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Preface

Systems of state education are a crucial means for realizing the state’s
focal aspiration of guaranteeing solidarity and civil loyalty (Van Kemenade,
1985 pp. 854ff.). The means at hand include the state’s structuring and
organization of schooling, determination of what education is compulsory,
examinations that decide admittance to institutions of secondary and tertiary
education, the design of educational aids, curricula, textbooks, didactic
methods, and the general distribution of resources to schools. A further
apparatus is that of teacher education and the regulations for appointment to
the schools and remuneration (van Kemenade, 1985, p. 850). There are
indications that the issue of equality and equity for all in education is a
dilemma prevalent in systems of state education, among others, because the
advancement of equity is liable to interfere with the state’s main goal. It is
highly likely that the failing does not derive from contingent misunder-
standings, but rather from systemic contradictions.

With this in mind, this book suggests a broad-spectrum approach to
understanding how state education gets done, so to speak, and what in the
process seems to obstruct impartiality. The case that I will examine is that of
the state system of education in Israel. Underlying the study is the
sociological assumption that an analysis of how one state system works is
likely to bear a message that can be generalized. I will begin by looking at
official pronouncements of ideology in order to understand what education is
designed to do with and for Israeli society. Basing my analysis on the
premise that what is said is what is meant, I will go on to see how declared
intentions are given voice at different nodes of the state educational system.
Hence, I look upon this investigation as an exploration of how statements of
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ideology are translated into policy, turned into instructions for
implementation, rephrased in the light of specific school populations, and
ultimately carried out as classroom practices with children defined as
different in terms of origin. This staged investigation will give us an
opportunity to see how control of aspects of education branches out. Like the
party game of ‘telephone’, where the message received by the last
participant, is likely to be very different from what was conveyed at the start,
classroom practice may appear to have only a weak relation to the initial
ideological viewpoint. In the party game, however, the changes that the
words and sentences undergo until they are decoded by the last participant
provide some information about the way language works in communication.
It is my contention that the transmutation of ideology into classroom practice
can be analyzed to disclose some of the mechanisms that come into play at
different levels of the system as well as unveiling the socio-cultural
assumptions that are covertly embedded in the initial proclamations.

1. MATERIALS

In carrying out this investigation, I have relied on several different kinds
of materials. Primary materials that served me in writing this book include
the documentation of state events and activities in the Knesset Record,
Government Yearbooks, Circulars of the Director-General of the Ministry of
Education , and the Statistical Yearbook of the Central Bureau of Statistics.
In addition, interviews were held with key educational personnel: Ministry
officials, counselors, principals, teachers who work with groups of
immigrant and minority children. Observations were carried out by
researchers in the course of the school day — in classrooms and, during
recess, in school yards. I also relied on secondary sources such as research
reports, and on the constant stream of information about education that
appears in the media, much of which is compiled on the basis of first-hand
observation.

The overarching goal has been to attain theoretical insight into the
workings of ideology as it filters, so to speak, through the Israeli educational
system. Each chapter therefore discusses materials from a source that can be
viewed as a significant intersection of the educational system. At each site,
information was collected on different populations of students. Classes and
groups of children were observed in schools that were recommended by
people in the Ministry of Education, ie., in every case, the schools we
looked into were considered to be doing a good job in carrying out the goals
of education for a diverse student population. Clearly, therefore, the schools
discussed do not comprise a representative sample, but constitute rather a set
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of institutions considered typical and whose functioning reflects the
differential impact of ideology.

2. TERMINOLOGICAL NOTE

Throughout the book I have used Hebrew terms that lack an English
translation with the same denotative and connotative boundaries. The
glossary provides explanations for these terms. At the outset, I would like to
point out the problematic political significance of language usage by
referring to three of them.

a. The term Yishuv was coined before the establishment of the state to
refer to the totality of Jewish settlements in Palestine, or to all the locations,
urban as well as rural, that have a Jewish majority. Thus, although it derives
from the root for ‘to settle,” it describes the communal situation of the Jews
who gathered in Palestine. It still functions as a shorthand term when
referring the Jewish sector in the State of Israel, and, when a person is
described as “somebody from the Yishuv,” she is recognized as the ultimate
“member” of “our” community.

b. For the most part, the book is devoted to an investigation of education
in Israel, a country founded in 1948 on part of the territory of a land known
heretofore as Palestine. In traditional Hebrew terminology, Palestine is the
“Land of Israel” (Eretz Yisrael), a term that is currently associated with
right-wing groups who insist that the whole of what was mandatory
Palestine should be part of the state of Israel.

c. The non-Jewish citizens of Israel are identified in this book as
‘Palestinian citizens of Israel’, or as ‘Arab Israelis’. From a linguistic point
of view, the two terms are interchangeable. There are, however, different
political connotations. For many of the citizens of Israel who are not Jewish,
proclaiming their affiliation with the Palestinian people while asserting their
right to full recognition as Israeli citizens is an important part of their
struggle for civic equality. For the sake of clarity, it is important to
remember that the Palestinian citizens of Israel live within the (still
somewhat vague) “green line” that divides the state of Israel from the
Occupied Territories. They are people who have formal rights as citizens. In
the Occupied Territories, Palestinians are citizens, or rather potential
citizens, of the soon to be established (Arab) state of Palestine. In East
Jerusalem, which was annexed to Israel after the Six-Day War, the
Palestinians have permanent residence permits, but, although they can vote
in the municipal elections, they are not citizens in any formal sense of the
term.
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3. WHY THIS BOOK

Since the founding of the United Nations, the extension of a useful and
broadening education to all has been an important item on the public agenda.
In discussions, equality and equity of the educational system are the
principles that concern educationists and researchers alike. The prevailing
argument is that in order to maintain the state’s goals it is important to
provide educational resources equitably and to this end many educational
reforms have been introduced during the last several decades. Although the
principles are not usually disputed, the degree to which they are fulfilled is
the subject of major disagreements as are the reasons for failure (Farrell,
1999). One stumbling block that is usually pointed out is that of educational
differentiation. The unequal outcomes of demarcations in schooling are a
theme that has provoked a great deal of research (Aronowitz & Giroux,
1991; Ayalon & Yogev, 1996; Fox & Miller, 1995; Lasch, 1991). Most of
the researches point up the ways in which classroom performance and
examination results fall short of sacrosanct didactic goals. Many studies
show how elements in educational policy are likely to counter the possibility
of equality and ultimately produce consequences that are undesirable for one
or another group involved in education (Al Haj, 1996; Swirski, 1990; 1999).
Yet, the implementation and practices of differentiation and integration are
rarely contextualized. It is the claim of this volume that the many researches
into ‘mis’-steps in educational systems rely on investigations that are either
very narrow, or overly generalized. Links between implementation and
practices are reviewed only cursorily. Moreover, critical reviews of
educational practices are often too limited. Yet, tracking procedures and
practice is of the utmost importance for pupils that are segregated one way
or another, and in fact for all pupils, because procedures and practices have
consequences in terms of stratification and the distribution of life chances.

The working assumption of this book is then that merely pointing out the
extent of malfunction is no more than a preliminary step. In order to
understand why the system fails so many students, it is important to trace the
process of education from the enunciation of commitment, through its
amendments and modifications, to an examination of actual practice. The
book will therefore present a theoretical interpretation of this process as the
unscrambling of the imbrication of ideology in the succession of steps that
lead to practices in educational institutions. The reference is to: the
translation of ideology into legislation, the subsequent transfer into
bureaucratic activities, and hence to administration and pedagogical
performance in schools. The aspect of education that I will be tracking is the
composite educational goal of integration and egalitarianism as it is
implemented in relation to different groups of pupils in Israel. In my
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conception, the relevant questions are how policy is applied and realized;
and at what points the probability of disadvantage can be discerned. By
marking patterns of performance in these areas, I am hopeful that it will be
possible to shed light on the emergence of disparities that are apparently
never explicitly intended.

