencies are: Catholics. non-Catholic religious groups,
speakers of French or of English in areas where the other language
predominates, speakers of other minority languages, and those
parents who seck some form of alternative schooling, whether elite or
pedagogically distinctive. Each of these groups has been accommo-
dated in rather different ways. A sixth group, not discussed further in
this study. are parents of handicapped children, a group whose
needs, historically, were often met only in private schools—with
public funding subsidy—since public schools were not required to
provide for them (Bergen 1981b, 8).

Roman Catholics

The first, and historically most significant, group of parents
seeking an alternaiive to the common public school are Roman
Catholics. To a substantial extent. the desire for a Catholic education
has been accommodated within the structure of public education.
This accommodation is undoubtedly the major reason that the
proportion of Canadian students in private schools {(around 4 per-
cent) is low in comparison with the United States (around 10 percent,
and other democracies.
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The original European settlers of Canada were French. and French
Canada had a tradition of Church responsibility for education, with
the support of civil authorities. From the beginning of British rule in
Canada, in the 1780s, an effort was made to win the loyalty of the
predorainantly French population by accommodating their Catholic
faith and practice. When, at the time of the American Revolution,
many Loyalists swelled the English-speaking population of Canada.
conflict developed between the two cominunities, and the Rritish
government intervened to provide protections for the institutions and
cultural integrity of each. Upper Canada (now Ontario) was set off
from the French-dominated Lower Canada (Quebec). The Catholic
Church was left in conirol of education in Quebec, and the govern-
ment did not assert an educational mission for itself but limited its
role to providing supplemental grants to schools organized by de-
nominational or private initiative. “What is striking about the de-
mands leading up to the Constitutional Act of 1791 fs the absence of
enlightenment ideologies as culturally shaping influences. No one
appealed to the democratic doctrines of equality, liberty, inalienable
right, or prpular sovereignty; rather, both communities spoke of
their historic rights and traditions” {Marshall 1985, 4).

The new political order established by the Act of Union in 1840
“introduced a common political order but without abolishing culiural
diversity:” this unity “was not based on claims of cultural homogeneity
or hegemony™ but rather on “guaranteeing each community the right
to its own faith, language, laws, customs, and institutions” (Marshall
1985, 4-5). In the Separate Schools Act of 1863, the schools serving the
Catholic minority in Cntario were placed on an equal basis for public
funding with the public "common” schouls.

In 1867, the British Varliament enacted the British North America
Act of 1867, uniting the four colonies of Upper Canada (Ontario),
Lower Canada (Quebec), New Brunswick and Nova Scotia in a
Conic:deration. This “Constitution Act” gave the Provinces exclusive
authority to make laws about education, but provided that

1. Nothing in any such Law shall prejudicially affect any
Right or Privilege with respect to Denominational Schools
which any Class of Persons have by Law in the Province at
the Union;

2. All the Powers, Privileges, and Duties at the Union by
Law conferred and imposed in Upper Canada on the Sepa-
rate Schoels and School Trustees of the Queen’'s Roman
Catholic Subjects shall be and the same are hereby ex-
tended to the Dissentient Schools of the Queen's Protestant
and Roman Catholic Subjects in Quebec;
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3. Where in any Province a System of Separate or Dissen-
tient Schools exists by Law at the Union or is thercafter
established by the Legislature of the Province, an Appeal
shall ife to the Governor General in Council {i.e.. the federal
authoriiies] from any Act or Decision of any Provincial
Authority affecting any Right or Privilege of the Protestant
or Roman Catholic minority of the Queen’s subjects in
relation to Education.

These stipulations guaranteed the continuation of denominational
schools in Quebec and Ontario, then, as now, the two largest Prov-
inces, and applied to other Provinces where such scheools already
existed at the time they entered the Confederation. This arrangement
had the effect of protecting the schools of religious minorities,
Protestants fn Quebec and Colholics in much of Canada, since
Alberta and Saskatchewan adodted the provision for separate Cath-
olic schools when they joined the Confederation in 1805.

The guarantee of public support was limited to the “common
school™ grades, though these have been graduaily extended upward
as the level of education in the population has risen: Ontario has until
recently allowed Catholic schools through the 10th grade to be
funded as “elementary™ schools, and recently has included higher
secondary grades in s funding provisions.

Canadian parlance usually distinguishes between “separate” or
“dissentient” schools—essentially public schools with a denomina-
tioral character, operatet] by local toards—and “private” or “inde-
pendent” schools, which may also receive public funding though on
the basis of a political decision and not as a matter of right.

Over time the Protestant separate schools outside Quebec have lost
their denominational character and are simply the public schools of
the majority. while separaie Catholic schools continue in Ontario,
Alberia and Saskatchewan. Although no Catholic separate uchools
are officially established in New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island,
and Nova Scotia, the distribution of the population is such that “most
Catholic needs hawe been met within the public school disiricts due
to the more or less homogeneous francophone Catholic settlement
patterns” {(Bergen 1981b). The schools in Newfoundland are organ-
ized entirely on a denomina: onal basis.

There are also Catholic private schools. mostly in the Provinces
without separate Cathelic public school systems. Thus, in 198586,
15,120 students were in private Catholic schools in British Colum-
bia, but only 100 in Alberta because of the separate Catholic public
school system that enrolled more than 17 percent of the student
population there.
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In one way or another, then, most Canadian parenis who so choose
are able to obiain a publicly subsidized Catholic education for their
children, whother in a public or a private school.

Non-Catholic Religious Groups

The educational concerns of religious groups other than Catholics
(and mainstream Protestants} have been met largely through their
own efforts until recent years, when some movement has cccurred
toward providing public support for schools established by them.
While there are (loosely) Protestant public schools ix: Quebec, and the
public schools in several other provinces have a Protestant heritage,
no recognized right exists for individual denominations to recefve
public support for “separate” public schools.

Table 4 provides. for selected provinces and for Canada as a whole,
an estimate of the sources of revenues to private schools.

In Newfoundland, which did not join the Confederation until 1849,
there was a long tradition of education organized on a denomina-
tional basts, and thus Pentecostal and Seventh Day Adventist schools
are provided full funding. Els where, education authorities have not
been quick to extend the support available to Catholic schools to
those of other religious groups. Quebec has provided such support for
decades (in part because the public schools did not always include
secondary grades), and Alberta, Saskatchewan, and British Colum-
bia have begun to provide such assistance.

Despite the lack of guarantees in constitutional law, the number of
private schools increased rapidly in Ontarfo and British Columbia

Table 4.—Private cchool rovenues in selected provinces, by
gomrce: Canada, 1982-83

Source of revenues Provincial  Pupils

B = funds to in
Local private  private
boards Province Tuition Other cducation _schools
Percent
Canada 2.1 30.9 50.3 16.8 1.6 4.6
Quebec 0.2 54.9 39.0 59 3.5 7.9
Ontario 5.3 1.7 66.5 26.5 0.1 4.4
Aiberta 1.1 35.3 39.3 243 1.0 1.9
British
Columbia 0.1 29.3 50.7 19.9 1.2 5.3

NO’!‘E.-—I_)emnm;i;a_y not add to totals because oﬂ{;undmg.
SOURCE: Analysis by John J. Bergen. private communication, 1988,
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during the postwar decades. Bergien suggests that this was related to
developments in the wider society: as they have become secularized,
public schools “no longer reflect a "Christian’ or ‘Christian Protes-
tant’ ethos. Those members of society who found the public schools
of three or four decades ago suificiently “Christian™ to provide the
kind of educational environment they wanted for their children, no
longer find such to be the case. Consequently. in recent years there
has been a stronger interest in private schools among more conser-
vative denoming Hons” {Bergen 1981a, 3).

The postwar immigrants from the Netherlands, in particular,
brought with them a tradition of denominational schooling that lud
to the founding of the first “*Christian Reformed™ school in 1845, By
1985-86, more than 19,000 students were attending schools in the
Reformed tradition.

Another group with a strong commitment to schooling informed
by their religious views are the Hutterltes, an extremely conservative
Anabaptist church related to the Mennonites. Because they live in
homogeneous farming colonies, the Hutterites have been able to
make use of their local public schools, supplemented by language
and religion instruction before or afier school. Local authorities have
been willing to accommodate the Hutterite practice of recognizing
15-year-olds as members of the adult community; they are excused
from school on the basts of receiving tratning as apprentices through
their responsibilities in the Hutteritc community (Bergen 1982a,
326: Bergen 1978c, 3).

Much recent controversy has centered around the Holdeman
group of Mennonites, who came into conflict with provincial author-
ities in Alberta in the 1970s when they withdrew their children from
the public schools and began to educate them in unauthorized
schools of their own. One of the leaders of this group wrote to the
Premier of Alberta that

We definitely feel that we have a culture and a way of life to
preserve for our children and that the trencs ir. our greater
society are not conducive for this. We plan to give our
children a curriculum that will foster self-discipline rather
than permissivencss; respect for authority rather than
disrespect; interdependence rather than independence;
consideration for the rights of others rather than “I'll do my
own thing"”; and respect for God, his creation., and his
institutions. (quoted in Bergen 1878b. 14)

The growtn of demand for private schooling in Canada (and in the
United States) is surely related to such concerns to shield children
from what are seen as the destructive aspects of modernity. Alto-
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gether, some 5,600 Canadian students attend Menng -~ ~ private
schools, nearly 1,600 attend Pentecostal schools. and more than
3.000 attend Adventist schools.

Another 14,000 Canadian students attend Jewish schools, mostly
In Ontarie (7.500) and Quebee (5.000), where public schools were
long distinctively Catholic or Protestant. In Edmonton, Alberta, in
the 1870s, a private Hebrew school was accepted fnto the public
system as an alternative school, with control of program and hiring
remaining with the former trustees, but this was an unusual arrange-
ment (table 5).

Altogether. at least 234,260 students were attending 1,300 orivate
scheols in Canada in 1985-86. up from 188,350 attending 800
schools a decade carlier. Some 40.000 (or 17 percent) of these
students attended Catholic schools. This very low proportion by the
standard of other countries is to be explained by the ample provision
for “public™ Catholic schools in Canada.

Table b.—Number of students cnrolled in private schools in
eclected Provimees, by Province gnd scheol
affiiiation: Cannda, 198536

British
Affiliation _ Canada__ Ontario  Manitoba _Alberta  Columbia

Total 234,260 76.320 9.520 13.090 33,560
Adventist 3.270 1,150 80 920 840
Amish 120 120 0 O 0
Anglican 5330 5270 60 0 0
Baptist 2.590 1,390 130 300 40
Brethren 180 190 0 0 0
Calvinist/

Reformed 19280 11,190 610 2.850 4,520
Jewish 14.198 7.500 10 340 340
Lutheran 1,170 10 O 530 110
Mennoenite 5.620 2,650 1 610 230 750
Pentecostal 870 50 10 0 710
Roman

Catholic 39,890 20470 3.370 170 15.120
Ukrainian

Catholic 280 230 50 0 0
Nonsectarian 45,970 21.400 2.650 7.550 11,130
Not reported 99.410° 3.690 300 0 0

® No break-down for 95.310 students i Quebec.
NUTE.—Students tn Provinces not lsted here are included in totals,
SOURCE: Data developed by John J. Bergen, private comspunication. 1988,
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French- and English-Spenking Minorities

While fn the 19th century the interests and the cultural integrity of
the two founding communities of Canada were largely expressed in
terms of Catholic-Protestant tensions and political accommodations,
language issues have divided them in recent decades. The language
division was always present. of course. but the use of French was
preserved within the essentially rural Catholic community of Que-
bec, and the hegemony of English clsewherc—cven in urban busi-
ness circles in Quebec—was unchallenged. As Francophone leader
Henri Bourassa observed. French-speaking Canadians, lke Cana-
dian Indians, could exercise their treaty rights only so long as they
remained on the reservation in Quebec (Mallea 1984, 228).

Distinctions based on language have acquired increased signifi-
cance in recent decades, as the demands of French speakers have
been asscrted with increasing force, and postwar immigration has
changed the makeup of the population. Discussions distinguish
among three types of “minorities”: the official minorities. that is,
English speakers in Quebec and French speakers elsewhere: the
native Inuit and Indians (about 2 percent of the total); and the new
jmmigrant groups. Canadians of British and Irish background have
declined from 60 percent at the end of the last century to 40 percent
at present, French-speaking Canadi ns have maintained a 30 per-
cent population share, and those uf other backgrounds have in-
creased from 10 to 30 percent of the total {table 6) {Centre for
Educational Research and Innovation 1987, 167).

The growth of industry in Quebec led to an increase in that
Province's English-speaking population, while Francophones sought
economic opportunities in other parts of Canada. In 1981, the
“official” minorities included 708,115 English speakers in Quebec,
or 11 percent of that Provinee's populatien, and more than 942,085
French speakers in other provinees, ranging from 33.6 percent of the
population of New Brunswick to 0.5 percent of that of Newfoundland
and Labrador.

As a result of intense poittical conflict in the 1860s, the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms sought to guarantee the right of
instruction in French or English anywhere in Canada. except where
the nunbers of potential students are too small to support a class, as
determined locally. The Federal Government 1s decply involved in
promoting programs for “official” language minority students.
which, in practice, means French-speaking students outside Quebec.
Many French-speaking parents and community advocates demand
separate schools in which all instruction would be in French, with
English as a stcond language. rather than for bilingual schools in
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mother tongue and Province:

A0 I Ry BRI DR Y A ST DR R L SR T RGN

bie @.—Popuiation, by

Province ~~ _Ttal __ English _ French  Other
Percent
Total 100 61 26 13
Numbcr

Total 24,343,180 14,918.455 6.249,095 3,175.630
British

Columbia 2,744,465 2.249.310 45,615 449,540
Alberta 2,237,725 1,810,545 62,145 365.035
Saskatchewan 968,310 770,815 256,535 171,960
Manitoba 1.026.240 735,920 52,560 237,760
Ontario 8.625,106 6,878,770 475,605 1,470,730
Quebec 6,438,400 706,115 5.307.010 425,275
New Brunswick 696.405 453,310 234,030 9 065
Nova Scotia 847.440 793,165 36.030 18,245
Prince Edward

Island 122,505 115,045 6,080 1.380
Newfoundland and

Labrador H67.680 560,460 2.655 4,565
Yukon 23,1565 20,245 580 2.330
Northwest

Territories 45,7458 24.755 1.240 19,750

SOURCE: Council of Mintsters of Education, The,

which all students would study parttime in each language. This
concern reflects the fear that French wid stmply be overwhelmed by
the cultural preponderance of Engiish outside of Quebee and in the
North American media generally.

Because the entire nation, and its civil service, is now offictally
bilingual, an increasing number of middle-class English-speaking
parents are sceking educational programs that will enable their
children to develop advanced proficiency in French. In 1983-84,
approximately 80,000 students from English-speaking homes were
enrolled in French *“immersion” programs in which virtually all of
the instruction was in Fronch (table 7). The interest is not recipro-
cated: a child from a French-speaking home in Quebec may ot
Jegally be enrolled in a program in which English is the primary
language of instruction.

Language and religion arc not easily separable in Canadi:. Some

parents with little church connection select denominational school-
ing on the basis of the language associated with it. Thus. French-
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'm&'ﬂe 7. —m&ﬂmm& 1o B~12 Rmmgmm programs, by type of
program and Provizce: Canada, 1883-84

French as

Minority French second

Province ~~ language®  immersion  language

Total 281,564 89,174 1,988,664
British Columbia 1,163 9,914 168,348
Alberta 1,033 16.367 111421
Saskatchewan 768 4,018 48.306
Maritoba 5,838 9,004 81,856
Ontarin 92,025 19.810 721,690
Quebec 127,603 15,216 586,803°°
New Brunswick 47,155 11,009 59,280
Nova Scotia 4,750 604 94 307
Prince Edward Island 516 1.914 39.047
Newfoundland and

Labrador 103 970 72,703
Yukon 0 171 1,983
Northwest

Territories QO 177 2,820

S French except 1n Quebec: there English.
* o English as a 2nd language.
STIURCE: Council of Minlsters of Education, 1485,

+a..1¢ parents outside Quebec may find, in many Catholic
» . .-, an education oriented toward their onlture and even their
lany wage. Similarly, much of the demand for Protestant schooling in
Quebec—including among ltalian Cathulics—is a means of obtaining
an education in English, which is perceived as an economic and
social advantage.

Other Language Minorities

While French-English tensions have attracted the most attention,
the heavy postwar immigration from Europe and Asia has created a
significant number of new language minorities (Table 6). Several
school systems in the Toronto area have enrollments more than 50
percent non-English-speaking, while 40 percent of the Vancouver
enrollmen® is made up of language minority students (Cummins
1984, 81). French speakers are outnumbered by German speakers
and also by Ukrainian speakers in Alberta, Saskatchewan and Man-
itoba, while the proportion of the total population belonging to a
“non-official” language minority group {not necessarily speaking it
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as their mother tongue) reaches 51.8 percent in Saskatchewan, 49.3
percent in Manitoba, 47.4 percent in Alberta, 37.7 percent in British
Colum:bia. and 31 percent in Ontario {Anglejan 1981, 92f).

Research suggests that some of these immigrant groups—Grecks,
Itallans, Chinese, Ukrainians—are more concerned to maintain their
language than are the Dutch and Scandinavian groups. perhaps
because the latter find assimilation into Canadian society in general
easler (Cummins 1984, 86). For some parents, then, an important
aspect of educational choice is the opportunity it offers for retention
of a native language other than English or French. Federal policy
establishes these two as the official languages of Canada. but en-
dorses muiticulturalism as well and encourages. with funding, ef-
forts to promote it. In 1984-85, for example, the government's
Cultural Enrichment Program awarded nearly $3.5 million (Cana-
dian) to the heritage language and culture programs operating
cutside of the public education system; some 120,000 students
participated in approximately 7,000 classes. Table 8 shows the
number and distribuiion of supplemental language and culture
programs that received such funding in 1984-85, in selected Prov-
inces. Of the funds, 51 percent went to supplemental schools in
Omtario, 16.4 percent to Quebec, 10.6 percent to British Columbia,
5.7 percent to Manitoba, and 8 percent to Alberta. Manitoba is not
shown separately. but there were 86 German and 23 Ukrainian
programs in that Province (table 8).

R TR YT ULV o T ST T S PN N TR

Elite and Alternative Schools

Toronto hecame celebrated in the 1960s as home to a vigorous
alternative school mevement, which extended its influence to the
United States as well through the quarterly This Magazine Is About
Schools. A number of Canadian cities continue to include alternative
schools within their public systems.

Very different pedagogical ambitions cliaracterize some 60 elite
private college preparatory schools grouped in the Canadian Associ-
ation of Independent Schools.

Although these schools represent two additional options for Cana-
dian parents, such schools are of types familiar clscwhere and will
not be discussed further.

The Varied Forms of Accommeodation

Generalizations about choice in Canadian education are difficult,
since the 1867 Act stated that “in and for each Province the Legisla-
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selected Provimees, by Provinee and lamguage:
Camada, 1064~-38

British

Language Quebec Ontario  Alberta Columbia  Canada

Total 186 €85 1156 174 1,421
Arabic 5 14 7 1 36
Armenian 5 8 0 1 14
Bengali 2 0 1 0 4
Chinese 6 46 i8 40 122
Croatian 1 17 3 3 25
Czech 0 0 1 4 5
Danish 0 0 0 0 3
Dutch o 11 o 0 11
Estonian 1 3 0 1 5
Finnish 0 11 0 0 11
German g 36 11 11 166
Greek 64 79 4 20 177
Gujarati i 9 0 0 12
Haitian 1 0 0 0 1
Hebrew 29 26 7 7 86
Hebrew & Yiddish 0 59 1 1 67
Hindti 2 - 3 0 16
Hmong o 1 0 0] 1
Hungarian 1 8 3 O 13
Icelandic 4] o 0 0 i
Igbo 0 1 0 ‘4 |
Irish 0 §) 0 0 3
Italian a1 130 2 20 190
Japanese 2 7 1 9 20
Khmer 1 1 0 O 2
Konkani 0 1 0 0 1
Korean 3 6 3 1 16
Laotian 0 3 ) 3 10
Latvian 2 8 0 0 10
Lithuanian 0 4 1 0 9
Malayalam 1 2 0 0 7
Maltese 0 2 0 O 2
Marathi 0 2 0 0 2
Norwegilan 0 1 o X 3
Persian 1 2 0O 1 4
Pilipino 2 5 3 0 12
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British
Language Quebec  Ontario  Alberta Columbia Canada
Folish 3 28 5 1 39
Portuguese 5 26 3 6 40
Punjabi o 7 0o 11 25
Russian 1 1 0 17 19
Sanskrit o 1 0 0 1
Scots 0 0 0 4] 3
Serbian 1 4 0 0 6
Sinhalese 0 0 1 0 1
Slovak 0 2 0 0 2
Slovenian 0 6 1 0 8
Spanish 5 15 4 6 37
Swahili 0 0 1 0 1
Swadish 0 2 1 1 5
Tailwanese 0 1 4] 0 1
Tamil 0 0 1 0 1
Tamil & Telugu 0 1 O o 1
Tibetan 0 2 2 0 4
Tigrinya 0 0 1 0 1
Turk’sh 1 1 1 0 3
Ukrainian 3 49 19 6 117
LiIrdu 0 3 ! 3] 6
Vietnamese 0 2 4 1 11
Welsh 0 0 0 0 1
multiculiural 0 12 1 3 14
Black culture 0 10 0 1) 10

NOTE.—Schools ln !’m\rmoes not Iisu'd here are also im‘ludt’d m totals
SOURCE: Federal Goverunent Initiatives, 1987.

ture may exclusively make Laws in relation to education.” The
policies of the various Provinces differ, for historical and other
reasons.

Newfoundland

Developments in Newfoundland are in many respects atypieal; the
province joined Canada only recently. in 1849. Iis early history was
marked by the decision of the British government that Newfoundland
would be a fishing station where settlement would not be encouraged
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and thus local government would not be necessary. When fishermen
and their families settled anyway, the structure of local communities
was strongly shaped by the churches in the absence of other institu-
tions. As & result, the Education Act of 1874 divided public supple-
mental funding among the Catholics, Anglicans, and Methodists,
and each community supported its own schoals.

Education contlnues to be organized officially on a denomina-
tional ba.is, with the provincial government paying about 95 percent
of the operating costs of schools. This arrangement is anchored In
the 1849 “Terms of Urion of Newfoundland with Canada,” which
continued the system that had operated since 1874. This provides
that “the Legislature will not have authority to make laws prejudi-
cially affecting any right or privilege with respect to denominational
schools . . . and out »n{ public funds of the Province of Newfound-
land, provided for education, (a) all such schools shall receive their
share of such funds in accordance with scaies determincd on a
non-discriminatory basis from time to time by the Legislature.”

No official preference exists, in Newfoundland, for confessionally
neutral schoois en the basis of the “common school” idcology so
prevalent in Western nations (see Glenn 1988). In fact, however. the
consolidation of local school districts in recent decades has led to a
subsiantial degree of amalgamation of student Lodies and to a
reduced denominational character to schooling.

In 1969, the Anglican (Episcopal) Church, United Church, and
Salvation Army, laier joined by thie Presbyterian Church, entered into
an agreement relinquishing the right to operate their own separate
schools; thus general public “integrated” schools evolved. and these
have become largely secularized. The Roman Catholic Church,
Pentecostal Assemblies and Sevenih Day Adventist Church continue
to make use of the right te operate their own “public” schools,

Privaie schools {as distinguished from these denominational pub-
lic schools) do not receive government funding, but they are subject
to approval and inspection by the Provincial niinister of education.

The law does not require instruction of French speakers through
their native language, but school boards are free to provide it. Five of
the 35 school jurisdictions provided French-language classes in
1981-82 for 127 students in kindergarten through 10th grade.

New Brunswick, Nova Scotia,
and Prince Edward Isiand

In these nelghboring Provinces, in contrast with Newfoundland,
“separate denominational schools were seen as socially divisive™ and
a system of common schools were considered the key to natlon-
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bullding (Wilson and Lazerson 1982, 3). Thus. unlike Quebec and
Ontario, these Provinces entered Confederation without a systemn of
publicly established denominational schools, and this alternative did
not acquire constitutional protection. Although there is thus no legal
guarantee of public funding for denominational schools, informal
arrangements exist in each case to provide curriculum materials and
other assistance on a very limited scale to private schools.

Education in New Brunswick was primarily dencminziional until
legislation adopted in 1871 compelled all residents to support a
system of common schools; this produced strong opposition and
hitigation which did not succeed in establishing a right to confes-
sional schooling. Lecal compromises and the distribution of popula-
tion, however, gave schools in some areas a French Catholic flavor.
Bergen suggests that such accommodations have made it unneces-
sary for Catholic schools to develop in the Atlantic Provinces.

Since 1867, consolidation of schools in the name of effictency and
expanded programs has reduced this denominational influence: *‘the
Cathalic schoels have been undercut by bureaucratic, centralizing
and secular pressures” (Marshall 1985, 7).

Since the late 1960s, New Brunswick has guaranteed to children
from French-speaking and English-speaking homes the right to instruc-
tion in their own languages, and in 1969 the province became officially
bilingual. The language of instruction of each scheol is that of the
majority of the students, with other children {if there is no alternative
for them) given supplemental instruction in their home language.
Separate but parallel systems exist, with separate school boards based
on the dominant language in each area. Under legislat:on adopted in
1881, the minfster of education is obligated to establish a minority
language school beard in areas dominated by the other language, if 30
parents request it. In 1981-82, 48,614 students were enrolled in the
French-language secior, with 15 school boards, and 100,803 in the
English-language sector, with 26 school boards.

Prince Edward Island requires that school boards provide instruc-
tion in French on the request of parents representing at least 25
students enrelled in three consecutive grades. Two schools provide
instruction primarily in French. 2f five local school districts, one is
French (operating a single K-12 school) and the others English.

In Nova Scotia, instruction of French speakers through their native
language is not required, but school boards are free to provide it.
Twenty-three out of 374 elementary schools offered (in 1981) insiruc-
tion to some students in French and to others in English, as did 10 out
of 167 secondary schools. Out of 40 local school beards, 2 are French.
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Private and church initiative supplied what education was
avallable—and it was by no means universal—in the first centuries of
settlement. As English-speaking Protestants settled in Quebec they
organized their own schools as an alternative to the existing Catholic
scheols: thus in 1857, 3,000 students were enrolled in private
Protestant schools in Mentreal, and only 750 in the public schools
{(Bergen 1866¢, 3).

The Education Act of 1841 set up a publicly funded Catholic
system in Quebec and a publicly funded Protestant system in On-
tario, but also made provision for the right of the religious minority in
each case to have its own schools. This right was further guaranteed
by the Constitution Act of 1867.

Quebec continues to operate all public schools on a denomina-
tional basis, with 213 Catholic and 31 Protestant school districts
overlapping geographically. Generally members of all non-Catholic
groups—Jews, Mosicms, Hindus, and the nonreligious—enroll thefr
children in the Protestant schools. The situation has been described
as a “"dual confessional public school system.™ The Supreme Court of
Canads found, in a 1984 ruling, that Roman Catholics and Protes-
tants had an absolute right, based on the British North America Act
of 1867, to direct and control their denominational schools, and to
receive funding to operate these schools.

Controversy arose around 1800 over how Jewish children should
be classified. and it was decided that they would have a right to
attend Protestant schools in Montreal and could be admitted to such
schools in rural areas. In order to protect the confessional character
of Protestant schools, however, it was held that Jews could not be
appoinied t¢ the Protestant Board of School Commissioners.

Another controversy arose over whether a Jehovah's Witnes- -
a Protestant, leading to a ruling that a Protestant was anyon
was a Christian and repudifated the authority of the Pope. Ir. rn
years, however, there has been a tendency to make a distine,
between Catholics and all others, rather than to apply the “Prov
cstant” label so indiscriminantly.

While secularization has largely removed the Protestant character of
the predominant system in Ontario, the Catholic Church continues to
have a strong influence on that in Quebec. Scheols are run by commit-
tees to which both the Ministry of Education and the Catholic bishops
appoint representatives. Since the Quebec Ministry of Education was
established. the curricular autonamy of the denominational schools
has been reduced, hut not as much as intended by these who wanted to
make them an instrument of Quebec nationalism.
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In addition to the denominationally based public schools, there
continue to be a large number of private schools in Quebec., most of
them Catholic. This abundance has been expiained by the tardiness
of the provincial government in extending free public schooling to the
end of high school; not until the 1960s was a public high schoeol
education available to all. Quebec's Private Education Act of 1868
recognizes several categories of private schools. Those considered to
be *“of public interest” receive per-pupil grants at about 85 percent of
the rate of public schools, and may not charge additional tuition
amounting to mare than 50 percent of this grant. A second categoy
of private schools are “recognized for grant purposes,”’ and recetve
per pupil grants at around 80 percent; they may not charge more in
additional tuition than the amount of the grant.

A third category of “schools under permit” receive no government
support, though they are subject to approval by the minister of
education.

Controversies have arisen in recent years over whether parents
have a right to chouose the language of instruction for their children.
This issue was not an explicit consideration in the 1867 Act: it was
rcligion and cducation that aroused people’s sentiment then., not
language and education” (Wilson and Larzerson 1982, 9). As the
English-speaking population of the Province grew and came to
occupy leading positions in business life. ‘e situation changed
completely. Language came to be the significant “marker” and point
of distinction, and religious considerations began to take second
place.

In a small city in Quebec where numbers did not permit mainte-
nance of a separate system for English-speaking Catholic students,
Everett C. Hughes found in the late 1930s. they attended the
Protestant school; language had come to be a more important factor
than denomination.

The Protestant school is generally called the “English
school”’; some English-speaking Catholics always so speak
of it, with the obvious intent of emphasizing the school's
and their own ethnic, rather than religious, affiliation. In
fact, it is the school of the English Catholics, of the Jews, of
the few famiites of French Protestants. of a few rather
anglicized French Cathnlics, and of families resulting from
marriages of English ’rotestants with French Catholics.
The marginal people choose the legally Protestant, de facto
English school. (Hughes 1963, 118)

As Mackey observes, “except in private schools or big cities, some
French-speaking Protestants and some English-speaking Catholics
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had to choose between their language and their religion” {Mackey
1984, 160).

The problem was exacerbated after World War II, when an increas-
ing number of European immigranis (iiotably Itallans and Greeks)
chose to identify with the English-speaking residents of Montreal.
According to the 1971 census almost 18 percent of the population of
Montreal had neither English nor French as their native tongue, as
compared to 15 percent of English background and 67 percent of
French background. A law adopted in 1968 gave parents the choice
of language of instruction for their children, and the great majority
used this to choose English. About half of the enrollment of Mont-
real's English Catholic schools, in 1873, was of Italian ancestry
(18.000 as against 2,000 in French Catholic schools). “Therc was one
segregated public city school system for English-speaking Protes-
tants and ancther for French-speaking Catholics. This latter school
system maintained English-speaking Catholic schools, in which were
found the bulk of European fmmigrant children, all supported by
public funds” (Mackey 1984, 163).

Other immigrant pare~ts, though themselves Catholic, chose to
send their children to Protestant schools in order to provide them
with an education in English. Thus in 1971-72, 85 percent of the
children of immigrants in Quebec were attending English-language
schools, whether Protestant or Catholic. And In 1973-74, 35 percent
of tk. “English™ school population of Quebec was from homes where
French or another non-English language was spoken (Mallea 1984,
233). The metropolitan Montreal area, in particular, :eemed to be in
the process of moving toward an English-speaking majority by the
end of the century.

For poiitical leaders of the French-speaking community, whose
Parti Québécois came to power in provincial elections in 1976, this
represented a highly threatening trend, part of an overall assault
upon the integrity of the Québécois culture and “natienality.” “The
survival of the French language is of course a primary objective and
raison d'étre of the political culture of Quebee™ (Mallea 1984, 225).
The passage of a law, In 1974, limiting access to English-language
schools to those children with a sufficient proficiency in English had
been cxtensively evaded. Even more serfously, upwardly mobile
French-speaking parents were transferring their children into
English-language schools, especially at the sccondary level, in an
attempt to increase their job prospects in a continental—indeed, a
world—economy to which English was the key.