The approach to the state promulgated in the book is derived from
Burke’s “perspective about perspectives” (Gusfield, 1989, p. 4) with its
specification of the drama of human action whether macro or micro. In
Burke’s (1969, p. xv) words:

In a rounded statement about motives, you must have some word that
names the act (names what took place, in thought or deed), and another
that names the scene (the background of the act, the situation in which it
occurred), also, you must indicate what person or kind of person (agenr)
performed the act, what means or instruments he used (agency), and the
purpose. Men [sic!] may violently disagree about [any of the constituent
elements]. ... But be that as it may, any complete statement about
motives will offer some kind of answers to these five questions: what was
done (act), when or where it was done (scene), who did it (agent), how he
did it (agency), and why (purpose).

Having undertaken to make a statement about the motives of the state of
Israel in carrying out children’s education, I look upon the state as the agent,
ideology as the purpose, schooling as the act, the political and social
background as the scene, the apparatus of policy-making, delegation of
powers to the Ministry of Education, its officials, and the “workers in
education” as the agency. The approach that is developed in the book
establishes a perspective on every link in the chain of activity as a Scene
where Acts are carried out by the state in some guise. At every step, the state
is served through the offices of situated (Deputy) Agents who command the
means (Agency) appropriate to their location to realize an appropriate (sub-)
Purpose. Through the acts affected by different types of agency, the motives
of the nation-state are clarified in ways that are not foreseeable in the
original ideological statements.

The point of departure for the presentation is the purpose as stated in the
official ideology, which constitutes a kind of shared consciousness. However
formulated, the official ideology provides a definition of the people for
whose benefit the state exists and at least by implication, a description of its
social structure, namely, a portrayal of the groups that make up the society
and the relationships among them. Educational performance addresses the
links between the state and the various groups that make up the population.
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‘Differences’ that are initially embedded in ideological discourse take on
concrete reality as they are unraveled in schools and give rise to practical
outcomes. For each group the relevant questions are how the applications of
ideology and policy determine life chances. By tracking the tensions
between what is achieved and the intentions originally articulated in official
statements of ideology, it will be possible to work out the functions of the
discourse (rhetoric and practices) in differently defined contexts.

The book comprises fourteen chapters divided into three parts. Part I is
devoted to contextualization from several points of view. Chapter 1 presents
general historical background that explains why immigrants are so important
to Israel and to the Israeli system of education. Chapter 2 draws on the
literature of comparative education in order to show a variety of orientations
toward dealing with the education of a diverse population. Approaches to
understanding what constitutes ideology are sketched in Chapter 3. Chapter
4 presents a broad selection of ideological declarations from preparatory
affirmations of the World Zionist Organization to the Declaration of
Independence, and onward to statements by public figures when the state
was founded and after the Six Day War. The examples are selected to
display statements that frame an official ideology at different stages of the
territorialization of Israel.

Part IT moves on to the realm of embedding ideology in practical steps.
Thus, Chapter 5 opens a window to policy-making in the Knesset. Focusing
on actions that have been found to be praiseworthy, Chapter 6 looks at
actions and projects related to immigrant and minority groups that minimally
have approval of the state, some of which are reported in a way that shows
pride of accomplishment. The transmutation of policy into goals for the
education system as a whole is the topic of Chapter 7. In Chapter 8, I present
the specifications for educational performance as regularly explicated by the
Ministry of Education in the Circulars of the Director-General, as well as
evidence of educational accomplishment publicized by the Ministry. An
important aspect of Ministry activity is the appointment of officials to
convey the messages of the Ministry ‘live’ to the field. Some of the
approaches of Ministry officials and agents in schools are observed and
reported on in Chapter 9.

Part III has four chapters that focus on school performance. Chapter 10
describes the integration of pupils from the Former Soviet Union (Russia);
Chapter 11 describes the integration of pupils who belong to the community
of immigrants from Ethiopia; Chapter 12 relates to the children of Arab
Israelis (including Druze and Bedouin children); Chapter 13 discusses the
education of the children of immigrant workers who are temporary residents.
Each chapter tells about the background of the group’s arrival in Israel,
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refers to research reports on the group, and presents some description of
pertinent classroom events.

In the Conclusion, Chapter 14, I describe how the paths that have been
traversed lead to a revised understanding of how ideology operates, i.e., a
summary statement of the state’s motives (in Burke’s terms) in carrying out
education.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION:
EDUCATION IN ISRAEL AS A CASE STUDY

In this chapter we will present a sketch of the historical and conceptual
background that defines the scene and provides a setting for developments in
education. As a country with a highly diverse population, Israel provides a
field that is particularly amenable to a case study of how education is
performed and how ideological declarations are likely to wundergo
modification and even transformation.

Today, Israel is a country with a population of close to six million, of
whom a little over twenty per cent are children of school age. The school
population, moreover, is heterogeneous according to every customary
sociological variable. Apart from the classical divisions of age, gender, and
geography; large groups of students are dissimilar in religious affiliations
and ways of daily life, in (parents’) countries of origin, in skin color, as well
as in economic class. The array is an outcome of the history of the region
and the foundation of Israel as a nation-state.

1. BEFORE THE STATE

In the course of the twentieth century, the territorial divisions and the
allocation of sovereignty in the Middle East were altered several times
before Israel was set up as an independent country in 1948.

Until 1918, the entire area of what is called the Middle East had been part
of the Ottoman Empire for about four hundred years. At the end of World
War I, “the Allies described the whole area of the Arab rectangle as
Occupied Enemy Territory” (Mansfield, 1988, p. 179). Opposing attempts to
carve the region up into independent states, Britain and France convened the
Supreme Council of the League of Nations. Ultimately, in 1922, the Council
allocated League of Nations mandates according to a compromise decision:
Greater Syria was partitioned into two French mandates of Lebanon and
Syria, while the British were given a mandate over Palestine and Iraq. The
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two great powers were mandated to help the regions become independent
political entities. Between the two World Wars, the mandatory governments
decided on the foundation of Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Trans-Jordan, and
Palestine as separate political units, each to be headed by a local council.

In Palestine, the arrangement was found to be impossible. Budding
nationalist movements among the Arabs and the various factions of the
Jewish Zionist Movement juggled for the exclusive support of the mandatory
government. Their agitation was based on promises that the British
government had made during the war. In 1915, trying to win Arab support in
the war against the Turks, Sir H. McMahon, the High Commissioner of
Cairo promised Hussein, Sherif of Mecca, that his country was “prepared to
recognize and support the independence of the Arabs...” (Gilbert, 1979,
Map 7). In 1917, the British Government approved a letter written by the
Prime Minister to a Jewish leader, Lord Rothschild, in which the Jews were
promised a homeland in Palestine on the understanding that this would not
“prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
in Palestine.”' Considering that the Jews constituted at most thirteen per cent
of the population at that time, this pledge was anathema to the Palestinian
Arabs (Bregman, 2002, p. 7). Arab leaders insisted that the ‘homeland’
promised to the Jews would inevitably sabotage the status of Arab
Palestinians, and opposed further immigration and growth of Jewish
settlements. Despite negotiations between representatives of the Zionist
Organization and the Muslim community, with and without British
intermediaries, Arab opposition to the Zionist project did not relent.