In 1977 the new government. invoking its campaign slogan “Maitre
chez nous.” adopted a Charter of the French Language (Bill 101) to
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regulate the use of language in all aspects of public life In Quebec.
Efforts to promote bilingualism—gathering force at the national level in
an effort to respond to the concerns of French speakers—were dis-
missed. According to Quebec’s minister for cultural affairs

The Quebec we build will be essentially French. The fact
that the majority of its population is French will be clearly
visible—at work, in communications and in the country-
side, It will also be a country in which the traditional
balance of power will be altered, especially in regard to the
cconomy: the use of French will not merely be universal-
ized to hide the predominance of foreign powers from the
French-speaking population; this will accompany, symbol-
ize and support a reconquest by the French-speaking
majority in Quebec of that control over the economy which
it ought to have. To sum up, the Quebec whose features are
sketched in the Charter is a French-language society.
(quoted in Willlams 1984, 210; emphasis added)

The Charter of the French Language specified that French would
be the only official language of the—previoualy billngual—Province,
though less than a decade earlier the Federal Official Languages Act
had given French equal statns with English in all Federal affairs (text
in Bourhis 1984, 262-84). French would be the Janguage of instruc-
tion in all schools in Quebec except for specifically permitted excep-
tions. The Charter restricted admission to English-language schools
to children whose parents had themselves attended English-
language elementary schools, while permitting those already en-
rolled and their siblings to complete their education in English
{Council of Ministers of Education 1983, 134). Thus today. as chil-
dren of immigrant parents enter the educational system, the French
sector grows in relation to the English, and an extension program of
francisation has been developed (Ministere de 'Education 1984).

At the same timne, the development of French-language Protestant
schools was promoted, so that new immigrants would not have the
excuse of avoiding a French-language school because of its Catholic
character. Jewish children had traditionally attended English Prot-
estant schools, but now many attend French Protestant schools.

The effect of these measures was immediate. In 1976-77, only
17.8 percent of foreign students attended French-language schoois.,
but the number increased to 40.4 percent by 1983-84 (L'Ecole
québecoise 1985, 22).

Over recent decades, a four-way public school system on the basis
of language superimposed on the denominational distinctions has
evolve d in Quebec, with the Catholic and the Protestant systems each
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operating French-language and English-language schnois. The ear-
lter asscclation of language and denomination continucs, however:
92 percent of the students in Protestant schools are taught in
English, and 84 percent of those in Catholic schools in French.

In 1883, 61 schools had scparate French and English programs.,
but there were no truly bilingual schools in which some subjects
were taught in each language to a mixe group of students (Council
of Ministers of Education 1883, 137).

The preference for English among new immigrants to Canada has
continued to cause deep concern among the Francophone majority
in Quebec. The 1981 census found that in Quebec “there '3 no
difference between the percentage for whom French is their mother
tongue and the percentage who speak mostly French at home. On
the other hand, of the 6.7 percent whose mother tongue is a language
other than French or English, 4.8 percent speak their mother tongue
at home and the rest English” (Centre for Educational Research and
Innavation 1887, 174).

With this background, it is not surprising that Quebec is less
supportive than are most other Prc inces of parent choice of nstruc-
tion in native languages other than French or English. Of 55,000
students of foreign pareniage in the Montreal area in 1983-84, only
2,600 were taking part in “heritage lapguage” classes in their
schools. On the other hand, the level of participation in publicly
subsidized language programs operated by 62 community organiza-
tions outside of schools was impressive: 18,300 students, mostly at
the elementary level, wok part in programs in 39 languages (L'Ecole
québecoise 1985, B4).

A development in Quebec that has received international attention
is the creation of an option, responding to the demands of middle-
class English-speaking parcnts. for their children to be instructed in
French by total or partial immersion {Lambert 1 72; Swain and Barik
1978). In 1979~80. a half-dozen English-language school boards
converted some 20 schools to the use of French as the language of
instruction for at least some of their students. More than 10 percent
of the students in English-language schools were taking part in such
programs in 1981-82, and similar programs have been developed
across Canada, though English-immersion programs for French-
speaking students are not legally permitted in Quebec (tabie 7).

1t should be noted that these were not integrated programs bring-
ing together French-dominant and English-dominant studenis to
learn together and from each other, as in the “two-way bilingual
educaiion” model promoted i1, Massachusetts, New York, and else-
where in the United Stiates.
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The right to confessional schooling in Ontario—then “Upper
Canada”—was guaranteed by the Britist, North America Act (or
Constitution Act) of 1887. Previous legislation had placed Catholic
separate schools on an equal basis with public schools, though
providing financial support only through grade eight {the conclusion
of a “common” education). Although this provision was eventually
extended through grade 10, it left Catholic secondary education
partially unassisted by the government, since in Ontario—as in the
United States-—no support was provided to private schools. The final
years of a Catholic secondary education, following upon 10 years of
government-supported Catholic “separate” education, were consid-
ered “private” and thus were unsubsidized by public funds.

In 1984, Premier of Ontario Willlam Davis announced that his
governinent would support inclusion of all Catholic secondary edus-
cation in the provisions for government funding. effective September
1985.

Since the beginning of our parlfamentary democracy. free-
dom and. therefore. diversity and pluralism, have been
fundamental values. . . . For some time, a third of the
students in our dual elementary system have been enrolled
in our Roman Catholic scheols. And, through the admin-
istration of core curriculum and proper funding, our public
elementary school system certainly has remained viable
and, indeed. second to none. (Davi 1985, 74-75)

Davis sought to limit the implications of his recommendation of
funding for Catholic secondary schools, suggesting that this should
not be used as a precedent by other groups claiming public support
for their schools, for whom there was no constitutional guarantee of
religious schooling:

I do not believe we could or should create a separate public
systemn for a synall segment of our community that wishes to
isolate itseli. However, we are addressing today the aspira-
tions of a good third of our families who have demonstrated
their competence and determination to provide contempo-
rary education for their children. (Davis 1985, 75)

Perhaps to soften this rejection, Davis called for a comprehensive
study of the role of independent schools in Ontario, and the Commis-
sion chaired by Bernard Shapiro produced a major report the follow-
ing year.

The commission found 535 private schools in Ontario, represent-
ing a dozen religlous affiliations and serving 87,000 students; BO
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Jercent of the aggregate enrollment was in schools with a religious
basis. In 1965, nearly 10,000 students attended schools with a Dutch
Calvinist imprint. nearly 8.000 attended Jewish schools, and 5.000
attended Anglican schools. About 100 of the schools had a particular
pedagogical orientation such as Montessori or Waldorf (Rudolf
Steiner). The enrollment of private schools in Ontario had increased
by 60 percent at the elementary and 90 percent at the secondary
level between 1973 and 1983, while their share of total enrollment
had grown from 2.3 percent to 4.7 percent.

In an essay on the history of private schools in Ontario, Robert
Stamp refers to the period since 1960 as that of “schools of protest.”
organized by parents with fundamenta! objections to the public
schooling available. “The lethargy, pessimism and apparent declin-
ing significance of private schooling in mid-20th century Ontario
proved to be but a passing phase. The years following 18960 witnessed
both a quantitative growth and an increasing diversity within the
province's private school sector not seen since the early years of the
19th century” {Stamp 1985, 201).

Stamp notes the diverse mo:ivations that led to the creation or
expansion of private schools in Ontario:

The Jewish move into the private sector was not a protest
against the pedagogic quality of the public schools, but
rather a move against the perceived submergence of Jewish
identity into a process of homogenization that Ontario’s
post-war schools seemed to represent. The public school
systemn offered few opportunities for transmitting a linguistic
and cultural heritage so important to this minority.

While the Jewish population rejected the Christian hue of
the public schools, and Catholics revolted against a per-
ceived Protestant bias. more fundamentalist Christian
groups charged that the public school system had become
too secular. They wante: : schooling for their children firmly
grounded in evangelical and fundamentalist Christizn val-
ues. Prominent among this segment of the population were
the . . . Dutch Reformed innmmigrants who began arriving
from the Netherlands in substantial numbers in the late
1940s and 1950s. (Stamp 1985, 201)

Although Stamp does not make the connection. this last group
was already thoroughly familiar with confessional schooling and
expected to exercise the same parental cholce that they had enjoved
in the Netherlands. Their spokespersons were able to draw upon a
heritage of neo-Calvinist thinking about social justice that demanded
space within society lor minorities to manage their own affairs, In
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particular, they insisted that the label “public™ school should not be
resiricted to schools operated by government. In a 1970 publication
subtitled "A case for public funds for ALL public schools.” John
Olthuis argued that

The school system legally known as the public school
system is not open to all members of the public. It is not
open to those members of the public who wish to have their
children educated in that system with its particular educa-
tional philosophy. . . . They have the legal right but not
the moral freedom as they are conscious [sic] bound to
educate their children in a system in harmony with the
world and life principles they inculeate in their homes.
(Olithais 1970, 7)

The commission’s report conceded. indeed, that "many such
schools also contribute to the fulfillment of public purposes in ways
substantial enough to make the label ‘private’ somewhat mislead-
ing” (Shapiru 1985, 43).

Some parents, like the Dutch post-war immigrants, came to Can-
ada with a tradition of confessional schools. Changes taking place in
public education had the effect of spurring others with no such
tradition to look for alternatives. The Amish, for example, had been
satisfled with the small rural public schools that they could directly
influence: as school consolidation created larger, “mixed” schools,
they became concerned about the increased exposuvre of their chil-
dren to worldliness, and sometimes took over the now redundant
local school buildings to operate their own private schools.

Religion was not the only basis for seeking such alternatives.
Stamp notes that

the private school sector in post-1960 Omntario also wit-
nesscd a rapid rise of schools founded for non-religious,
purely educational or philosophical reasons. . . . Such
schools began to proliferate in the mid-to-late-1960s, of en
as radical alternatives to the perceived inflexible, all-too-
structurcd nature of the public school. In time the more
radical or "free” schools moderated or died., and were
replaced by more middle-of-the-road and eventually right-
wing alternatives. Their growth challenged the public
school sector to confront the concept of secular or philo-
sophic pluralism in addition io religious and cultural plu-
ralism. (Stamp 1985, 202)

Parents supported these very diverse private schools, according to
the president of the Ontario Alliance of Alternative and Independent
Schools, because of the parents’ “belief that the public education
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sysiem lacks some kind of fundamental moral content™ {quoted by

Stamp 1985, 204). Stamp concludes that
Whatever the motives in their founding, whatever influ-
ences they had on public education. Ontario's private
schools had assumed a significance in the early 1980s that
couid not have been predicted a generation earlier. Their
religious diversity reflected the multicultural nature of the-
province; their philosophic diversity mirrored Ontario’s
secular pluralism. Proponents of public education had long
hoped to accommodate such diversity within the state-
supported school systemn. But an increasing minority of
students 3 1d parents had chosen the private sector. (Stamp
1985, 205)

That these private schools did not receive public funding as did
Catholic schools clearly raised questions of equity. The report of the
commission that studied the problem will be discussed further in the
conclusion of this chapter, since the report raises questions with
significance far beyond Ontario.

The Catholic separate schools, ke the nonsectarian common
public schiools, are administered by local school boards under super-
vision by the Ministry of Education, which has control over curricu-
lum and teacher qualifications. There are thus boih nonsectarian
public school boards and Cathalic public school boards in Ontario (as
in Alberta and Saskatchewan).

Although Ontarlo had tra-itionally prc vided elementary educa-
tion in French for children from French-speaking homes, this prac-
tice was banned for a time under the influence of the movement for
forced assimilation of language minority groups, a movement which
was powerful In Canada as well as in the United States before and
after the First World War. A regulation adopted in 1912 mandated
English as the language of instruction in all Ontario schools, though
Frenc': could be used on a transitional basis for the earliest grades.

The English requirement was gradually relaxed, and by 1950 a
study found that French was in fact used as the ;anguage of instruc-
tion in inany schools. In 1968, this situadon was made legal, giving
French speakers the right to French schools or to classes taught in
French within English schools. A decade later, about 330 elementary
and 25 secondary schools in the Province were using French as the
primary language of instruction (Swain and Barlk 1678, 25). The
Provincial government provides supplemental grants to enable local
schoc] boards to provide Frer:h-language instruction in situations
where the low number of . .udents would not otherwise justify a
school or program {Council of Ministers of Education 1983, ¢2).
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The Catholic flavoring of French-language public schools in On-
tario traditionally made it possible for parents to choose Catholic
scheoling by choosing French-language schooling. Since the recent
policy change permitting funding of the upper secondary grades of
separate schools, this indirect approach to confessional schooling is
no longer necessary.

Ontario requires that school boards provide instruction in French it'a
sufficient number of parents request it. Languages other than French
and English may not be used as media of instruction in public schools,
except on a transitional basis, but instruction in “heritage languages”
may be provided for up to 2 hours a week outside of regular school
hours. In 1981-82, nearly 82.000 students enrolled in such classes in
more than 50 languages (table 8) (Cummins 1984, 88).

The Herltage Language Program provides almost full funding to

school boards that implement supplemental classes in native lan-
guages at the request of community groups.

The Catholic “'separate” school systern of metropolitan Toronto has

been active in offering such classes., with about 35,000 out of its total
enroliment of 94,000 taking part.

Manitoba

The right of Catholic parents to publicly suppoited Catholic
education for their children has long been controversial in Manitoba.

Between 1871 and 1820 Manitoba operatced a denominational—
Protestant {English) and Catholic (French)—system of education, as
in Quebec, but in the latter year the legislature established a single,
“non-sectarian” system and ended support for Catholic schools.
Although the Canadian Supreme Court ruled that the rights of
Catholics under the Constitution Act of 1867 were violated by this
measure, Manitoba authorities were able to evade restoring the
earlier parity. For nearly 80 years they provided no support at all to
confessional schools, though Bergen suggests that the “substantial
pioneer settlement arcas of homogeneous francophone Catholic
communities. in which the public schools in essence can be equated
with the separate schools” of some other Provinces “had something
of the same effect” (Bergen 1981a, 2).

Since around 1979, privately sponsored schools have rececived,
under {nforma! arrangements, some government funding via local
public school boards on a per-pupil basis in exchange for a measure
of government supervision. Some in-kind services {for example,
home economics and industrial arts programs) are provided by local
public schools to private schools.
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While English was legally the language of instruction in all
schools, there were by 1910, 128 schools using French, 61 using
German, and 2 number of others using Polish, Ukra’nian, and other
languages for half’ of the instruction. In 1896, the use of other
languages had been permitted for courses in religion and where
studeizts could be grouped together efficiently. The School Act of
1916—during the period of fereed assimilation mentioned above—
prohibited such bilingual scheals. In 1967, however, the Provincial
government allowed French to be used for up to half of the school day,
and in 1970 it was approved as an official language of instruction for
the entire program, if desired (Swain and Barik 1978, 27).

Local school boards must establish French-language classes where
parents of at least 23 elementary or 23 secondary students can be
assembled. The Manitoba minister of education stressed, in 1977,
thai parents had the responsibility to choose the language of instruc-
tion for their children. though local school boards could decide, for
the sake of efficiency, in which schools each language would be
offered {Council of Ministers of Education 1983, 73-7().

The French-speaking minority—about 6 percent of the total
population—thus has had a choice, in recent years, of schools in
which French is the primary language of instruction.

The change which made posaible the creation of such
schools was the creation by the federal government of
official minorities, French and English, on a national basts,
and the recognition by the Manitoba government, after a
century of struggle by their French-speaking minority for
language rights in matters of education. Not all members of
the French-speaking minority, however, reacted in the
same way to these changes in the political environment.
Although many were willing to adopt an educational for-
mula that would give the optimnal guarantees for the sur-
vival of the language, some were unwilling to compromise
the future of their children in an English-speaking world,
and still others were willing to split the risks. (Mackey
1984, 170)

As a result of this ambivalence on the part of parents, “four types
of schools had to be recognized to permit a range Jof choice] from
almuost unilingual irredentism [in French] to unilingual assimilation
{in Englishj” (Mackey 1984, 170).

Other language groups were accommaodaicd by a 1979 statute that
permits native languages other than French or English to be used for
half of the school day. and hy two ycars later, 320 students were
enrolled in English-Ukrainian programs (Cummins 1984, 88).