Still, between the two world wars, the Jewish community in Palestine
devoted resources to preparing for a prospective state by setting up
communal institutions — a governing council, a labor movement, a system of
health care, as well as a system of education. Zionist institutions invested in
the purchase of land and pressured for allowing Jewish immigration. Despite
attempts by the Arab leaderships to forestall the developments, and despite
British attempts to regulate the distribution of certificates for immigrants,
and the rights of Jews to make land purchases, the Jewish community
persisted in its preparation for establishing a state.

As the Zionist project persevered, Arab opposition was expressed in
attacks by bands of Arabs who were uprooted from their land when the
effendis sold their estates to representatives of the Zionist Movement. There
were demonstrations by Arabs who lost their livelihood to less experienced,

! The Declaration states: “His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in
Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to
facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing may be done
which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of non-Jewish communities in Palestine or
the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country” (Gilbert, 1979, Map 10).
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more expensive Jewish workers who had the backing of the Zionist leaders.
Although they defined themselves as socialists, the Jewish workers put
nationalistic goals first and did not attend to class solidarity (Shaffir &
Peled, 2002). Organizing in comparatively large numbers, Arabs carried out
strikes in 1921; they revolted against what they perceived as British
favoritism to the Jews in 1929. The revolt of the years, 1936-1939 — labeled
the “events” by the Jews — was the most organized and the bloodiest (see
Morris, 1999). In those prolonged uprisings, nationalistic ideals were explicit
(Shalev, 1989). Small groups of Jews (“Hashomer”) organized to promote
the self-defence of the Yishuv protecting Jewish settlements against Arab
attacks. As Arab opposition grew, the Yishuv took more decisive steps. In
the 1920s, an underground organization, Haganah (Defense), was set up to
provide military training for all able-bodied persons in the Jewish
community. On the assumption that the British would be more amenable to
Zionist demands if the actions of the community were controlled, however,
the Haganah adopted a policy of restraint (havlagah). Radical groups that
abhorred this reserve split off from the organization and carried out
offensives against the Arab population and against British officials (Morris,
1999).2 In the 1930s and the 1940s, information about atrocities against Jews
in Germany provided the Zionists with irrefutable arguments to countermand
the limitations that the Arabs repeatedly requested and the British often
imposed. The Jewish community in Palestine mobilized to ensure unlimited
immigration whether or not the mandatory power agreed.

Several Commissions were appointed by the British to study the situation
in Palestine and to work out an agreement between the two national groups.
Their efforts failed to calm the growing Arab-Jewish antagonism until the
outbreak of World War II. At the end of the War, Zionists championed
Palestine as a locale that could offer asylum to the Jews who had survived
the Holocaust. It was argued that Palestine was the only place that could
provide a haven for the Jews who had no recognized civic status, the
displaced persons. Their arguments were crowned with success when the
United Nations General Assembly adopted a recommendation of the UN
Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) and voted to partition Palestine
on November 29, 1947 (UN Resolution 181). The Jews welcomed the
decision even though the proposed Jewish State (on 51% of the territory of
Palestine) was a peculiarly shaped entity and left a number of Jewish
settlements in the territory allocated to the Arabs. On the other hand, the
Arabs, who comprised two-thirds of the local population at the time, refused

? The National Military Organization (IZL — initials from the Hebrew: Irgun Zvai Leumi) was
headed by Menahem Begin. The Fighters for the Freedom of Israel (LHI — Lohamei Heruth
Yisrael) was headed by Ya’ir Stern. Relations among all the groups were hostile, often to the
point where members of one group acted as informers for the British.
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partition outright. “The civil war [that broke out in the wake of the UN
Resolution] was vicious, cruel and littered with atrocities. It involved
immense human suffering and a degree of blatant brutality never before seen
in Jewish-Arab relations in Palestin ...” (Bregman, p. 19). In the course of
the fighting, the Jews strengthened their hold on the territory allotted to
them, and also conquered towns such as Safed, Acre, and Jaffa that had been
consigned to the Arab state.

Under these circumstances, the British announced that they would leave
Palestine by Saturday, May 15, 1948. On the eve of that date, which was the
Jewish Sabbath, the yishuv’s “National Committee”, now calling itself the
first “Jewish National Assembly” issued its Declaration of Independence in
the name of a “Jewish state”. This Proclamation, received with jubilation
among the Jews, set the stage for continued armed struggle that challenged
the legitimacy of the Israeli government, as well as for conflicts in the
realms of human rights and education over the next fifty-odd years.

Hostilities were immediately renewed, with troops from Egypt, Iraq,
Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria demanding the nullification of the new State.
The battles and the skirmishes that lasted for “one year, three months and ten
days” (Bregman, p. 32) constituted a War for Independence for the Jews, but
their outcome is commemorated as “the Catastrophe” (nagba) by the Arabs.
During the war, almost a million Arabs left their homes; many were
“transferred” by the Israeli army. Hundreds of villages were occupied or
destroyed and the community of Arab residents that remained in Israel was
subjugated to military rule. Before the war, the Jews had been only 30% of
the Palestinian population and held about 8% of the land. When the fighting
finally ended, the Jews held 80% of the area that had been included in the
British mandate, while the West Bank and the Gaza Strip were annexed to
Trans-Jordan and Egypt respectively. Furthermore, with a Jewish population
in Israel of 600,000 to 165,000 Arabs, the Jews constituted a little under
80% of the population of the new State (Kamen, 1981; Morris, 1990).

In the fifty-five years since its establishment, the State of Israel has been
engaged in wars in which thousands of soldiers and civilians have been
killed or maimed. During the first decade after the Declaration of
Independence, the borders with Lebanon, Jordan, and the Gaza Strip were
the scenes of innumerable skirmishes. The Israeli Army countered attacks by
small bands of fedayeen (guerilla fighters) and adamantly prevented
Palestinian Arabs from returning to villages they had left, or from which
they had been expelled. On October 29, 1956, after Egypt blockaded the port
of Eilat by closing the Gulf of Aqaba, Israel attempted to force Egypt to
recognize her legitimacy by joining forces with Great Britain and France in
their war to recover control of the Suez Canal that Abd-el-Nasser had
nationalized. None of the goals was achieved and, under pressure from the
USA, Israel withdrew its forces from the areas of the Sinai Peninsula that
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she had succeeded in occupying. At that time the UN sent peace-keeping
troops to patrol the borders between Israel and the neighboring states.
Throughout the 1960s Israeli borders were repeatedly tested by Syrian-
trained bands and by members of the Palestine Liberation Organization
(Fatah) that had been founded in the late 1950s and formalized as an
organization in 1964. In the meantime, the strongest of the Arab countries,
Egypt, Syria, Iraq, and Jordan signed treaties in which they agreed to
collaborate in a war on Israel. In 1967, President Abd-el-Nasser of Egypt
asked U Thant, the Secretary-General of the UN, to withdraw the UN troops
from part of the frontier with Israel. Angered by the request, the Secretary-
General withdrew all the troops serving in the south and in the north. When
he threatened to close the Tirana Straits to Israeli shipping in May, 1967, the
allied Arab countries all moved forces to the Israeli borders. Israel undertook
a pre-emptive attack on June 5. In the Six Day War that ensued, Israel seized
the Sinai from Egypt, the Golan Heights from Syria, and the West Bank
from Jordan. The week-long war was followed, however, by a War of
Attrition that lasted from 1968 to 1970. In this war, there were casualties
from attacks on Israeli strongholds in the Sinai, as well as from forays across
the Green Line, the temporary border that divided Israel from the West Bank
(Bregman, 2002; Morris, 1999).

In October, 1973, Egypt and Syria launched an attack on Israel’s northern
and southern borders on the holiest day of the year in the Jewish calendar,
the Day of Atonement. The Yom Kippur War was a partially successful
attempt to force Israel to give up lands she had seized in 1967. In that war,
Syria captured areas of the Golan Heights; Egypt besieged the Israeli front
lines in the Sinai Peninsula and captured some territory. In 1978, Israel took
over areas of Southern Lebanon as a “security zone” for the Israeli
population on her northern borders. This was followed in 1982 by a full-
scale war in Lebanon. The outcome was an extension of the security zone
and a lengthening of the lines of the Israeli Defense Army. The War called
the “Grapes of Wrath” was fought in 1996 with the proclaimed goal of
ensuring that Hizballah fighters would not attack civilians, and with the
function of demonstrating that Shim’on Peres who had taken over the Rabin
government after Rabin’s assassination, could be as military-minded as the
highest ranking generals. Relying on an alliance with the Arab states in the
region, the United States succeeded in preventing Israel from actively
participating in the Gulf Wars of 1990 (although SCUD missiles fell in
several cities) and 2003 (Bregman, 2002).

In the meantime, there were sporadic attempts to reach peaceful
settlements with the Arab nations. President Sadat of Egypt attempted
secretly to negotiate an agreement with Prime Minister Golda Meir in 1971,
but did not succeed. Five years after the 1973 war, and a year after a right-
wing government was voted into power, Sadat was invited to visit Israel in
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1978. Negotiations with Prime Minister Begin lead to the first full treaty of
peace between Israel and a neighboring country. It took more than a decade
before treaties were signed with Jordan and the Palestinian Authority. The
interval was marked by the First Uprising (Intifada) of the conquered
Palestinian people. Sparked by an accident at a checkpoint in December,
1987, the insurgence lasted until the Oslo agreement of 1993. With the
promise that in the course of five years, the Palestinians would be granted
autonomy, a peace treaty was effectively signed between Israel and the
Palestinians.

Paradoxically, every move toward peace has been publicized as a serious
danger to the Yishuv. Shortly after the Six Day War, the project of “settling
in the Land of Israel” was begun. During more than thirty years, Jewish
settlements were established in different areas of the West Bank, the Sinai
Peninsula, and the Gaza Strip. The Peace Treaty with Egypt led to the
uprooting of settlements in the Sinai, but this did not halt the growth of
Jewish towns and villages in the areas that remained under Israeli
occupation. Peace with the Palestinians as promulgated in the Oslo
agreement was interpreted as a threat to the rights of the 150,000 to 200,000
Israelis who live on the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip. Prime Minister
Rabin, who was one of the architects of “Oslo” was denounced as a traitor
by the settlers. At giant demonstrations, Rabbis from the settlements in the
conquered territories preached that to prevent the catastrophe that the “Oslo”
agreement would inevitably cause, the Prime Minister should be submitted
to the “Law of the Turncoat / One Who Surrenders [the Holy Land]”. His
assassination marked the beginning of the end of the hope for peace.
Repeated failures to concur on details of policing and on limiting Israeli
settlements in the territories led to the collapse of “Oslo”, and in September,
2000, to the outbreak of the second Intifada, an uprising that was marked by
violence and brutality of both the Israeli army and of the Palestinian
militants.

As part of its policing of the territories, Israel increasingly deployed
tanks and helicopters to shoot missiles at the cars of “ticking bombs”,
members of militant Palestinian groups (Hamas, Jihad Islami, Palestine
Liberation Front) on city streets in the Gaza Strip. In addition to the
customary deployment of snipers, the Palestinians mobilized large numbers
of suicide bombers who have not hesitated to sacrifice their own lives as
they explode near groups of Israeli civilians. Despite the fact that both the
Palestinian Authority under Mahmud Abbas and the Israeli government
under Ariel Sharon have formally accepted the “road map” to peace drawn
up by the United States with the support of the European “Quartet”, the
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success of the negotiations is far from certain.’

2. ISRAEL: A GROWING POPULATION

Despite losses of population through war and emigration, the Jewish
population of Israel at the start of the twenty-first century was over five
million, while the population of non-Jews was over one million.* This was
the outcome of a deliberate policy of encouraging in-migration. This is not
simply giving permission of entry to Jews, but a project called the “in-
gathering of the exiles,” a national mission fueled by the dual motivation of
building a nation-state and saving the lives of Jews at risk.

The Jewish population of Israel has never comprised a majority of Jews
in the world. Before World War II, when there were sixteen million Jews in
the world, almost all scattered in countries around the globe. The Nazis’
deliberate destruction of the Jewish communities of Europe was interpreted
to be a continuation, perhaps a culmination, of the persecution of Jews that
had been known for hundreds of years (Gilbert, 1979, Map 3). There were
credible grounds for the claim that Jewish life was in jeopardy in every
corner of the Diaspora and that a Jewish state should be set up to save
communities at risk. In addition to the perception that life in the Diaspora
was potentially threatened, the leaders of the Yishuv had a highly
instrumental goal. Contrary to the Zionist narrative, the Jewish settlement of
Palestine was not simply taking control of an empty region, and “making it
fruitful.” The indigenous population at the end of World War I, just after
Balfour had committed the British government to support for a Jewish
Homeland in Palestine, consisted of about 700,000 Arabs and 56,000 Jews.
This ratio could not be cited as an argument for a Jewish State. Thus, in-
migration was raised as a constant demand by the Jewish institutions under
the British mandate. The independent state proclaimed in 1948 was still too
tiny to be considered a viable political, military, or even social entity.

3 Until the end of June, 2003, the Israeli program of assassinations proceeded as before, and
the Palestinian militants had not given up the suicide bombing. See Ha 'aretz, for details of
fighting — June 8 — failed assassination of Rantisi , second in command of the Hamas with
Israeli helicopter killing six Palestinian civilians; June 11 —suicide bomber attacks public bus
in Jerusalem killing sixteen Israelis; June 11 — assassination of assistant “engineer” of
suiciders’ equipment, along with his wife and baby girl, and four bystanders.

* According to the Central Bureau of Statistics, the population in 2001 included 1,227,500
Arabs; 5,281,300 Jews and others. In these cases, the population listed includes Lebanese not
classified by religion (3,600 according to the Ministry of the Interior); the category “Jews and
others” includes non-Arab Christians and people not classified according to their religion.
When the numbers are distributed according to religion, they are: Jews: 5,025,800; Muslims:
1,004,600; Christians (total): 138,500; Druzes: 106,300; and “religion unclassified”: 230,900
(CBS, 2002, Table 2.1).
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Encouraging the in-migration of Jews was envisioned as a valid means for
establishing political viability. The policy has been, and is still being
pursued with fervor.

Since then there has been a steady flow of Jews ‘returning’ to the
homeland sanctified in Jewish history and accepted as integral to the
meaning of Israel as a Jewish State. Within the first ten years of its
existence, Israel’s Jewish population tripled thanks to the initiation of a
massive immigration by Jews from North Africa and other Middle Eastern
countries. Ironically, the Jewish national project was supported by the very
states that opposed the establishment of Israel. They reinforced the
population of the new state by encouraging the deportation of their own
Jewish minority.” In the 1980s and the 1990s, in-migration continued with
almost 1,000,000 Jews immigrating from the republics of the former Soviet
Union, and about 80,000 Jews from Ethiopia. The Jewish population of
Israel today includes significant numbers of groups that stem from over a
hundred different countries, from every continent of the world. (For a record
of waves of immigration as noted by the Central Bureau of Statistics, see
Appendix A.)