Q ‘ 172

| Iuj




RN BT Tl L I Rt L AT S ST 1 T T N S e DT e et Rl VNN R &2 TN BB Rt S0 1 b O N LD SR 900

There has been an especially strong development of supplemential
programs in German and in Ukrainian to serve the children and
grandchildren of the refugees from Eastern Europe who settled in the
farming areas of Manitoba after World War I1, as well as the descen-
dants of Mennonites who were recruited for their farming skills a
century ago (table 8).

Saskatchewan

The Saskatchewan Act of 1205, by which the Province joined the
Confederation, guarantced that there would be no discrimination in
government funding for “‘separate” schools. Within 2 years. however,
the legislature decided that support would not be provided to denom -
inational high schools in areas already served by a public high
school; this policy was not reversed until 1864. Since then separate
Cathalic school systems secefve equal public support through grade
12 (Bergen 1988).

In a 1965 ruling, 2 court found that a member of ~ religious
minority that had established its own separate school district (that is,
with government funding) had no right to attend the common public
school instead.

Under the laws of this Province, a minority group within a
public school district has a right to establish a separate
sthool. That group may ve “"riwestant” or “Roman Cath-
olic”. In the Regina public school district the minority
which established the separate school district was, and is
Roman Catholic. It thus follows that the Public School
Board in lmiting its obligations to educating children of
the faith of the public school community do, in fact, refuse
to enroll children of the Roman Catholic faith. Such, how-
ever, is the inevitable result of the policy but not the
purpose thereol. (Finkelstein 1985, 106)

This unusual ruling (“children of the faith of tne public school
community”'} {llustrates the fact that the rights of religious or ethnic
communities to provide ¢duce...c1 can be quite distinct from the
right of individual parents to choose a school.

As in Ontarlo, the scparate (denominational) schools are under the
administration of local school boards and the supervision of Provin-
cial education authorities.

In addition to public funding for denominational school districts,
provision is made for approved private schools to receive grants for
high school students. Such schools must meet various requirements
as to courses of study, teacher qualifications, and supervision by the
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Ministry of Education. The grants, in 1985, amounted to about 59
percent of the provincial per-puipil grant to public schools. Nine of the
10 private schools in the prov nce received such funding. No public
funding is provided for private elementary schools.

Thirty-three schools in another category of “alternative” schools
do not satisfy the requirements for provincial funding.

The School Act of 1931 stipulated that “English shall be the sole
language of instruction in all the schools, and no Junguage of
instruction other than English shall be taught during scheol hours.”
French could be taught as a subject for no more than one hour a day.
This was amended in 1967 to allow the use of French or another
language as the mediurn for instruction one hour a day, and more
recently “designated schools” were allowed to use French as the
primary medium of instruction.

The system currently offers two types of schools in which French
is the primary language of instruction: those for students from
French-speaking families and those that provide a French immerston
program of between 50 and 80 percent of the instruction for students
from English-speaking families.

Some 2,900 students take part in in-school programs in their
heritage languages (as contrasted with the two official languages of
Canada), in Cree. German and Ukrainian, while another 2,100 take
part in supplemenial programs in 21 languages spunsored by various
organizations and funded by the Provincial and Federal governments
and, in some cases. by the countries of origin.

Alberta

The right to Catholic or Protestant scheols, and to funding for all 12
grades equal to that provided to public schools, was guai inteed by the
Alberta Act of 1805 by which the Province joined the Confederation. As
a result—unlike in Mant‘toba where a similar commitment was not
honored. or in British Ce'ambia where it never existed—there has been
little reason to create p. vate Catholic schools in Alberta.

In a 1976 case somewhat parallel to the Saskatchewan case
described above, the court held that it was legal to charge tuition to
a child enrolled in a school other than that established for his
denomination. The basis of this ruling was the fact that school taxes
are paid on a denominational basis so that. for example, Catholic
taxpayers support only the Catholic separate school system (Finkel-
stein 1985, 107). Once a Catholic separate school district has been
established, all Catholic residentis of the area are taxed for the
support of that distict and all non-Catholics for the public schools.
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As in Ontario and Saskatchewan, the separate Protestant and
Catholic schools are under the administration of local school boards,
and the supervision of provincial education authorities on the same
basis as nonsectarian public schoals.

The increasing secularization of the Protestant public or separate
schools has led, in recent years, to creation of a certain number of
private schools. Government funding for these schools began in
1968, after a campaign led by a group of private schools and strongly
opposed by the Alberta Teachers’ Association. In 1975, the law was
amended to allow local schocl boards 10 make agreements with
private schools. ""The school board may provide educational services
for the beneflt of students enrolled in a private school, or it may
accept educational services from a private schooi for students en-
rolied in scheols under its control, or, indeed, a board may make
arrangements to have children resident within its distri 't enroll in a
private school for fnstruction”™ {Bergen 1982a, 320).

At present. private schools receive provincial gov - ment grants
equivalent to 75 percent of those provided to pub' .nd separate
schools; these granis amount to about one-third «. .he per-pupil
revenue for public schools. More than 12,000 students were enrolled
in 190 private schools in 1985.

In a study conducted in 1981-82, Bergen identified 100 private
schools in Alberta (he found 134 in 1985-6), in four categories. The
first category consisted of 46 schools essentially equivalent to local
public schools and approved for government furding, the second of
12 schools for the handicapped, the third of 8 supplemental language
schools (4 German, 2 Ukrainian, 1 Italian and 1 Lithuanian), and the
fourth of 16 schools similar to those in the fitst category but not
approved for government grants. Another 18 schools (an estimate)
operate without government authorization.

Of the schools in the first category, 7 were secular {including one
“elite” independent school} and 39 “non-secular™; this last group
had been growing rapidly, with 1C more schools and a 38 percent
enrollment increase in 5 years. The non-scecular schools approved for
funding received between a third and a half of thelr operating cos‘s
from government grants. The fourth category schools and the un-u-
thorized schools—generally Protestant—had sprung up recently.
Alberta was clearly experiencing a dramatic growth in demand for
private religious schooling ¢nd of willingness to make sacrifices to
obtain it, even outside the government-subsidized sector.

Schools reported to Bergen that they were seehing “to provide an

instructional seting in whicli the cooperation of home, church and
school can be obtained.” and most parents responding did not think
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that a neutral public suiiool could possibly meet their needs (Bergen
19821, 327-29). Thee are indications, however, that more flexibility by
public school authorities might have made it unnecessary for parents to
create their own alternatives. The concerns of Jewish parents and of
Hutterite parents have been :sccommodated within the public system.
In Edmonton, the Talmud Torah Schooi became an alternative school
under the Public Schon! Board in 1975, “open only {o those students
who are committed to the entire school program, including the Hebrew
language and Jewish religious studies” (quoted in Bergen 1982a, 330).
This flexibility reflects a sensitivity to parent concerns and to minority
religlous groups which is not always present, however.

Though some groups in Alberta have been able to conduct
alternative schools under the general direction of public
school boards, such as the Hebrew School in Edmonton,
any such provisions are subject to the whims of the partic-
ular boards. For example, though Hebrew and other reli-
gious oriented schools had heen established as alternate
schools under the Calgary public school board, a subse-
quently elected slate of school trustees terminated all such
arrangements. This in turn caused many of the parents to
turn to private schools to meet their wishes. (Bergen
19870, 295)

This was in fact the leading issue in the local elections in Calgary
in 1983.

Calgary had, in its public system, a native [Indian) school,
a Hebrew school. and two highly popular “Logos" (evangel-
ical) Christian schools. As a result of the election the
Hebrew and Logos schools were promptly ejected but the
native school was allowed to remain. This was especially
incongruous as the native school explicitly defined itself as
“religious” while the Hebrew school defined itself as “'sec-
ular.” . . . When the Calgary public school board carried
out its excommunication the separate school board, in an
act of genuine toleration, took in . . . uie Hebrew school.
So we have a self-proclaimed *‘secular” Hebrew school
forced to operate under the auspices of the publicly-funded
Catholic school toard. (Marshall 1985, 14)

The Mennonites, among others, have been concerned to educate
their children in their own schools. The first Mennonite settlers,
German speakers from Russia, were recruited to the Canadian plains
of Manitoba a century ago by promises of land and of religious
freedom, including that of >ducating their own children. Subseqt ent
efforts to force assimilation of immigrants led to the banning of
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public or approved private schools. As noted above, these language
restrictions have been removed, but Mennonites and other Protes-
tants do not cnjoy the guarantee of denominational public schooling
that were written into the Constitution Act of 1867 for Catholics.

Because of their residential proximity, the Men. onites {like the
Hutterites) found the local rural public schools generally acceptable
until, in recent decades, the consolidation of smaller schools and the
increased secularization of the curriculum led to an increasing
alienation {Bergen 1978d). In 1977, members of the Church of God in
Christ, Mennonite, known as the Holdemans, took their children out
of local public schools and placed them in a schoui they had built and
staffed themselves. Since this alternative had not been approved by
Provincial 2uthorities, they were prosecuted. The judge hearing the
case found, in a 1978 ruling (Regina vs Wiebe), that the guarantees
of freedom of religion under the Alberta Bill of Rights “rendered
inoperative” the attendance requirements of the sche )l legislation.
He concluded that the instruction in public schools was incompatible
with the religlous faith and practices of the Holdeman Mennonites
(Bergen 1978b, 8: Bergen 1978a; Thiessen 1986).

A poll conducted in Alberta in 1984 found that 93 percent of
respondents belicved that parents should have the right to choose
their chiidren’s school, and 77 percent believed that such choices
should be backed by tax dollars. Another study found that 79 percent
of school superintendents and 86 percent of school board chairper-
sons supported the freedom to choose private schools; the over-
whelming majority of both groups believed that public educators
needed to understand better why some parents were choosing private
schools, and to make appropriate accommodations in an efiort to
prevent the establishment of more of them {Bergen 1887a).

Alherta’s (usual) liberality with respect to confessional schooling is
paralleled by its policies about the language of instruction. The first
schools in the area were operated by the churches, and the public
educational systeia set up under the North West Act of 1875 included
Protesiant and Catholic sections and allowed schools te. determine
their program and language of instruction. From 1892 on, the basic
instruction in public schools was given in English but supplemented
by instruction in French where required by the student population;
private schools were free to teach entirely in French.

In 1950, schools were permitted to use French in the early grades,
and this policy was extended throughout the grades in 1968 and
1970. Parents who could not obtain instruction in French in their
local district (because of the small numbers of students wishing it}
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could enroll in another district for that purpose. In 1881, French
programs were provided in 31 of 130 school jurisdictions, enrolling
12,800 students in 77 of 1,500 public and “separate’ schools,

In 1885 a court ruled, on the basis of Canada’s new Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, that parents in the Edmonton area had a right
to publicly funded schools in which all instruction would be in
French {Bergen 1986).

Alberta was also the first Province (in 1971) to authorize the use of
languages other than English and French in public schools, onigi-
nally in responsc to the demands of the Ukrzinian community. A
total of 1,271 students were enrolied, in 1979-80, in praograms in
which thelr *“heritage language’—including Hebrew, Ukrainian,
French, Chinese, and others—waes used half of the day (Cummins
1984, 88; Bergen 1988).

Britich Columebia

Alone among the Canadian Provinces, British Columbia followed
the American patiern of supporting only nonsectarian common
schools and prohibiting the teaching of religion in those schools. On
the other hand—another similarity with practice in the United States
prior to the court rulings of recent decades—reading from the Bible
and reciting the Lord's Prayer were mandatory {Bergen 1986b).

This situetion changed with enactment of the Independent
Schools Support Act in 1977. Public funding is now provided to a
recognized private school, subject te government inspection to en-
sure that it has “no existing or proposed programmes of a nature that
would promote or foster doctrines of (i) racial or ethnic superority, or
(1) religious intolerance or persecution, or (iif) social change through
violent action’ (section 5).

Independent schools in existence for at least 3 years and with
adequate factlities may receive a provincial grant of 9 percent of the
per-pupil operating cost of the lacal public school district, while a 30
percent grant is provided to independent schools that meet a variety
of requirements set by the Ministry of Education that make them
essentially equivaleni to public schools.

As of July 1984, 11 independent schools were included ‘n the first
category and 141 in the second, while others were as yet receiving no
public funding.

The most rapld gro: .bh in this Province has been that of evangel-
ical Protestant schools, 65 of which were founded between 1877 and
1880 alone. The number of private schools in the Province has grown
from 70 in 1959-60 to 234 in 1985-6; much of this growth took
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place before and was a cause rather than an effect of the provision of
public funding.

Language of instruction was not regulated by law in British
Columbia until 1878. when policies were adopted to promote French
programs for the French-speaking population. School boards were
required to provide French-language core curriculum (Programme-
cadre de frangais), with all instruction in French except for a period
of English as a second language each day, when the parenis of 10
French-speaking children requested it. English-dominant students
whe had been enrolled in a French imme).ion program and trans-
ferred to a school without one could be admitied to a Programrme-
cadre de francats, if avatlable, but otherwise no provision has been
made for integrated bilingual education in British Columbia.

Yukon and Northwest Territories

The Yukon and Northwest Territories provide “‘separate” (denom-
inational) schools where requested as part of the territorial system in
these vast but thinly-populated areas: there is one private scheol in
Whitehorse, YT, and one in Yellowknife, NT (Bergen 1888), but no
provision is made for public funding of private schools.

Conclusions: The Ongoing Debate

The debate in Ontario over the possible extension of public funding
to confessional and other independent schools on the same basis as
it is already provided to Catholic schools provides a convenient
summary of the arguments for and against expanded parent choice
in the Canadian context.

As the Report of the Commission on Private Schools in Ontario
pointed out, “In Ontarlo and in Canad::, both characterized by a
heterogeneous population and an official ideclogy that is multi-ethnic
in nature, no arrangement is likely to be a permanent one. Such a
society will possess—to some extent—pluralistic soclal structures with
differentiated institutions, and the degree to which different. groups will
interact in common settings will vary over time. (Shapiro 1985, 1)

Surveys conducted tn the early 1980s found Outarian . divided on
the subject of public funding for private schools, as did the partici-
pantis in public hearings sponsored by the Commission. Predictably.
representatives of public school boards and organizations were al-
most unanimous in thel: opposition, though some acknowledged
that there should be morc diversity and choice among public schoolr
and suggesied that some private schools could be brought under the
auspices of public authorities. Even representatives of Protestat
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private schools wer. divided beitween those who advanced the claim
to equitable treat  at on the same basis as Catholic separate schools
and those who feared that the consequent government involvement
would create more problems than the funding would sclve.

Those opposed to further funding for private and confessional
education relied essentially on twe lines of argument.

The Cormm

The first Mne of argument, going back a hundred years and more,
describes the public school as the “common schoaol” of the natton,
the crucible of national identity. Already in 1972, the Commission on
Educational Planning for Alberta warned that the increasing number
of private schools “might lead to an unsustainable degree of educa-
tional and social fragmentation.” Similarly, the Ontario Commission
on Privaie Schools asserted that “the values reflected by the boards of
education are seen as the shared values of almost all Canadians,
frrespective of their religious background. That is. the relatively
secular, humanistic nature of the public schools is seen by some to
truly reflect the current socieial conditions in Ontario and Canada’
(Shapiro 1985, 25).

This argument was countered by representatives of various forms
of confessional schooling. Jewish organizations

pointed out that for religious Jewish parents, educating
their children at “*Jewish schools™ both at the elementary
and high school level is a fundamental aspect of their
religion. . . . The public sector is unable to provide Jew-
ish children with either this necessary religious education
or an undersianding of their own cultural tradition as part
of the pluralistic socicty on which Canada is founded.
Therefore, the Jewish schools ought to be viewed as a
legitimate and positive factor in the Canadian mosaic a-"4,
therefore, worthy of public support. (Shapiro 1985, 28)

This difference is not readily resolvable. After all, as the Commis-
sion noted. "a commitment to common schools andfor privite
schools starts with values that are not themselves subject to em.pir-
ical demonstiration” (Shapiro 1985, 38).