Thus, heterogeneity of the Israeli population is actualized in terms of
‘nationality’, ‘language’, ‘religion’, ‘community’, and country of origin. The
officially recognized ‘great divide’ is that between Arabs and Jews. This
division is drawn on the basis of a presumption that religion and ‘mother
tongue’ are measures of identification with the state. Those who claim
affiliation with the Jewish people are assigned to the community that has
Hebrew as their mother tongue. Those associated with Arab nationality are
presumed to have Arabic as a mother tongue. This distinction is heightened
by refinements of distinctive religions. While all Jews, even non-believers,
are assigned to the orthodox Jewish establishment and impelled to accept
their understanding of what it means to be a Jew; Arabs are pedantically
categorized as Muslims, Christians, Druze, and ‘other’. In practice, the
distinctions refer to the arrangement whereby rites of passage for each group
are controlled by the particular religious establishment with which they are
associated by birth. Arab citizens born into a particular religious community
are, therefore, differentially associated with their presumed nationality.

Among the Jews, as noted, religious affiliation, like linguistic
homogeneity, is taken for granted. But the Yearbooks of the Central Bureau
of Statistics perpetuate distinctions according to ‘community’ and ‘country
of origin.” In the large, there are two communities: the Ashkenazi
community and the Sephardi, or Mizrachi, Community. Historically, the
disparity was drawn on the basis of subtle differences in religious practices
and in the compilations of prayers and the wordings that were adopted by

3 Professor Dr. Karlheinz Schneider, personal communication.



Chapter 1 11

Jews who lived under the influence of the Spanish (Sephardi) Empire and
those who lived in the central parts of Europe. In Israel, the terms are
assigned according to countries of origin. Thus, Jews who originated in
countries of the Middle East and around the Mediterranean Basin are
classified as Sephardi; Jews who originated in Europe, America, and
countries formerly linked to the British Commonwealth, are classified as
Ashkenazi. The classification is considered to reflect differences in culture
that are sometimes recruited to explain social inequalities. Since the ways in
which the differences are confronted have had a decisive role in the
development of education, it is important to look at the meaning of culture in
a broader context.

3. CULTURE AND MULTICULTURALISM: AN
INESCAPABLE CONSIDERATION IN
STRUCTURING EDUCATION.

Catastrophes come from keeping people apart and not from putting them
together. (U. S. President William Jefferson Clinton, March, 2000,
Speech before the Indian Parliament)

Since most of the countries of the world are multicultural with many
types of people ‘put together’, there should, according to Clinton, be very
few catastrophes.® Were President Clinton’s remark universally true,
moreover, Israel could be an exemplar of how to overcome catastrophes.
Unfortunately, this supposition does not seem to hold true.

With a population that comes from over a hundred different countries,
Israel is a multicultural society from several different points of view.
Multiculturalism is self-evident from Israel’s demography, but what is the
significance of how the population is constituted for running the country
and, more specifically, for organizing and implementing an educational
system? In this section, I will discuss the impact of culture, its links with
group identity, and the structural foundations of the interplay between the
two. Then, I will point out how culture is likely to influence the meaning of
‘education in a multicultural society.’

Culture is a highly fluid construct. Yet with all the uncertainty that attends

6 Contemporary research shows that even states that are presumed to ‘belong’ historically to
specific cultural groups, are now known to be constituted by a diverse collection of peoples
(cf. Gundara, 2000 on England; Yinger, 1990). Beliefs in the mono-culturalism of any given
country are now seen to be myths mobilized to enhance the prestige of the dominating groups
and to provide ajustification for depriving groups defined as, or intimidated into the position
of minorities (not always because of small numbers —cf. Ruanda).
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its definition, it maintains centrality in anthropological and sociological
literature. Historically the word culture was applied to whatever could be
described metaphorically as a domain that had to be developed / cultivated
by human effort. In classical German, Kultur was used to describe the innate
spiritual brotherhood of people who belong to one group. It was contrasted
with Zivilisation from the French (civilisation), understood to describe the
artificiality, the contrived manners, and pretended aestheticism of the
snobbish upper classes. In English, on the other hand, the term ‘culture’ took
on the blanket meaning of ‘high’ culture — the arts and manners that are
valued among the educated elites. In contexts where people want to
demonstrate sensitivity to difference, the word ‘culture’ is often used, but
frequently it is reduced to a reference to folkloristic elements such as food,
dress, popular music, and dance. With the rise of anthropology, however,
definitions of culture took on new importance because of researchers’ need
for guidelines. Much effort has been invested in defining what ways of
living and acting make up the complex whole that discloses what can be
perceived as the basic nature of groups.

In a classic 400-page review of concepts and definitions of culture,
Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952)" found that it was possible to group
definitions of culture under six broad categories: descriptive, historical,
normative, psychological, genetic, and structural.

Descriptive definitions are those that attempt to enumerate the content of
culture. Among these is the classic definition of Tylor, who, in 1871 (p. 81),
talked about “culture, or civilization.... [as] that complex whole which
includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any other
capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.” Historical
definitions emphasize a shared social heritage or tradition. Typical is
Parsons’ assertion (p. 92) that “Culture... consists in those patterns relative to
behavior and the products of human action which may be inherited, that is,
passed on from generation to generation independently of the biological
genes.” Rules and ways of behaving are the focus of normative definitions.
Kluckhohn (p. 98), for example, summarizes culture as “the distinctive way
of life of a group of people, their complete ‘design for living.”* The designs
are constituted by assumptions about the nature of social reality as well as
instructions as to obligations, hierarchies of preferences, scales of tolerance,
and prohibitions.

Still other definitions are psychological. Such definitions attach culture to
the outcomes of processes contrived by a group such as ‘adjustment’,
‘learning’, and ‘development’. Thus, Dawson (p. 105) talks about culture as
a “particular ‘adjustment’ of man to his natural surroundings and his

" Page numbers in the paragraphs that follow are from the Anchor Books edition of Culture.
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economic needs.” Benedict (p. 112) asserts that culture “is the sociological
term for ... behavior which in man [sic!]® is not given at birth, which... must
be learned anew from grown people by each new generation.” There are also
genetic definitions that characterize culture as products, ideas, or symbols.
Assigning culture to the category of artifacts, for example, Willey (p. 125)
calls culture “that part of the environment which man has himself created
and to which he must adjust himself.” In structural definitions there is a shift
in emphasis and culture is often seen in statistical terms, even though the
assumption is not stated explicitly. In the view of Coutu (p. 119), for
example, “culture is to a population aggregate what personality is to the
individual; and the [essence of the] ethos is... [to be grasped as] the core of
most probable behaviors.”

Since that publication, there have been many additional suggestions
about how to look at culture. Some can be filed under one or the other of the
above headings. Some relate to the effects of culture and the consequences
of one or another type of culture.

Swidler (1986) provides a psychological definition when she identifies
culture with the cognitive and emotional tools for dealing with daily life that
a group shares. Figueroa (1993, p. 19) combines norms, cognitive structures,
history, and action in describing “‘Culture’ [as] a system of values and a
conceptual system, a system of behavior and a communication system which
have been socially constructed and are socially transmitted as part of a
group’s heritage and as a framework and medium of its life.” Bauman
(1973) discusses culture as the human heritage and finds in culture the
purpose of facilitating life and “escaping death.” Arvizu (1994) seems to be
specifying how this works concretely when he insists that: “Culture is what
guides people in their thinking, feeling, and acting, and serves as an
emotional road map or plan of action in their struggle for survival.” Yet
although culture seems inescapable, every definition seems to stimulate
researchers to renewed efforts at definition.

I would like to suggest that Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s categories are most
useful in that they can be understood to indicate the highly varied ways in
which culture is expressed and in which culture impresses itself on members
(Garfinkel, 1967). In a word the culture we are born into necessarily is
constituted by numerable or innumerable elements, provides guidelines for
behavior in all domains of living, imposes an intuition of how to process
experience, and how to insert orientations into social structures. Each of the
aspects of culture is related to knowledge about its sources and about its

8 The discomfort aroused by the use of ‘man’ as the generic term for humankind is perhaps a
measure of the success of the feminist movement. The victory has penetrated our
understanding of legitimate discourse (cf. Chapter on “Ideology and Education”).
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evolution in group history. These are the materials, so to speak, made
available to and putting pressure on in-migrating persons, in the form of
‘enculturation’ — inserting people into social networks.

From all of the above, the conclusion would seem to be that culture is a
construct for what is enduring and unchanging in social life. Students of
culture in the second half of the 20th century had difficulty with accepting a
view of a group characterized exclusively by continuity, and seek ways of
understanding culture as inevitably changing. To this end, there are several
different approaches.

Taking conversation as the quintessential site for experiencing culture,
De Certeau (1998) shows that people in conversations share a construction
of patterned action as well as the construction of substance, content and an
extension of sociality. As a cardinal modality of representation, talk is, in his
view, both evidence of cultural change and its motor. When one focuses on
representations, as in talk (but also in the representational arts), opportunities
for change emerge in the inevitable breach between representation and
interpretation, between intention (of the speaker/ performer-artist) and
assimilation (by the listener / audience). True, people who talk, or otherwise
‘represent’ experiences build on relational networks already in place, but the
new pact is a provisional addition to existing networks of located
relationships.

From a slightly different point of view, Bauman (1973) postulates that
culture is a mode of practice that mediates between the universalisms of
what it means to be human and the particulars of every group’s environment.
In practice individuals change their environments and have to revise their
understandings of how to operate in them (Bauman, 1973). Corporeal
individuals are inescapably linked in the production of “actions infused with
theory”, and the creative potential of human beings is expressed in their
ability to theorize and thus to shape and break — even to break out of —
cultural patterns. In sum, with Bauman’s interpretation of culture as the
production of agents, it becomes possible to conceptualize culture as a
dynamic creation, the locus of on-going change and innovation.

Both De Certeau and Bauman conceptualize culture as a social creation.
De Certeau’s view of cultural creation as acts of presentation and
representation assigns the work of culture and of culture change to the realm
of immediate relationships, to the dominion of intimacy — covert and
apparently liberated from the coercion of the economic order. Bauman’s
perspective on culture as an on-going creation can be applied to relatively
large groups, if one presupposes relations of production that do not impede
invention and elaboration. As culture evolves, under whatever social
conditions and economic constraints, the individuals that emerge in either
the micro or the macro relationships form and re-form complex identities,
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the fundament of action.

Definitions of individual identity demonstrate that culture does not exist
as a detachable casing. Emergent individuals cannot be stripped of cultural
appurtenances, for identity is no other than “condensed culture” (Bauman,
1973). Every person is a micro-cosmos of her culture, a particular collection
ofelements assembled from the universe of cultural possibilities. Analysis in
this vein, however, suitable as it is in situations of individual therapy, does
not necessarily lead to an understanding of why culture is shared, or to an
understanding of how culture and identity coordinate with the formation and
dissemination of ideology. A wider view of identity provides a useful
conceptualization..

The literature talks about identity in contrastive terms: as presence and
absence, inner (personal) identity and outer (public) identity, subjective and
objective identity, individual identity and group identity, national identity
and ethnic identity. Clearly, each of the distinctions represents a different
political point of departure as well as a different kind of research agenda. In
the context of this book I will look at multiculturalism in light of the
construct of ‘group’ identity that shades into identity that is national or
ethnic. In order to do this, I will have to rely on appraisals of groups and the
practices that surface as natural to those appraisals.

The realization that ‘condensed culture’ can be shared, is central to an
understanding of what happens in education. In their book on Cultural
identity and educational policy, Brock & Tulasiewicz (1985, p. 1)
demonstrate that group identity is crucial to the maintenance of every
grouping. Although they insist that “it would be inappropriate to attempt a
rigid definition of ... cultural identity,” they go on to propose a complex
view of how it can be described. In their formulation:

[Identity is] ... a state of distinctiveness achieved by an act of separation
produced either by external pressures exercised by a group or individual
upon another with the aim of isolating it, or by a group, society, or
individual using its own ‘forces propres’ to conceptualize and arrive at
some unique characteristics.

Furthermore, they insist, “identity can only be formed in a system of
relations which crystallize into a commitment.”

Such a conceptualization of cultural or group identity not only hints at
the opportunities that the very concern with identity provides for political
intervention in group activity and in group history, but also confirms the
processual dynamism that the concept of group identity discloses. This
definition indicates that educational policies are central to an analysis of
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whether group identity is being promoted, transformed, or destroyed. Since
education is a deliberate choice of materials from the ‘soup’ of culture, there
are varieties of ways in which macro-policy can intervene to establish the
formation of group self-identities. It is useful to look at two theoreticians
who elaborated their theories on the basis of analyses of the identity of two
groups that are of central interest in this book. Herman writes about the
group identity of Jews and Rouhana about that of Palestinians.

Herman (1977), who presents a social psychological study of Jewish
identity, spells out some of the opportunities implied by the Brock and
Tulasiewicz definition. Distinguishing at the outset between group identity
and its ‘reflection’ in each of the members of the group, Herman (1977) in
fact leads up to an analysis of the ways in which groups can be said to share
an identity. He quotes Weber, Glazer and Moynihan, as well as Klineberg
and Barth (Herman, 1977, p. 29) as a basis for the claim that ‘ethnic identity’
— the sense of a shared descent and a shared way of life — is a concept that
can be justified by reference to individuals’ desires, and buttressed by the
assumption that people have a “need to belong” (Herman, 1977, p. 33).

Foremost for Herman is the analysis of forces and processes that have
made the Jews into a distinct ethnic group (Herman, 1977, pp. 39-73). The
processes he names can, however, be viewed as generic to the formation of
ethnic groups of all kinds. Membership in an ethnic group is heralded by
what Herman (1977, p. 40) calls “marking off.” In forming a collective
identity, markers may be positioned and lines drawn more or less rigidly by
members of the group and / or by members of other groups. The group is
likely to develop recognition of internal cohesion, what Herman calls
“alignment” over time, that is, a common history. The alignment may also
be defined across space, encompassing the given territory that is perceived
as belonging to the group, and any territory in which members of the group
happen to reside as a Diaspora. To justify the alignment (Herman, 1977, p.
42), an ethnic group is served by perceptions of similarity. The discernment
is nourished by the promulgation of recognizable features in the outer
appearance of members of the group and by deliberately developed systems
of values that promote a sense of “mutual responsibility” (p. 44). For
Herman, these conceptual distinctions provide well-defined lists of
cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels of self-identification — all of
which can be combined into a profile of group identity.