In answer to arguments that public schools, by seeking neutrality,
are based on values that are acceptable to the majority of Ontario
residents, Olthuis—writing from a Calvinist perspective and the
Dutch tradition of educational pluralism—pointed out that

the number of persons embracing the educational philos-
ophy of a particular educational system does not determine
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the public or private status of that system. Surely in a free
society the majority would not wish to foist its value
judgments on minorities under the guise that minority
bellefs are private and majority beliefs are public. . . .
However desirable som= may consider the existence of a
public educational philosophy, and however vigorously they
may contend that secular humanism or non-sectarianism is
such a public value, the truth is that all educational philoso-
phies are as private or as public as one another. . .
Attempts to crase fundamental differences in the name of a
superficial uniformity are not conducive for true unity.

The claim that the differences between Roman Catholics,
Jews, Protestants and Secularists do not affect education.
results from failure to take these various faiths serfously.
. - . The recognition of fundamental differences is a mark
of true tolcrance and not a sign of bigotry. One of the
characteristics of genuine freedom is that people of different
beliefs can live together peacefully in a nation and enjoy
equal rights and privileges. The freedom to differ and the
right to act accordingly constitutes the basic difference be-
tween a free and a totalitarian society. {Olthuis 1970, 7-8)

The Ontarlo commission iisclf came down, in its report, on the
side of thosec who believe that it is important for Canadian society
that the public schools “seek a common unifying core.” **Schools are
better able to teach common understanding and shared values if they
are less homogeneous and can, at least potentially, bring children of
different backgrounds together” (Shapiro 1985, 39).

It is easy to imagine the supporters of Jewish or Catholic or
Calvinist schools, countering that “schcols are better able to teach
common understanding and shared values” if they themsclves re-
flect such a common understanding and shared values. and such
agreement {s more likely in a school chosen by teachers and parcnts
on the basis of their convictions about education and character. As
the Commission conceded, “public schools too often easily assurned
that the mere physical presence of various groups within their
student bodies somehow, of its own accord, bred tolerance and
understanding. . . . It must be admitted that no one knows just
which schooling experiences are most likely to produce understand-
ing and tolerant adult citizens and. from the point of view of minority
groups, large-scale common scttings are often repressive settings”
(Shapiro 1985, 50).

The argument is made that government has a right to educate its
citizens on the basis of values it believes will serve the commor good:
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Mark Holmes pointed out in a paper included in the Commission’s
report that

those who believe in the state’s right to impose an educa-
tion on every child are not normally willing to emnbrace any
education that any state may actually choose to promul-
gate. Liberal rationalists objected to the Catholic hege-
mony of French education in the Province of Quebec. They,
in turn, now that education in tiat province has been
largely secularized de facto (but not yet de jure) are loth to
consider the objections of #*~se who, in tum, reject secular
humanism. (Shapire 198b, 124)

Educational Equity

The line of argument for a public school monopoly in order to
shape students on the basis of common values has lost much of its
force as society—in Canada as in the United States—has Jost confl-
dence that there are indeed such shared values. In place of that
argument public school advocates now more commmonly stress the
need to ensure educational equity and fair chances in life through
diminishing the effect of clite private education.

The Commission was told that “support for private schools will
erode the financial and ideological support for public schooling
which in turn will deny equality of educational opportunity . . . by
fostering a two-tier system of schooling inimical o the democratic
traditions that public schools are intended to serve” (Shapiro 1985,
47). After all, "if such funding should result in any large transfer of
either the higher achieving or the more affluent students from the
public to the independent schools, the ability of the public schools
(as the schools of ‘second choice’) to offer equal educational oppor-
tunity will have heen destroyed™ (51).

On the other hand, public schools do not necessarily promote
equal opportunity through bringing together heterogencous groups
of students. In Cunada, as in the United States, students from
affluent families. from poor families. and from those in between tend
to attend schools—whether public or private—with students of sim-
flar social class (Glenn 1987). As Holmes notes, in the Canadian
context, "It appears inconsistent to endorse education as a public
good, but then demand that a certain class of citizens (those with
mongy) be excluded from involvement in the public operation”
{(Holmes 1985, 127).

The logic of the equal oppertunity argument—if applied
consistently--would require banning private schools altogether, as well
as mandating school assigninents on a metropolitan basts, designed for
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sacial class as well as racial integration. In fact, only totalitarian regimes
ban private education, and even in such cases the political elite is able
to obtain espectally favorable opportunities for its children. Such polt-
cles do not commend themselves in a democratic system.

The assoclatio.: of school boards in Alberta in 1981 urged the
provincial government “to delay any further increase in funding
. « . to private schools until a thorough study has been undertaken
to assess the nature and extent of the impact of such funding on the
aperation of public schools.” Bergen notes that this group had never
protested against private schools for the handicapped, and suggests
that they objected only when losing the students who are most
talented and motivated.

Canada has some elite private schools, but many other private
schools are anything but elite and indeed less so than public schools
in affluent communities. A policy seeking equal opportunity must
logicully concern itself with how children whose parents (for what-
ever reason) do not wish to enroll them in the availabic public schools
can be ensured an adequate education.

Accommodeating Choice

The Ontario commission concluded its review of these issues by
making 61 recommendations, of which several have more than local
significance: Public school systems should create more diversity in
their educational offerings, and actively promote parent choice; the
Provincial Ministry of Education, in turn, should consider how it
cowd provide more local autonomy to make such diversity possible.
Private schools should be encouraged to negotiate agreements with
public school boards to enter into an association that would provide.
on the one hand, public funding for the operation of the associated
school and, on the other, assurances of nondiscrimination and
appropriate educational standards.

The extreme varlety of forms of government support for parent
choice of education—both on confessional and on language
grounds—among the Canadfan Provinces contrasts to a striking
extent with the substantial uniformity in this respect among Amer-
fcan States, Canadian policymakers have had substantial freedom to
develop policies that seemed to fit their Jocal circumstances. While
some of these policies may have been unjust or unwise, they have
come to respond more and more to parent wishes, even when those
parents belong to minorities of little political influence.

The greater uniformity of American State policies in this respect
are usually attributed to ihe effect of Supreme Court rulings in
Everson vs. Board of Educatton (1947) and subsequent cases. While
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the impact of the “sirict separation” interpretation of the First
Amendment can scarcely be overstated, most of the States had
already erected “walls of separation” against public funding of
private schools, largely in a reaction agaiast the perceived threat of
Catholic education to the “Americanization” of immigrants. The
ideology of the common school, neutral among the religious confes-
sions but itself strongly marked in values and world view, was already
strongly established in the United States before the postwar Supreme
Court rulings {(Glenn 1988).

In this historical context, the rulings may have headed off a
development in American education parallel to that which occurred
in Canada, Australia, and France in the same period, toward a
greater willingness to support confessional schooling from public
funds. The period after World War II saw an ebbing of the old
hostilities between the militant secularizers and the Church Militant
in nation after nation and a new willingness on the part of govern-
ments o accommodate the desire of some parents to obtain an
educstion shaped by religion for their children. The possibility of
such a developraent was cut off in the United States by the removal of
the issue from the political arena to that of constitutional interpreta-
tion (Sorauf 1976). As the issue emerges again into American
political debate, the Canadian experience with accommodating reli-
glous diversity could prove particularly valuable.

Canada may also have something to teach us about how to deal
with linguistic pluralism, though here the Canadian experience—like
that of Belgiurn—may be a warning as well as an encouragement.
The Canadian accommodation of language differences has two very
distinct faces.

The uneasy relationship of French and English in Carada (like
Dutch and French in Belgium) has had the effect of limiting the
opportunity for parents in Quebec to make sigrificant decisions
«bout the language and the cultural context within which their
children will be educated. while expanding that opportunity else-
where in Canada.

While the greatest gains have been for French-speaking parents
outside Quebec and for English-speaking parents who wish their
children to learn French, the desire ot many parents to maintain the
languages of their ethnic heritage has also been accommodated. To
what extent a supplemental program in—say—Ukrainian will pre-
vent an intergenerational language shift to English or to French, or
whether it should even attempt to do so. is unclear. Nevertheless, the
availability of such opportunities represents an admirable commit-
ment to the diversity of Canadian society.
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Canadian eflorts to respect the desire of certain members of
language minority groups to maintain something of their heritage
have increased the richness and flavor of education. If
pluralism can function as a dimension along which individual choice
is exercised rather than as a pretext for building and maintaining
power blocks. Canada’s diversity will be largely benign in its social
effects.
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Parental Choice in
German Education

he Enlightenment-inspired rulers of Germany and Austria

during the late 18th century asserted—for the first time—the

authority of the State in education over against that of the
Church and of individual families. These rulers thus began a tradi-
tion that has marked German education for the past 200 years.
Because they organized education in alliance with the churches,
however, placing elementary schoo:s under the supervision of lo:al
pastors and stressing religious instruction, the development of pri-
vate schooling in Germany has been modest.

German education has nevertheless always been marked by diver-
sity. At the elementary level most public schools have until recently
been *‘confessional.” either Protestant or Catholic, reflecting the
religious makeup of the local community.

Secondary education continues to be divided be.ween three types
of schools of varying academic difficulty. the Hauptschule, Real-
schule, and Gymnasium, despite sporadic eflorts to convert the
system to a comprehensive model (the Gesamtschule). The issues
raised by this system of tracking will not concern us in this paper.

Although German education includes a certain amount of diver-
sity. this has not been based upon a fully articulated commitment to
parent choice as in recent years in the Netherlands. Diversity In
Germany has been based more upon the rights of groups—the
Catholic and Protestant churches and populations—than upon those
of individuals. While the scope of confessional schooling has declined
sharply in recent decades as a result of growing secularization, it
remains a real alternative for many parents.

Apart from taking advantage of these vestiges of an earlier system
designed to accommodate the primary religious groups, German
parents have not been able to exercise much influence over the
education of their children. The choice of a publicly supported
Catholic school, for example, may not ofler real pedagogical differ-
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ences, given substantial government regulation and pressure for
uniformity.

The present situation in which parent choice, though extensive, is
of limited real significance may change as the result of an April 1987
decision by the Federal Constitutional Court. described below. As in
other liberal democracies, German education is increasingly ex-
pected to serve the diverse agendas of individuals rather than to serve
primarily as an instrument of State or of Church. The experience of
Nazi efforts to impose a single model of schooling in order to
eliminate competing opinions and independent thinking has served
as a warning, to Germans, against the heavy hand even of a demo-
cratically elected government.

The Background of German Education

Federalism

As in the United States and Canada (and in contrast with France or
the Netherlands), German education is the responsibility of the
States; the Federal role is limited. This decentralization, and the role
of confessional schooling, require some historical explanation.

The Germany that emerged from the Thirty Years' War (1618-
1648) consisted of more than 1,800 sovereign political entities,
including 77 major principalities and 51 independent cities, loosely
associated in the Holy Roman Empire. Between 1800 and 1815, the
Empire was abolished and its components consolidated into 39
States as a result of the victories and then the defeat of Napoleon.
During the course of the 19th century further consolidation and
territorial aggression occurred. with Prussia taking the leading role.
culminating in the proclamation of the German Empire in 1870.

These political (and military) developments were paralleled by
immense enthusiasm for the process of "nation-building,” particu-
larly among liberal intellectuals. This nationalistic emphasis led, in
turn, to concern for popular education as a means of creating
national self-awareness and loyalty, a , .ogram laid out with great
resonance by the philosopher J. G. Fichte in his Addresses to the
German Nation of 1807-1808. Although the “German nation” was
then a program rather than a reality, Fichte called for a **national
education” to “mould the Germans into a corporate body, which
shall be stimulated and animated in all its individual members by the
same Interest.” (Fichte 1922, 13, 15)

After World War I, Germany lost substantial territories, while
during World War II. the Allies discussed dividing their too-powerful
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enemy up so that it could not again threaten its neighbors (Mann
1967, 975). The development of the Cold War led to the present
division into the Federal Republic of {(West) Germany and the {East)
Germen Democratic Republic. The former is made up of the former
French, British, and American Occupation Zones (1945-1949).

The 11 States (Laender) of West Germany were created by the
occupying powers after the war as a basis for beginning to restore the
structure of government. Apart from Bavaria and the city-states of
Hamburg and Bremen., these States were all artificial creations, patch-
ing together disparate territorics (Mann 1967, 982). With the restora-
tion of civillan rule in 1949, the Laender were given substantial
autonomy, in port as a safeguard against the re-emergence of a strong
central authority.

With respect to education, the governments of the Laender “are
constitutionally vested with strong responsibilities . . . leaving
open to the loca! governments and the individual schools only quite
limited possibilitics of participation in decision-making” (Max
Planck Institute 1983, 67).

Religious Diversity

The pre-Napoleonic principalities of Germany were marked by
religious uniformity based on the choice of the ruler (cuius regio, efus
religio): that principle had been the basts for peace in 1555 after the
first phase of warfare associated with the Protestant Reformation.
There were Lutheran States and Calvinist States and Roman Catho-
Hc States, many of the latter ruled by their prince-bishops. As Prussia
expanded {ts dominions, its Calvinist ruling family came to govern a
predominantly Lutheran population, and when the consolidations
effected by Napoleon merged other Calvinist and Lutheran areas,
pressure developed to create State churches unifying the two major
Protestant denominations. The Church of the Prussian Union was
established in 1817, followed by several others in smaller States
{Spotts 1873, 6). These mergers were based on administrative con-
venience rather than theological conviction, and have not prevented

continuing theological disagreements.

The confessional character of German schooling has, as a result of
this doctrinal emphasis. always had a rather formal character. A
Protestant school is a school expressing, in its catechism classes, this
officially sanctioned nondenominational Protestantism, not the
strong convictions of a particular group of parents.

Although the old principalitics disappeared in the consolidation
into larger administrative units over the course of the 19th and 20th
centuries, their distinctiveness perpetuated itself in the religious
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distribution of the German population. In 1939 60 percent of rural
counties within the present borders of East and West Germany had a
population more than 90 percent either Protestant or Catholic. Of
11,879 boroughs in the former Prussian areas of West Germany
before the war, 2,163 had not a single Catholic, and 2,583 others had
less than 5, while 1,098 were without a single Protestant and 1,153
others had less than 5. Of 7.266 boroughs in Bavaria, 1,424 had only
Catholics and 140 only Protestants (Spotts 1973, 48).

Witk this demographic pattern, organizing schools on a confes-
sional ba.is was simple. The fundamental law governing Prussian
schools,, the Algemetnes Landrechi of 1794, required attendance
{(from the age of 5 until the essentials had been mastered) in publicly
funded schools. responsible to the State but "inder supervision of the
local clergy. Children who weie in the religious minority in a partic-
ular school were to be provided with alternative religious instruction
(Helmreich 1959, 34-35). This government intervention in elemen-
tary education was imitated in other German States, and was ad-
mired as a model in France and the United States in the 1830s and
subsequently (Glenn 1988, 108).

Attempts during the 19th century in Baden and Hesse to create
common schools (Simultanenschule) in which Catholic and Protes-
tant students would be taught together except for their religious
instruction were of limited success. While the princes of Nassau
belleved that these interdenominational schools would “unite the
people and educate them to tolerance and the unified support of the
state,” critics countered that

Teachers would have to curb their free expression in teach-
ing certain worldly subjects. notably history. . . . Instead
of diminishing denominational differences Simultans-
chulen would increase them, notably through separating
puplils into special religion classes. . . . The Simultans-
chulen above all disrupted the common spirit which ought
to pervade all instruction. Religion was n .t something to be
separated out, but was an integral part of a whole school.
Without unified Catholic or Protestant instruction the com-
plete education of a child would suffer. (Helmreich 1959,
39-40).

In the political reaction after the Europe-wide revolutions of 1848,
Prussian authorities imposed sirict government superviston of school-
ing at all levels. Teachers were blamed for the “frreligious pseudo-
education of the masses,” and the new Constitution of 1850 required
that “In the organization of public elementary schools all possible
consideration is to be accorded to the confessfonal situation.”
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Although German clementary schools were primarily confes-
sional, this status did not make them any leas subject to govermment
direction. There was little likelthood, during the 19th century, of the
Protestant churches—committed to an alliance of Throne and
Altar—taking an independent line in ecucation. Catholic leaders
were more inclined to independence, In the tradition of the prince-
bishops of the Holy Roman Empire, and the Center Party was
organized in 1870 to protect the interests of the Church. not least in
relation to confessional schooling. Chancellor Otto von Bismarck
moved to bring Catholics to heel soon after proclamation of the new
Empire. A Prussian law adopted in 1872, for example, put all schools
directly under the supervision of the government, and soon there-
after, members of religious teaching orders were barred from schools.