In a book that appeared twenty years later, Rouhana (1997) explores the
ethnic identity of Palestinians in a similar vein. He, too, assumes that groups
have an “indisputable” affective need for belonging, for a collective identity
(Rouhana, 1997, p. 4). His analysis of the phenomenon relies, however, on
an approach that is more meticulously sociological than that of Herman. In
his conception, a collective identity enables a group to invoke symbols,
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heroes, and myths that strengthen self-esteem, security, meaningfulness, and
satisfaction with how the group is acknowledged by others. Because of this,
collective identity provides each and every member of the collective with
emotional fulfillment (Rouhana, 1997, p. 5). At the same time, however,
Rouhana asserts that the collective identity of an ethno-national group is
“‘elusive’ and should be studied as a dynamic and contextualized
organization that affects and is affected by the evolving political and social
forces in the state and outside it.” The dynamism develops in response to
political forces and is likely to be manifested in new loyalties, new
groupings, and new commitments. In these cases, collective identity is an
important political tool for a group, for an imaginary of collective identity
has the power “to mobilize group members” (Rouhana, 1997, p. 4).

The model of collective identity that Rouhana (1997) proposes is,
therefore, a social structure the layers of which are held together, in his
words, by affective axes. The sections of the configuration are the legal-
formal structures that define the place of the collective, the distribution of
political power that positions a collective in a society, and the socio-cultural
understandings that locate the groups in the collective consciousness.
Rouhana does not specify the economic constraints that govern these
developments but he does imply that they are of central importance. For he
emphasizes that each of these layers is affected by historical events and may
at different times have different content, be differentially salient to
consciousness, be valued in different ways, and more or less central to the
concerns of members of the collective. In each individual, these contextual
structures are organized around axes of attachment that are propelled by a
core, nuclear self. Hence, the collective self-identification label reflects the
“most condensed” form of the identity structure: the content, the salience,
the valence, and the centrality of each of the layers, together with the
strength of the various affective axes. The complex web of the collective
identity cannot be located once and for all in the sum total of individual
awarenesses at a given moment of history. Responses are differentiated
according to the ‘accentuations’ evoked by dynamic situations (Rouhana,
1997, p. 16, p, 146). The structure interacts with significant historical events
through which it is exposed to varying processes of inclusion and exclusion.
In a multi-cultural society, therefore, the processes affecting different groups
are likely to interact in ways that may be mutually supportive or
contradictory.

From the theoretical discussions of Herman and Rouhana, we can
establish that a society is multi-cultural when groups can be said to differ in
the production and reception of symbolic forms, in the targets of their
allegiances and of their affective ties, as well as in the modes of conveying
meanings in a shared social context. Although the distinctions are not easy to
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research, the differentiation is easily grasped in practical social intercourse
and is often engineered by political maneuver. The experience of people in a
multi-cultural society, such as Israel, is rife with examples of culturally
grounded differentiation.

The complexities of culture and identity do not disappear when people
from different backgrounds are assembled in schools. Drawing on the
insights of Brock and Tulasiewicz, we note that in schools it is possible to
trace the ‘act of separation’ and the ways in which educational policy and
educational action effect that separation. The actual performance of the
acts of separation or their negation is multi-layered and dialectical
depending on the state regime, the configuration of political power,
and the capacity of different groups to command appropriate
resources.” Still, it would be disingenuous to assume that it is possible
to draw up a blueprint with exact specifications of how best to
organize children’s education in a multi-cultural society. Bureaucratic
modes of collecting people in educational institutions may or may not
facilitate the types of learning that are helpful. The content, the
pacing, and the evaluation of learning, as well as their implications
for daily life in schools are all problematic from both the point of
view of the state that has articulated overarching goals and for the
groups whose cultural identity is at stake.

The interaction of educational ideology, strategies, implementation and
practice with the nexus of cultures interwoven in a multi-cultural society is
an issue that requires cautious unpacking and careful study. It is not enough
simply to look at one type of written document, such as, for example, official
publications related to policy. We must go on and ask: How do people in
different positions of the educational system interpret the varied documents?
What decisions about curriculum and about extra-curricular arrangements
are made? How are all the components of the educational situation carried
out? What political and economic consequences derive from the educational
project in its various aspects?

The burden of this monograph is then an attempt to explore possible
responses to these questions from the point of view of how the educational
system of Israel deals with the populations of students that it serves.

? From the start, it is important to note what we will not be concerned with. In the framework
of this book, it will not be possible to look as well at the psychological effects of the ‘acts of
separation’.
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4. TRADITIONS OF SCHOOLING IN ISRAEL

The new state inherited a maze of educational systems, remnants of every
regime. Among the Jews, there were schools sponsored by the Religious
Zionist Parties, the Centrist General Zionist (Liberal) Party, as well as the
Socialist Workers’ Parties. In addition there were the traditional religious
frameworks of the Heder and the Yeshiva. Similar religious schools were
under the direction of the Muslim religious establishment. And Christian
orders (among them: Franciscans, Carmelites, Les Soeurs de Jesus) had set
up schools alongside their abbeys. Under the Ottoman Empire with its
system of capitulations, European consulates had  functioned as
protectorates of their citizens living in the Middle East. In this
framework there were schools designed according to the ‘homeland’
schools of Great Britain, France, and Germany; as well as schools
sponsored by Jewish organizations in various countries. The mandatory
government sponsored schools to prepare students for the local
Palestinian civil service. A condition for study in almost all of the
schools was the payment oftuition fees.

In keeping with the requirements of the UN Resolution 181 on the
partition of Palestine,'” one of the earliest pieces of legislation in the new
state of Israel was the “Law for Free Compulsory Education” of 1949. This
law in effect eradicated tuition fees for primary schools. The “Law of State
Education” of 1953 went further and ensured that most of the schools in the
country would be state schools, and the state would enforce sanctions against
parents who did not register children for schooling. At various times in the
course of the last fifty-five years, the laws have been amended by
regulations for extending the range of compulsory education to the age of
fifteen; regulations changing the funding of the schools, and so on. Currently
the law calls for three years of pre-school attendance and ten years of
schooling.

' In the Resolution, the following sections establish human rights as conditions, of the
creation of two states in Palestine:

Guaranteeing to all persons equal and non-discriminatory rights in civil, political, economic
and religious matters and the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms,
including freedom of religion, language, speech and publication, education, assembly and
association [UN Resolution 181, Part I, Partition, Chapter 1. B. Steps Preparatory to
Independence, paragraph 10 (d)].

The State shall ensure adequate primary and secondary education for the Arab and Jewish
minority, respectively, in its own language and its cultural traditions.

The right of each community to maintain its own schools for the education of its own
members in its own language, while conforming to such educational requirements of a
general nature as the State may impose, shall not be denied or impaired. Foreign educational
establishments shall continue their activity on the basis of their existing rights [UN Resolution
181, Part I, Partition, Chapter 1. C, Paragraph 6].
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Although the authorization of ‘free, compulsory state’ education
ostensibly places Israel among the progressive countries, there are, in fact,
numerous complications. For one thing, the primary definition of the state
as Jewish introduces the problematic of the relationship of a school system
to the approximately 20% of the population — citizens and residents — who
were neither born Jewish nor converted to Judaism (MacDowall, 1998).
Clearly, such a definition places all those who are not Jewish at a
disadvantage. Structurally, and often by regulation, non-Jewish citizens of
Israel have to put up with exclusion (Sternhell, 1998). In the Israeli
educational system, this is disclosed in the segregation of Hebrew-speaking
and Arabic-speaking schools, and in an institutionalized logic to the effect
that the major investment in education should be made in the Jewish schools.
The disadvantage has been intensified by the extraordinary efforts expended
in order to facilitate the in-migration of Jews from all parts of the globe.
From the point of view of raising the percentage of Jews in the ‘Jewish’
state, this is a project that has for the most part been very successful.