This struggle (the Kulturkampf) ended in a draw between the
government and the Church: the mobilization of Catholics in re-
sponse to moves against confessional schooling made them a politi-
cal force to be reckoned with, bu at the same time it was clear that
all schools would be expected to serve the ends of the State and meet
its requirements, whatever the schools’ confessional character.

It was, indeed, precisely the schools’ confessional character that
made them seem, to the government, such an important means of
ensuring social order through moral instruction. Even where inter-
denominational common schools had taken root, many of them were
placed on a confessional basis to ensure the effectiveness of their
religious instruction. The overwhelming majority of elementary
schools in the German Empire were either Protestant or Catholic. In
Prussia in 1906 of more than 6 million elementary students only
370,000 attended nonconfessional schools, often as a matter of
necessity in religiously mixed areas (Helmreich 1959, 61).

Weimar and Third Reich

These arrangements were called strongly into question after the
German defeat and the fall of the Empire tn 1918. Conflicts over the
confessional character of elementary schools “exceeded in intensity
and scope all other conflicts over school policy” (Hamann 19886, 169).

A political struggie developed during the writing of a Constitution
for the Weimar Republic between those supporting confessional
schools and those who wanted to use education as a means of
developing common loyalties to the new political system, a “school of
national unity.”

Prussian Minister of Culture Carl Heinrich Becker stated in 1919
that Germany needed a cultural policy consisting of “the conscious
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employment of spiritual values in the service of the people and of the
state to achieve internal consolidation and strength for exiernal
competition and struggle with other peoples” (Max Planck Institute
1983, 55). Thus, the idea of education to foster national policy
survived in the agenda of the post-war ltberal democracy.

Although the Social Democrats —opponents of confessional
schooling—were the largest party in the National Assembly elected
in 1919, they were forced into compromise with the Catholic Center
Party and Protestant conservatives, The decision about whether
schools would be organized on a confessional basis was left up to
“those entitled ¢ determine the education of the children,” though
with a provision that *Christian interdenom'national schools™ would
be the norm unless parents requested otherwise. Article 120 of the
Weimar Constitution provided that *The education of their children
for physical, intellectual and social efficiency is the highest duty and
natural right of parents, whose activities shali be supervised by the
political community.”

As Helmreich observes, this clause “was directed against the
extreme Socialist demand for “community upbringing” (Gemein-
schafiserziehung), but it was also aimed at the Catholic theory that
parents’ rights over their children’'s education were outside the
sphere of the state” {(Helmreich 1959, 113; Lundgreen 1981, 15-17).

Article 146 provided that

for the admission of a child to a particular school, his gifts
and interests, not the economic and social position or the
religious confession of his parents, are decisive. In each
community, therefore, elementary scheols will be estab-
lished based upon the confessional or world view demand
of those responsible for education [that is, parents or
guardians], provided that a well-organized school system is
not affected thereby. The desires of those responsible for
education are to be respected so far as possible, (Herrlitz,
Hopf. and Titze 1986, 114)

This compromise left room for each group to press for its preferred
type of school at the local ievel. Socialists could seek “secular”
schools, Liberals could insist that interconfesstional schools were the
norm unless parents asked for an alternative, and Catholics and
Protestants could count on most parents to request continuation of
the existing arrangements. In one significant change, clergy super-
vision of schools—niore a burden than a source of real authority fu
pastors—was abolished.

Private elementary schools could be established only if “there is in
the municipality no public elementary school of their religious type
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or of their world view, or if the [public] educational administratton
recognizes a special pedagogical interest.” Schools based on a world-
view were those whose distinctiveness was not religious but based on
sorae form of humanistic pedagogy.

Public elementary schools continued to be either Protestant or
Catholic in Prussia and Bavaria until the 1930s. Even the nominally
interdenominational schiools found in some areas were often de facto
confessional.

Thus, while the schools of the Hanseatic cities were tech-
nically nondenominational, the population was so over-
whelmingly Protestant that provision was made only for
Protestant religious instruction. Catholic children as a rule
attended private Catholic schools, which. however, re-
celved a subsidy from public funds. Likewise in Baden, the
classic Simuitan school territory, many regions were so
predominantly Catholic or Protestant that schools were
often attended and staffed by members of only one confes-
sion. (Helmreich 1959, 134)

In 1932, just before the takeover by the National Socialists, there
were roughly 4,560,000 Protestant elementary schoolchildren in
Germany, of whom 3.365.000 attended Protestant public schools,
1,142,000 attended interdenominational public schools, 24,000 at-
tended Catholic public schools, and 29,000 attended secular public
schools, while 17,000 attended private schools.

Catholic students were even more concentrated in confessional
schools, with 2,295,000 of 2,702,000 attending Catholic public
schools, 64,000 attending Protestant public schools, 337,000 attend-
ing interdenominational public schools, 6.000 attending secular
public schools, and 17,000 attending private schools.

There were in that year altogether 52,959 publicly supported
elementary schools in Germany, of which 29,020 were Protestant,
15,256 Cathelic, 97 Jewish, 8,291 interdenominational, and 295
secular (Helmreich 1959, 137).

Although Hitler's initiai statement of his government's policy, in
1933, promised that “the national Government will allow and con-
firm to the Christian denominations the enjoyment of their due
influence in schools and education,” the National Soctalists moved to
eliminate this source of alternative loyalty as soon as they were
securely in power. This extension of direct State control in education
was an important element of the Nazt program of radical centraliza-
tion and imposed uniformity, in which everything possible was done
to eliminate competing sources of opinion and independent thinking,
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*The influence of uncontrollable or, from a National Soclalist per-
spective, opposed educational forces (such as Family, Church, private
schools, residential homes. and alternative pedagogies) was elimi-
nated to the greatest extent possible. In this connection the closing of
almost all experimental and private schools was considered a deci-
sive measure of educational policy” (Hamann 1986, 179).

A primary instrument of the Nazi program was the “German
Community School” (Deutsche Gemeinschaftsschule: the phrase
echoes the earlier Socialist demand for Gemeinschaftserziehung). In
1937 Hitler insisted that “'this Reich will hand over its youth to no
one, but will take its education and its formatio.n upon {tself”
(Conway 1968, 20, 178; Helmreich 1959, 173). By 1939 Nazi leader
Martin Bormann issued a directive that

The creation of an ideologically objective schogl system is
one of the most important tasks of the Parly ana the
State. . . . Not for nothing have the political Catholics,
above all, realized the importance of teaching the young
and controlling their spiritual growth and character build-
ing. . . . (Thus]

(a) the State ought to be the basic organizer and controller
of the school system. In many cases, the private schools
and institutions can be simply transferred from the Orders
to the State. . .

(b) in many cases, particuiarly where public schools are
available, private schools can only be regarded as superflu-
ous,. especially those which cannot be regarded as ideolog-
ically objective. The pupils should be put in the public
school system, and the private schools closed. (Conway
1968, 366-69)

And, in a second directive 2 months later, he ordered that "{L]y the
end of the year, no educational institutions should exist which are
under denominational influence” {(Conway 1968, 369)

To implement these directives, all government subsidies for private
school salaries were cancelled, and many religious schools were
closed or taken into the state service. Religious instruction in public
schools was greatly reduced in its role, and teachers were urged to
replace “Christian teaching with a ‘germanified’ religion” that
omitted the Old Testament and inculcated loyalty to the regline. Nazi
ideologue Alfred Rosenberg boasted that “The curriculum of all
categories in our schools has already been so far reformed in an
anti-Christian and anti~Jewish spirit that the generation which is
growing up will be protected from the black {i.e.. clerical} swindle”
(Conway 1968, 182-88).
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As a young girl wrote in her confirmation class, “In our religious
knowledge period we have to speak about our Fuhrer and must learn
poems about him. We do not need any poems or sayings about Paul
or John” {Conway 1968, 182-8)

Postwar Reconstruction

After World War I, the confessional character of schools was
re-established in much of West Germany, but not without conflict.
Inftially. none of the Occupying Powers was inclined to support
restoraiion of the system that prevailed under the Weimar Republic.
In its only official policy statement on the issue, however, the
coordinating body of the four military governments stated on Decem-
ber 5, 1945, that

In matters concerning denominational schools drawing on
public funds, religicus instruction in German schools, and
schools which are maintained and directed by various
religious organizations, the appropriate allied authority
should establish in each zone a provisional regulation
adapted to the local traditions, taking into account the
wishes of the German population in so far as these wishes
can be determined. . . . In any case, no school drawing
on public funds should refuse to children the possibility of
receiving religlous instruction, and no school drawing on
public funds should make it compulsory for a child to
attend classes for religious instruction. (Spotts 1973, 58n)

In the Soviet Zone (now the German Democratic Republic) private
schools were banned and religious fnstruction in public schools was
greatly restricted though not forbidden. The American, British, and
French authorities were inclined to take the same position, but
backed down in the face of strong opposition from the Catholic
Church and permitted confessional schools in areas where referenda
showed that they were desired. When such plebiscites were held, in
1946 and 1947. they showed strong support for confessional schools
among Catholics and for nonconfessional schools by Protestants,
except for those living in Catholic areas (Spotis 1973, 212).

The success of demands to restore confessional schooling was
furthered by the fact that, for many. the churches {for all their
weaknesses) were the only institution in German life to emerge with
some honor left from the period of Nazi rule. They “were tacitly
recognized as the sole institutions above direct mfilitary control
. . . and as exempt from “reorientation” into directions determined
in Washington, London, or Paris” (Spotts 1973, 55). This uvrique
position enabled them to resist the desire of the American (though
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not that of the Sovietl) Occupation tu de-Nazify Germany through a
fundamental reorientation of schooling.

In the threv zones that became West Germany, the political Left
calied for “a unified. public school system with clear separation of
Church and School” (Herrlitz, Hopf and Titze 1986, 142). For most
Social Democrats, schooling was a key to social reconstruction, and
confessional differences represented an impediment to achieving its
full effect.

The reaction of Protestant leadership to the excesses of the Nazi
regime was one of repentance “in a solidarity of guilt” with the
German people. “We condemn ourselves because we did not believe
more courageously, did not pray more devotedly, did not believe more
Joyously, and did not love more deeply.” they proclaimed in 1945. In
this spirit, they were ready to call intc question the Church’s
traditional understanding of itself as an ally of the State, and thus the
extensive cocperation between the two upon which state-supported
and -managed confessional schooling rested. From this perspective
the nonconfesstonal school could be seen as representing progress
away {rom churchiness toward an effective engagement with the
secular world (Spotts 1973, 11, 212}.

Among Catholi: leadership, by contrast, the lesson of the Nazi
period was precisely the importance of maintaining their Church's
independence in providing education. Until about 1960, there was
considerable self-congratulation on the part of the Catholic Church
about its record of resisting the Nazis; Pope Pius XII eited the struggle
to maintain confessional schools as a primary evidence for this
resistance. The bishops saw no need to apolegize for efforts to protect
their flocks from the threats of atheism and Marxism in the postwar
world. As political leaders worked to draw up West Germany's
Constitution, in 1948, Catholic leaders pressed for a recognition of
the right of parents to demand confessional schocling for their
children (Spotts 1973, 90, 184-86).

In reaction against Nazi education policy and its eguation of
“ideological objectivity’ or neutrality with a totalitarian State peda-
gogy, the Constitution adopted in 1949 assigned no authority for
education to the national government. Articles 6 and 7 afflrmed
parent rights and provided that religlous instruction would be an
integral part of public schooling, though with a right of excusal.
Despite efforts by the Catholic Church, however, the decision of
whether to organize those schools on a confessional basis was left up
to State governments, thus making it likely that only nonconfes-
sional schools would be provided in predominantly Protestant areas
{Lundgreen 1981, 2:26).
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In the Frankfurt-am-Main area (Hesse), with the strongest liberal
and nonconfessional tradition of education in Germany, the Ameri-
can “common school” model was followed most closely. This ar-
rargement had two aspects: on the one hand, a continuation cf the
interdenominational character of elementary education, with a grad-
ually dimiaishing religious content, and, on the other, the compre-
hensive, nonselective model of lower secondary education, or Gesa-
mitschule (Tent 1982, 170-72; see also Ert-1, Kilz, and Mettke 1980).

The sometmes heavy-handed efforts of American educators work-
ing in the Occupation Government to impose American forms of
schooling—in the interest of “re-educating” an entire nation—
aroused strong resistance on the part of many who had also opposed
Nazi - -asures to achieve uniformity. Future Chancellor Konrad
Adena . a Catholic, pointed out in a 1946 speech that

The resolution of the issue of elementary education led in
the past to bitter conflict among the political parties, until
[the compromises reached under the Weimar Republic).
. . . The confessional schools based on these compro-
mises were abolished by the National Socialist Government
in 1939 through illegai implementation of the so-called
German Common School. What should happen now? In
every other sphere the illegalities of the National Socialist
Government are being abolished. The earlier legal situa-
tion is being re-established. We want that for elementary
schools as well. It is unacceptable to vaiidate precisely that
illegality of the Nazis experienced as painful by the broad-
est sections of the population. Therefore we call for the
restoration of the confessionally organized elementary
schools. (Herrlitz, Hopf, and Titze, 145f)

The American model of a common public school, dependent
exclusively on State and local government and ignoring confessional
differences, seemed to some Germans uncomfortably close to the
Nazis' German Community School.

In Bremen, similar to Hesse in its liberal school policies, the draft
state constitution stated that the “public schools are community
(nonconfessional) schools where an undenominational instruction in
Bible history is given.” Przssure from Protestant and Catholic lead-
ers, however, led to constitutional guarantees of the rights of confes-
sional schools and of the explicitly Christian character of religicus
instruction in public schools (Tent 1982, 206f).

In Bavaria, the state with the most conservative and Catholic
influence, an initial effort was made with American support to
implement interdenominational Simultanschulen in place of restor-
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ing confessional schools. but it encountered such determined oppo-
sition that the attempt was abandoned and the Bavarian Constitution
guaranteed a right to confessional education (Tent 1982, 112, 127,
139; Spotts 1973, 86).

Public confessional schools became the norm in three Catholic
Laender, North Rhine-Westphalia, Rhineland-Palatinate, and Ba-
varia. Baden and the Protestant Laender (including the City of West
Berlin) opted for nonconfessional schools, while making liberal pro-
vision for public funding of private confessional schoals.

The Protestant churches have made much less use than has the
Catholic Church of the opportunity provided in most West German
communities to insist upon confessional schools. In 1965, for exam-
ple. 17 percent of public elementary schools were Protestant com-
pared with 40 percent that were Catholic and 43 percent non-
confessional or other (figures exclude Hamburg, Bremen and Berlin).
These statistics contrast with those of 1911, when 71 percent of the
elementary schools in Germany were Protestant, though it should be
noted that the heavily Protestant provinces of Imperial Germany are
not part of the present West Germany (Lundgreen 1981, 2:42).

In summary. a diverse situation emerged after World War 1I, with
five types of schools: public schools with a Catholic character. public
schools with a Protestant character, public schools with some other
distinctive world view, nonconfessional public schools, and private
schools,

In Berlin, Bremen, Hamburg, Hesse, Schleswig-Holstein. and
Lower Savony (except in Oldenburg) all public schools have been
nonconfessional, while in some Laender virtually the full cost of
maintaining Catholic schools on a private basis has been borne by
the Land. In Bavaria, Rhineland-Palatinate, Baden-Wuerttemberg,
and Saarland, where “parents’ rights” prevailed, the picture was
mixed. In Saarland there were only confessional schools; in Bavaria
schools were confessional except in a few large cities; in Rhineland-
Palatinate two-thirds and in Baden-Wuerttember~ one-fifth of the
schools were confessional. Thus, despite the federal arrangement,
the large majority of Catholic children were in Catholic public
schools and an additional number were in publicly supported Cath-
olic private schools. (Spotts 1973, 219)

This accommodation of religious convictinns began to weaken
during the 1960's. not least because the convictions themselves
weakened through growing secularization. The resettlement of some
6 million German refugees from the East in the aftermath of World
War I had confused the centuries-old pattern of religiously homoge-
necus communities, as had the growing movement from rural arcas
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to cities. These events—together with the creation of larger schools in
the interest of efficiency and a modern curriculum—had the effect of
making confessional schools less practical and less in demand.

Protestant leaders came out in formal support of nonconfessional
schools in 1958, and through the next decade many schools gave up
their Protestant identity. The Catholic bishops fought a rear-guard
action, but with declining support from parents. Thus confessional
public schoals have faded in significance over the past three decades.
A referendum in 1968, for example, overwhelmingly approved an
amendment to the Bavarian Constitution that made all public ele-
mentary schools “Christian” or interconfessional, with some instruc-
tion on a confessional basis. Private confessional schools were as-
sured full public funding (Spotts 1973, 228).

Where public confessional schools continue to exist (as in North
Rhine-Westfalia, the largest Land, where they are attended by more
than one third of elementary students), they are operated by local
school authorities and are subject to essentially the same controls as
nonconfessional public schools. Public confessional schools may
represent an alternative for unchurched parents who object for some
reason, including the presence of Turkish and other minority chil-
dren, to the local nonconfessional school. The confessional identity
of the Catholic, and even more of the remaining Protestant, public
schools may be limited to their periods of religious instruction.
Clerical influence, in particuiar, is strictly limited.

Parents and the Schooling
oz Their Children

A study by the prestiious Max Planck Institute concluded that
teachers have been more successful than have parents in asserting
their rights against State domination of education.

The teachers demanded, within a framework of state con-
trol, the internal administration of the schools and recog-
nition of the special characteristics of the pedagogical
enterprise [in contrast with other government services| and
its Jastitutions. The parents claimed the right of codeter-
mination in fundamental questions of education (e.g., the
choice between the “Bekenntnisschule” {confessional
scheol] and the community schools having a general Chris-
tian orientation, between the comprehensive school and
the tripartite school system. etc.) and recognition of their
conceptions of moral discipline and the implementation of
their preferences in thisregard. . . . Most of the claims of
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the parents were in the end rejected by the state. (Max
Planck Institute 1983, 86; sce also Fend 1984 for the
attitudinal differences among teachers in the different
types of schools)

While the national government does not have authority over
education in West Germany. the State (Land) governmients retain
substantial control that minimizes real diversity even among “con-
fessional™ schools.

In spitz of the prolonged efforts of the churches and the
comrzunities. in spite of teachers and parents, state control
of the German educational system was reestablished even
after the Second World War, in both East and West Ger-
many. This was done not just in spite of, but also in some
ways, on account of the churches, the communities, the
teachers, and the parents: State control was supposed to
prevent open conflict between their contradictory and par-
ticularist interests and to reconcile them with one another
by political means. . . . Education reform in Germany,
then, still means not a reduction but rather an {ncrease of
the state’s control and intervention. (Max Planck Institute
1983, 86-87)

Article 7 of the West German Constitution provides. in wording
close to that of the Welmar Constitution:

{1) The entire educational system shall be under the super-
vision of the state.

(2) The persons entitled to bring up a child shall have the
right to decide whether it shall receive religious instruction.

(3) Religious instruction shall form part of the ordinary
curriculum in state and municipal schools, except in
secular (bekenntnisfrel) schools. Without prejudice to
the state’s right of supervision, religious instruction shall
be given in accordance with the tenets of the religious
communities. .

(4) The right to establish private schools is guaranteed.
Private schools, as a substitute for state or municipal
schools, shall require the approval of the state and shall be
subject to the laws of the Laender. Such approval must be
given if private schools are not inferior to the state or
municipal schools in their educational aims, their facilities
and the professional training of their teaching staff, and if
segregation of puplls according to the means of the parents
is not promoted thereby. . . .
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(5) A private [elementary school] shall be permitted only if
the education authority n.cognizes that it serves a special
pedagogic interest, or ff, on the application of persons
entitled to bring up children, it is to be established as an
interdenominational or denominational or ideological
school and a state or municipal [elementary school] of this
type does not exist in the community. (Coons 1986b,
15-16)

This is clearly a framework within which considerable diversity
and parent choice could flourish, but only to the extent that the
educational authorities of each Land are flexible in exercising their
role of oversight.

The Right to Private Schooling

Private schools in West Germany serve about 5 percent of the
students of compulsory school age, and the right to establish and
operate such schools is guaranteed by the Constitution. Private
schools that serve students of compulsory school age are subject to
close government supervision. They must meet public school stan-
dards in all respects, and they cannot—at least in principle—have the
effect of segregating students according to the means of their parents
(Max Planck Institute 1983, 101-2).

Controversy has recently arisen over the conditions under which
par-nts have a right to make choices for the education of their
children.

In several of the Laender government funding is provided to
private schools at some proporti 'n of that provided to
public schools. Recent litigation has tested whether this
support is a matter of discretion or of right. A 1984 case in
North Rhine-Westphalia. for example, was decided by the
Federal Administrative Court against a private school
which claimed that its 85 percent subsidy was arbitrary
since law would . *ve permitted it to be as high as 98
percent in case % _nancial need. The Court found that
there was nc - “utional guarantee for any particular
private schoot r- ly for private education in general.
(Coons 1986)

In contrast to this narrow ruling, the Federal Constitutional Court
issued. in April 1987, a ruling that went further than ever before to
assert a right to publicly funded private education.

The case was brought by several State-approved private schools in
Hamburg that had been recetving a public subsidy at 25 percent of
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the costs of comparable public schools. The private schools pointed out
that they were having difficulty surviving with this level of support, and
that confessional schools in Hamburg were receiving a 77 percent
subsidy. The government responded that “the function of private
schools consists of the widening and enrichment of the public school
system: through alternative offerings.” Experience had shown that the
greatest demand for such alternatives was for confessional schools on
the one hand and for "reform-pedagogical” schools on the other.

The higher support for confessional and world view schools
rests in the end on their rellance [upon this support]
developed through many years of constant demand. Con-
fessional schools have always played a special role in the
German educational system. For this reason, but also as a
matter of duty, in order to make up for the closing of the
confessional schools in 1939, Hamburg gave them a high
level of support in the years after the War. (Bundesverfas-
sungsgericht 1987, 12)

The Federal Constitutional Court concluded that Hamburg could
not treat the support of private schools as a matter of its absolute
discretion, so that it could make them prosper or decline as seemed
best. The Constitution recognized a right to found private schools, as
well as for the Land to regulate those educating students of compul-
sory school age. The basis for the ight to a private school was the
concern of the Constitution for human dignity, for the unfolding of
personality in freedom and self-direction, for freedom of religion and
conscience, for the neutrality of the government in relation to religion
and worldview, and for respect of the natural rights of parents.

It was not enough, the court found, for the government simply to
allow private schools to exist; it must give them the possibility to
develop according to their own uniqueness. Without public support,
such self-determination would not be possible. Private schools can-
not, at present cost levels, meet the requirements for government
approval out of their own resources. To expect them to do so, the
court ruled, would inevitably force them to become exclusive schools
for the upper classes (Standes-oder Plutokratenschulen). But this
was precisely what the Constitution, and the Weimar Constitution
before it, was concermed to avoid by the requirement that private
schools could not lead to economic segregation. Private schools must
remain accessible for all, not in the sense that they must accept every
qualified student, but in the sense that economic circumstances are
not a barrier to attendance (Bundesverfassungsgericht 1987, 30-32).

Only when |private schooling] is fundamentally available to
all citizens without regard to their personal financial situ-
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ations can the [constitutionaily] protected educational free-
dom actually be realized and claimerd on an equal basis by
all parents and students. . . . This constitutional norm
must thus be considered s a mandate to lawmakers to
protect and promote private schools. (Bundesverfassungs-
gericht 1987, 35)

It is not only the Constitutional Court that is ascerting the rights of
parents to educational choice. In the same month (April 1987), the
voters in Hesse, the Land that has done most to implement the
comprehensive model of secondary education, repudiated the Social
Democrats who had governed them for 40 years. One of the first
actions of the new Christian Democratic government 73 to file a
“Law for the Restoration of Free Choice of Schools” (Grefe and
Greffrati, 1987).

The issue in Hesse was not private schooling or religious instruction,
but the freedom to choose a more academic or a more vocational
program in the fifth year of compulsory schooling. While in the tradi-
tional structure of German education students are admitted to one of
three types of school—Hauptschule, Realschule or Gymnasium—in
their fifth year, the Socia Democrats in Hesse had required 2 additional
years of undifferentiated, 1nonselective education in the interest of their
egalitarian goals. Although such “orientation” periods have become
common in European education, following the lead of Sweden and
Great Britain, German parents have generally been willing to accept
them only if they took place in one of the three types of schools. That is,
the parents have accepted the possibility that some students will be
switched to a different school type, but not the postponement of the
more demanding Gymnasfum and Realschule programs for the more
academically talented students in the interest of educational equity.

The issues of secondary school structure in Germany, and the
policy debates to which they have given rise, are extremely complex,
and they will not be discussed here (see Ertel, Kilz, and Mettke 1980;
Lundgreen 1981: Max Planck Institute 1983). What is notable about
the situation in Hesse 1s that (whether right or wrong) parents have
risen up politically against a model of schooling imposed by policy-
makers and education professionals. Taken together with the recent
decision of the highest German court affirming a right to state-
funded educational freedom. the Hesse election suggests that the
structure of German schooling will have to find ways to accommo-
date new demands and energies from parents who expect to play an
active role in making choices about the education of their children,
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Conclusions

whether schooling will be a government monopoly is no

longer the Church. By and large, it is parents who are pressing
the demand to be able to choose how their children will be educated,
with support from their taxes.

To the extent that religion continues to be a major factor, it is often
nonhierarchical groups with a fundamentalist determination to ap-
ply religion to every aspect of their lives—hyper-Protestants in the
Netherlands and the United States, strictly orthodox Jews in Israel,
Moslem fundamentalists in Western Europe—that have been most
aggressive about founding schools. Such groups seek government
supm'tﬁ)rthmeschoolsonlylfitcanbehadwithchSMngs
attached.

The established churches, on the other hand, have wawvered in
their convictior. that they have an educational mission. The Church
of England, the United Church of Canada, the mainline Protestant
denominations in Germany and the Netherlands have seemed uncer-
tain about whether perhaps it would not be better for all the children
of their societies to be schooled together, with little explicit teaching
of religion.

This uncertainty on the part of denominational leadership, this
lukewarm support at best for confessional schooling, was shared by
many Catholic bishops in the decade after Vatican II. Only during the
1980s, in France and the Netherlands, has a new generation of
bishops begun to give leadership again in challenging a pedagogy
shaped by the State.

Somne of this uncertainty must be attributed to the ravages of
secularization on the European churches, but it may also have been
precisely the success of earlier struggles for educational freedom and
public funding that has accounted for a certain fiabbiness on the part
of the churches. After all, publicly funded Catholic schooling has
been widely available in Canada and Britain, in France and Germany,
and the Netherlands and Belgium, and Protestant schooling has been

The primary antagonist of the State in today's struggles over
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avallable to the extent that the churches have not ceased to support
it. The demand has come primarily from parenis, many of whom
(like the Catholic parents in Van Kemenade's study in the 1960s) may
believe in religlous schooling more strongly than do teachers in
confessional schools.

As choice has become more an expression of individual preference
than of group identity. the identity of “schools of choice” is Increas-
ingly at stake. Public funding for such choices is threatened, some-
what paradoxically, as confessional schools become less distinctive
and more open to prevailing values in the society. After all. educa-
tional chotce as a fundamental protection of freedom of conscience
becomes trivialized when faith is lost and identity is no more than a
matter of taste.

Blurring of the identity of confessional schools has become a major
element in the debates in France and the Netherlands. and it is
significant that the Unie **School en Evangelie” has devoted so much
of {ts abundant energy and resources recently to the promotion of a
sharper profile for Protestant schooling.

A generation of parents without secure religlous convictions and
yet dissavisfied with the incoherence of public schools has created a
boomlet for Waldorf schools (based upon the theories of Rudolf
Steiner), Dalton, Freinet. Montessori, and other forms of schooiing
based upon distinctive values.

Although the religlous stakes (except for the orthodox groups
mentioned above) may have lessened, educational freedom clearly
continues to arouse strong feelings and political controversy. A
survey conducted by Gallup Poll France in April 1987 found that
“freedom of education” was rated among the two most important
freedoms by 42 percent of the respondents in Britain, 47 percent in
Spain, 34 percent in France, and 40 percent in the United States
(Public Optnion. January/February 1988). The much lower ranking
{22 percent) in West Germany helps to account for the relative
briefness of my treatment of parent choice there!

If chotce based upon denominational loyalty is a somewhat dimin-
ished phenomenon (though asserted with renewed vigor by religious
minorities in recent years), the same may be said of opposition to
confessional schooling based upon a militant secularism. a fot laique.
Apart from the United States there seems not to be among national
elites the horror toward religious “indoctrination” in school that so
embittered the debates during the century and a half before World
War I1. Even in France the cooling of convictions has been as evident
in the secular as in the Catholic camp, although the latter recently
has been showing signs of revival.

[ .



Struggle over parent choice in recent years has been less a matter
of the conflicting claims to loyalty of Church and State as rival
powers—the Church has retired defeated from that conflict, except in
exceptional cases like Poland—than of the resistance of individuals to
the claims of the State to know what is good for everyone and in
particular for their children.

Governments themselves show some signs of losing conviction
about the possibility of a state pedagogy realized through common
schools. While the consideration of a “common curriculum’ by
conservative governments in Britain and the Netherlands fs a move to
expand the role of the State in defining the goals of education, the
registance to such proposals and indeed their essential modesty in
specifics suggests that the old confidence in a single national model
is no longer there.

The declining interest on the part of governments in a State
pedagogy suggests that the real protagonists are not the State and
parents but actually educators as an interest group and parents.

In each of the nations studied, as in the United States, teachers are
highly organized and influential in the development of government
policy. Since professional associations in education tend to be aligned
with political parties on the Left, the advocacy by the Right of
Increased parent choice may be seen as a natural move to diminish
the monopoly power of the Right's adversaries on the sensitive area
of the schooling and thus the socialization of future voters. The
determination to seize the initiative in defining the content of school-
ing emerges clearly in Margaret Thatcher's speech to the Conserva-
tive Party conference in October 1987:

Children who need to be able to count and multiply are
learning anti-racist mathematics—whatever that may be.

Children who need to be able to express themselves in clear
English are being taught political slogans.

Children who need to be taught to respect traditional moral
values are being taught that they have an inalicnable right
to be gay.

Children who need encouragement—and so many children
do—ar¢ being taught that our society offers them no future
{Times Educational Supplement, October 186, 1987)

The assumption of Thatcher's government has been that parents
were its natural allies in taking control of the content of schooling
away from leftist educators.

For all the political maneuvering over parent choice. there may be
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much less at stake, in one sense, than is commonly supposed by both
sides in the ongoing controversies.

No real evidence exists, after all, that confessional schooling has a
socially divistve effect; I have made 1 special effort to find research on
this issue, with little success. Studies of the effects of Catholic
schooling in the United States point to limited and generally benign
effects. The dire predictions of “{wo nations,” so often heard in the
19th century and into the 1930s, have not been contlrmed by
experience. Linguistic divisions, as in Belgium and Canada, have
been fai more threa.ening to national unity than have those—
arguably—maintained by confessional schooling.

Nor is it clear. on the other hand, that religiously neutral public
schooling is as destructive cf faith as the advocates of confessional
schooling have feared. Here the continued strength of religious
loyalties in the United States, with more than 80 percent of atudents
attending nonconfessional schools, should be compared with the
greater degree of secularization {n the nations of Western Europe that
provide religious teaching in most public schools. The Gallup Poll
mentioned above found that 53 percent of Americans but only 17
percent of Britons put “freedom of religious worship” among the two
most important freedorns; this suggests that the almost universal
religlous observances and instruction in British schools may have
done little to enhance support for the practice of religion.

To be fair, the routinized and half-hearted religious teaching
provided by many confessional schools that have been largely assim-
flated into state educational systems does not represent accurately
the potential of education based upon religious conviction. The fact
remains that coherent and esfective confessiona: schooling 1s some-
thing that, under the pressures of modernity, must continually be
worked at and can in no sense be ensured by government funding,
even under the most unrestrictive terms.

In short, this survey suggests that public funding of nongovern-
mental schooling is neither destructive of national loyaities nor a

guarantee of religious loyalties.

If such ultimate concerns are not truly at stake in the debates over
parent choice, should the balance in democractic policymaking not
tip toward freecom and respect for diversity?

Finally, this survey brings confirming evidence to several conflict-
ing ponitions in the controversies over public funding for nonpublic
schools.

For those who believe strongly in religious schooling and fear that
government influence will come with public fundiag, reason exists
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for their concern. Catholic or Protestant schools in each of the
nations studied have increasingly been assimilated to the assump-
tions and guiding values of public schooling. This process does not
seem to be the result of deliberate effcrts to subvert the confesstonal
character of the schools, but rather of the difficulty, for a private
school playing by public rules, to maintain its distance from the
common assumptions and habits of the predominant system.

Even in the United States, after all, Catholir parochial schools have
come to resemble their public counterparts in many ways, abvious
and subtle. Public funding, public quality standards, and a
government-determined syllabus greatly increase this impact in
other countries.

On the other hand, a significant difference seems to exist between
thosz systems in which publicly assisted confessional schools can
select their own staff, and those in which they cannot; private schools
in France were wise to fight to maintain that right tn 1984. The
substantial autonomy of schools in the Netherlands is not always
used to define a clear identity and sense of cducational mission, but
the possibility at least is there,

For those who fear that public support for parent chotce will result
in race and class segregation and unequal opportunities, the survey
provides confirming evidence. Whether it be non-Catholic German
parents using Catholic schools in the Ruhr to avoid Turkish children,
or English parents demanding one Church of England school rather
than another to avoid Asian children, individual parent choices
clearly can resulit in injustices for the children of other parents.

Curiously, none of the systems studied has sought to put parent
cholce to work in the interest of more rather than less equity and
integration, as in many American cities. Choice seems to be consid-
ered a matter of “all or nothing.” reduced to the stark choice between
social engineering and a free-for-all.

Surely there are other policy options in education.
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Personal Reflections

choice of schoo!s in other natfons is not an academic exercise:

it was prepared with American educators and policymakers in
mind. So far as possible 1 have provided direct quotations from
supporters and opponents of parent choice of schools and, wherever
available, information from parent surveys and other research, so
that the reader will be able to draw conclusions from the experience
of other nations that may differ from my own.

Not too long ago, for example, a fellow-panelist at an academic
conference on parent choice cited my paper on Dutch education to
argue that cholce was not significant in promoting educational
diversity in the Netherlands. This argument was opposite to my own
assessment of the same evidence!

As the U. S. Department of Education prepares to publish these
papers for the use of American educators and policymakers, | have
asked for the opportunity to step out of my temporary role of amateur
researcher, describing the experience of other nations with an at-
tempt at objectivity, and to make some concluding ~ marks in my
own voice, as a practitioner deeply engaged in the issues that face
American schools, on what we can learn from this experience about
parent choice of schools.

For nearly 20 years | have been responsible for equity and urban
education programs in the Massachusetts Department of Education.
In this capacity I have been deeply involved both in limiting parent
choice, when it works against educational equity, and in promoting
choice, when it is harnesscd to tmproving schools.

Parent choice is a massive reality in Massachusetts public educa-
tion, with one pupil in six attending a school that enrolls its pupils on
the basis of choice. In many other cases—perhaps the majority—
parents make decisions about where they will Jive based at least in
part upon a choice of schools. Massachusetts has ample experience
to set alongside that in other states and nations, but it is different
experience, under different conditions and intentions, and it has
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been valuable for me tc lift my eyes from my own tasks to see what is
working and not working elsewhere.

In " _se remarks | am, of course, not representing the position of
the Massachusetts Board and Department of Education, though both
support parent choice among public schools subject tn appropriate
constraints required by equity and by the interests of all pupils.

The parent choice described in these papers, and in my commentis
below, does not include “choice™ of programs and schools of various
degrees of academic selectivity. Generally in such cases the pupil is
chosen. not the schoo! Nor does my discussion extend to the elite
private schools that serve the children of capitalist high-fliers and
communist officials alike; that would involve a discussion of the
soctology of class and how it is inherited. The coiicern of these
studies is with publicly funded parent choice of schools that are
available on a nons-'ective basis.

What Can We Learn?

1. Parents want to be able to cheose the school their children
will attend. Even under circumstances in which all schools are
theoretically equivalent, parents seck to make choices. When choice
has been available, parents resist strongly its remc val.

France is perhaps the most striking example of the political furor
aroused by an attempt to bring schooling more directly under the
unifying oversight of the State, but in the early eighties parents
successfully defended the right to choose schools for their children in
Spain, Australia, and other nations not discvssed here.

The advance of universal education as a result of government
efforts has resulted, in nation after nation, in a generation of educa-
tional consumers who are more sophisticated about what they want
for their children. The from-the-top-down strategies that worked so
successfully to extend schooling to every comer of sociely grow
increasingly dysfunctional as a means of responding to the highly
differentiated demands of better educated parents.

2. Cholices parents make respond to soveral differext dimen-
sions of schooling and can involve complex tradeoffs. Policy
discussions and administrative practices too often take a narrow view of
what motivates choice and what options should be accommodated.

In most Western democracies the right of parents to choose a
school on the basis of their religious convictions, and to have that
schooling supported with public funds. is legally protected. This
right may not extend to all groups: thus in Canada the guarantees of
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Catholic schooling do not always extend to other denominations, for
historical reasons.

Few nations, however, make provision for parent choices on other
grounds, such as the desire for a distinctive pedagogy or the cultiva-
tion of a talent.

Parents whose religious or humanistic convictions do not find sup-
port in the educational alternatives avatlable have, in most nations, only
the option of private schooling at their own expense. The Netherlands
are an exception and have. for example, been forced by their constitu-
tional guarantees of educational freedom to respond to concerns oi
immigrant Moslem and Hindu parents as other nations have not.

3. Secularization has not reduced interest in choice of
schools. Survey data and the pattern of choices in the Netherlands
and elsewhere suggest that, for many parents, the religious character
of a school continues to be a positive factor even if their own level of
belief and practice is verv limited.

Where nonreligious alternatives exist that reflect coherent educa-
tional values, such options have no difficulty attracting parents. In
many cases, however, alternatives are available only by going outside
of the publicly funded system.

4. Fairness argues for publicly supported choice of sc¥
Every democracy, in the name of lberty, permits parents w n
sufficient resources to pay for schooling they choose for their ch i-
dren, which creates a strong equity argument for publicly sponsored
choice of schools to permit equal access to choice.

The Scottish research shows that it 1s, above all, upwardly striving
working-class parents, rather than middle-class parents, who make
the most use of the opportunity to choose a school other than the one
closest to where they can afford to live. The middle class, of course,
are m . 1 more free to take schools into account in choosing where
they wiu live. The equity argument for choice suggests that a social
benefit as important as education. with its lifetime implications for
opportunity and participation, should not be available on a different
basis depending upon parental income.

8. Availability of publicly funded educational alternatives
is most significant to minority parents. Their children are, in
general, most poorly served by the schools to which they are invol-
untarily assigned, and they are less able to purchase private educa-
tion or to move to areas with better schools. Surveys in the United
States have repcatedly shown even stronger support for parent choice
of achools among minority and urban parents than among the

general population.
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Immigrant and other ethnic and cultural minority parents may
make great sacrifices to ensure that their children receive the school-
ing of their choice for another reason as well, to provide continuity
with the parents’' own beliefs and values. Growing evidence exists
that “counter-modernization” is in full career in reaction to the high
price exacted by m:.siernity on personal satisfactions and family life,
and that one of the forms this revoit takes is the desire by parents—
especially those culturally on the margins of society—to exeicise
more control over the education of their children.

Although I have worked for many years for racial integration of
schools, and continue to believe integration is essential to equal
opportunity and to a healthy society, this study has convinced me
that educational policy must find ways to respect and accommodate
the desire of parents for schooling that reflects their own convictions.
How to accomplish this without segregation and without abandon-
ing our common goals as a society will require every bit of creativity
we possess.

8. A “free market” in education has negative effects on
equity, but these can be minimized through appropriate incen-
tives and controls.

Many parents make educational choices which, while benefiting
their own children, have a negative effect on the children of others.
By removing their children from a school perceived as inferior, the
most motivated parents reduce the energies avaflable for the im-
provement of that school in the interest of other children. On the
other hand, the same argument is made about thuse—including
members of the black middle class in the United States—who move
their residence from the inner city to suburbs, yet no one suggests
that residential choices be restricted.

While philosophy and pedagogy are significant factors in parent
choice, they may be less important than the pupils aiready in a
school. Many parenis are more concerned about the classmates their
children will have than about the curriculum or teachers. Parents
often want the fellow-pupils to be like their own children or as they
want their own children to be. Thus uncontrolied choice tends
paradoxically both toward class and ethnic segregation and also
toward class and ethnic integration. Segregation because parents
avoid schools with pupils they consider undesirable; integration
because parents seck schools with pupils they consider desirable.

Both are illustrated in the Dewsbury incident, described in the
chapter on Great Britain. English parents sought to move their
children from a school with “too many" Asian pupils, thus increasing
segregation. At the same time, an Asian parent moved her own child
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for the same reason, thus increasing int:gration. In Boston 20 years
ago, “open enrollment” had the same mixed effect: there were
thousands of white children moving out of integrated schools, and
thousands of black children moving out of segregated schools.

7. Various strategies can be used to encourage choice to
promote integration, while controlling choice that promotes
segregation. This is common practice in Massachusetts citfes, and
has proved highly effective.

With continual effort in program development and parent informa-
tion, well-designed programs can keep to a minimum the need for
resirictions upon choice, while greatly increasing the incentives to
choose an integrated school.

American policies to promote parent choice, unlike those in place
and proposed in Britain, are by no means willing to accept segrega-
tion as a necessary cost. To the contrary, controlled choice has
emerged, in the United States, as a more effective means than
mandatory assignments (“busing”) to achieve integrated schools.

Deliberately stimulated choice in the interest of integration has
received little attention in Europe, though voluntary desegregation is
at Jeast under discussion in the Netherlands and Northern Ireland.

&Pamtchodcchasapodﬂveeﬂectnpmthequautyof
schooling avaflable. This claim includes the propositions:

That choice permits and requires individual schools to be-
mdumam:mmmmmmmm
it out, and that such clarity increases educational effectiveness.

The case for the educational benefits of parent choice of schools
rests upon the generally accepted conclusion of the school effective-
ness research, that clarity of mission and accountability for results
are important elements of a good school. It seems a matter of
common sense, that schools which must attract parents are more
likely to be clear about what they offer and how they go about
providing it than are schools which enroll their pupils involuntarily.
Pedagogy and school climate are the basis of enrollment in the one
case, geography in the other; the former are unquestionably more
relevant to the educational experience of children.

Little research has been directed to this connection of choice and
edu~ational coherence in other countries; the only study of which I
am aware is that by Liesbeth van Marwijk Kooy-von Baumhauer
(1984), in which she found that Dutch secondary schools under
nongovernmental sponsorship, because of their clearly marked iden-
tity, tended to be more effective than government-cperated schools.
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The lack of research probably reflects the fact that parent choice,
until recently. has been regarded as essentially a form of accommo-
dation of religious diversity and not promoted as a positive good in
itself.

That choice redv.:es the level of conflict over the purpose
and control of schooling, and thus encourages broad societal
support.

Evidence for this proposition may be found primarily in historical
and political-science studies, rather than in educational research.
The accounts provided in my six studies do seem to indicate that
other Western democracies have found it possible to reduce the level
of conflict at the national and the local levels through a recognition
that parents want and deserve different approaches to the education
of their children.

Acceptance of diversity in the world views that inform schooling and
in the pedagogy that different schools employ has not prevented the
development of unified systems of universal schooling and of a high
level—compared with the United States—of educational outcomes.

That parent choice of achools stimulates diversity and thus
permits a better match of the individual child with an appro-
priate educational setting.

This is another question to which no research of sufficient breadth
has been directed. Certainly there is no nation in which the diversity
of elementary schooling even approaches that of, say, higher educa-
tion in the United States, and the fac: that European secondary
education is more diverse inan American secondary education has
more to do with the persistence of various forms of interschool
tracking than with a commitment to real pluralism.

On the other hand. the continuing discussions over school
*identity” in the Netherlands and France, for example, reflect at least
an awareness that the mode in which education is provided and the
climate that is fostered in a school are by no means givens.

That competition among schools for pupiis has a stimulat-
ing effect on the quality of some schools, and forces the
ineffective to close; thus it serves as a rongh-and-ready form of
accountability for effort and resuits.

This theory is not one of the propositions I have advanced, but it
has figured prominently in pro-choice arguments in Britain and the
United States.

The functioning of parent choice in the Netherlands and other
nations, based as it is upon the right of parents to select the religious
character of the schooling of their children, provides a built-in
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protection against the functioning of a market. The assumption is
that parents have a right to choose a less effective (by some stan-
dards) school that matches their beliefs and values over a more
effective one that does not. Since parents have a right to a school that
matches their convictions, such schools must be permitted to exist
ev=n when the enrollment level is such that in the United States they
wuuld be closed. The resuit is that the “market” functions in a very
imperfect way.

9. Parent choice of schools—appropriately organized—can
reconcile freedom for individuals and groups with coherenx
social palicy.

Perhaps the gravest concern raised by the opponents of parent
choice of schools is that it prevents the development and implemen-
tation of policies to use schooling for the benefit of society as a
whole—which they assume government officlals understand better
than do individual parents.

These broad social goals include preventing the emergence of a
caste system in which ethnicity becomes permanently linked with a
social class position, developing habits of mutual respect and civic
virtue, and ensuring that the future workiorce—and particularly
those for whom society will do no favors—is ready for the demands of
the next century.

The further development of educational alternatives—especially
those ethnically based like the Islamic schools in Britain and the
Netherlands—would seem to threaten accomplishment of these
broad goals of democratic societies. For that reason, educational
options are often deplored by policymakers and those who compose
editorials,

The hand-wringing over the dangers of parent choire would de-
serve more support if these goals were being effectively met by the
prevalent practices of the official educational systems.

Unfortunately, they are not. Caste systems emerge, civility breaks
down, minority children drift through school justifying the low
expectations that are held of them.

Implementing systems of parent choice without reinforcing social
caste systems requires a sensitive and consistent approach, one that
takes the long view and at the same time is based upon the wisdom
of parents about the best interests of their own children.

If Americans believe, as a fundamental matter of social policy, that
schools should help to create a just and pluralistic society and reflect
those qualities as well, then we must find ways of educating minority
children and majority children together that are so demonstrably
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effective and so respectful of their convictions and values that
parents will enroll their children voluntarily. Only as we implement
such schools more widely will we earn t* = right to urge parents with
strongly held convictions to turn away from separate schooling for
their children.

To be respectful of convictions, however, it is not enough to provide
a smattering of festivals and ethnic foods: parents look for schooling
that is fundamentally shaped and informed by what matters to them.
Distinctive, flavorful schooling, schooling shaped by positive convic-
tions, and yet schooling that does not segregate or divide us, s the
challenge. But that is the topic for another book!

The experience of other nations yields no conclusive evidence that
parent choice has a decisive effect, either positive or negative, on the
quality of schooling. Evidence is extensive, however, that choice may
have either a positive or a negative effect upon eguity, depending
upon how the process is structured and what incentives are included
for ethnic and class integration.

What parent cholice of schools does affect powerfully is the satis-
faction of parents, their sense of being empowered to make decisions
about their own children, the accommodation of their deeply-held
convictions about education. A properly organized system of parent
choice can support the continuing health nf those freely chosen
communities, based upon shared values, that ar: so important to
healthy development and continuing sanity in a mass society.
Schools that have been chosen by teachers and parents alike are
more likely to offer a coherent school climate and thus a setting for
the development of civic virtue and healthy personal identity.
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