When all is said and done, however, the policies cited have not eased the
situation for the Jews. Jewish society is regularly called upon to manage
diversity. Because of the state-sponsored Jewish in-migration, the Jewish
sector of the school system is constantly dealing with successive waves of
new-immigrant pupils not all of whom are from the same countries of origin.
Schools are chartered to perform the feat of producing graduates who are all
equally capable of taking full responsibility for themselves, the way of life
they choose in adulthood, and for carrying out the duties of citizenship. Each
group is assessed as to whether they integrate into the collective in a manner
that is politically legitimate.

The complex of ideals introduces additional conceptual complications in
the Yishuv as well. Although a ‘Jewish’ state was conceived of as the long
desired homeland for a people that has been persecuted throughout the
centuries, the political establishment has to face the problematic of what
version of Jewishness is the determining one. Before the foundation of the
state, the Zionist movement succeeded in attracting a section of religious
Zionists who could accept the principles of socialism and pioneering. This
was especially important to furthering the cause because a majority of the
movements’ members sided with a conception of Jewishness as a ‘culture’,
with emphasis on the Hebrew language, a shared history, and folk customs.
This interpretation is the basis for what is called secular Judaism today.
Since the foundation of the state, the tensions between those who insist that
Judaism is first and foremost a religion and those who stress the political and
cultural qualities of the nation-state have sharpened. When an aspect of
religion is invoked to provide guidelines for the educational system, there
are bitter contests on issues that signal differences between religious
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orientations. The differences between the ultra-orthodox, Zionist orthodox,
conservative, reformed, reconstructionist, and the several different
humanistic versions of Judaism have not been bridged. For the time being
only the orthodox and ultra-orthodox versions of religion are officially
recognized by the state and this affects the apportionment of funds to
schooling, teacher training and teacher employment, as well as deciding on
significant elements of the curriculum as in extracurricular activities.

An additional dimension is that of organization. The conceptualization of
Israel as a nation-state expressed a self-imposed obligation to carrying out
tasks of nation-building, of forging a solidary citizenry. At the same time,
this model was a means of reinforcing the notion that Arab citizens of Israel
can legitimately be excluded from key national privileges (see ruling of the
High Court of Justice in relation to Kaadan).' In organization and
administration, the Israeli system of education was highly centralized from
its inception. Centralization was touted as the best way to ensure consistent
standards and to foster high achievement among all the student populations
in the country — Arab and Jewish, veteran and new, as well as to build a
nation-state. In terms of the actors involved, this was an attempt to impose
complete government control over education. Schools are accountable to a
Minister and the officials of the Ministry of Education, a highly intricate
bureaucratic structure. Officials appointed to different departments and sub-
departments of the Ministry, are assigned to deal with specific areas of the
educational project (see Appendix F).

Despite the presumption that centralization and control make for
efficiency, education has consistently been the site of civic discontent and
disappointment. Universities complain about the low standards of secondary
school graduates. Recent scores of Israeli pupils on international
examinations of reading and of mathematics point up the acute problems of
the school system in an era when Israel is called upon to adjust to a new
political order in the region, and schools are required to meet challenges of
the revolution of a technological information society (see Rally Sa’ar,
Ha’aretz, 4/V1/2003, pp. Al, Al4; 16/V1/2003, pp. Al, Al15). There is
unrest among the Palestinian Israelis, who protest inadequate funding of
local educational projects and the imposition of curricula that do not meet
their needs. Moreover, intellectuals who defend the purposes of the
centralized school system lament what they perceive as the lack of national
solidarity, and a persistent record of failure in regard to promoting

" In 2000, when Mr. And Mrs. Kaadan, an Arab family, attempted to acquire rights to build a
home on state land in a Jewish village, their request was refused. Despite a ruling by the
HCJ that the refusal was unconstitutional, the village authorities found ways to avoid
action. In 2003 the purchase was still not completed (Ha aretz, September 17, 2003, p.
B3).
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egalitarianism.

In short, fifty years after Israel instituted state intervention to ensure
education for all the children who reside within its borders, findings
demonstrate that few of the envisioned goals for the educational system have
been, or are being, accomplished. There are then several key questions, both
practical and theoretical. Practical questions include the puzzle of how this
gap actually comes into being, and what forms it takes.A further issue is why
it emerges and whether it is inevitable. Hence, the theoretical challenge of
the entire project depends on finding a feasible way to describe and explain
the gap between proclaimed goals and achievements. In the framework of
this book, we assume that by pursuing a comprehensive description of the
practical aspects of education in Israel we are moving toward a viable
explanation of these intricately related phenomena and a theoretical grasp of
their impact on egalitarianism in education.

The need to grapple satisfactorily with problems of educating immigrants
and minorities in state education systems is not unique to Israel. In the next
chapter I will sketch some of the solutions that have been proposed in
different social (geographical and historical) contexts.
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EDUCATION FOR IMMIGRANTS AND
MINORITIES IN THE WORLD

Literature on education for immigrants and minorities in various parts of
the world offers clues to the issues that every state system of education has
to confront in attempts to provide schooling. The following sketch will
provide a framework for placing the analysis of Israeli education for
immigrants and minorities in the perspective of tools that states have at hand
(agency). In the first part of the chapter, I will sketch some difficulties that
multicultural societies perceive in organizing education. In the second part I
will survey different approaches to multicultural education as they have been
applied in the United Kingdom, Canada, Germany, and the United States of
America.

The central concern of this volume, education for children from
indigenous minority groups and children of immigrants, is an issue that
arises in two distinct, but not completely independent contexts. One context
is that of series of international decisions on the location of boundaries
between states — decisions in which the distribution of groups from
different cultures within proposed borders did not always necessarily receive
the attention it required. Another context is that of constantly rising levels of
international, i.e., interstate migration. Whereas in the past, immigrants
constituted a relatively small proportion of the population in developed
countries except in those, such as the USA and Australia, that were initially
defined as settlement countries or countries of immigration; the situation has
been changing radically during the twentieth and into the twenty-first
century. According to Entzinger (2000, p. 2), “between 1965 and 2000, the
number of people who live outside the country where they were born has
doubled from 75 to 150 million”. True, this number represents only about
one per cent of the world population, but it is awe-inspiring because of the
speed of the transformation.
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1. STATES, MAJORITIES/MINORITIES, AND
SCHOOLING

Although there are states (Germany, Japan, Lithuania) that define
themselves as mono-ethnic or mono-cultural, fewer than twenty states in the
modern world are actually homogeneous, and in only half of these can an
ethnic group be found that constitutes as much as 75 percent of the
population. All told, the states that are homogeneous make up about five
percent of the world population (Barber, 1996, p. 9). In a word, there is
practically no state whose population does not include minorities perceived
to be ‘different’. This historically generated phenomenon expanded since the
nineteenth century when Europe was divided into political and cultural
conglomerates that constituted empires. Borders drawn after World War I
remade the sprawling domains into series of small states roughly defined by
nationality. Despite the outer show of following a principle of “self-
determination”, the inner reality was that in every country there remained
pockets of national groups that were not of “the same” ethnic group.
Revisions instituted after World War II did not change that picture.
Furthermore, during the twentieth century, the decolonization of Africa and
Asia led to border — definitions that outlined almost fifty new states, each
with populations that were essentially multinational. In practice, state
enterprises create minority statuses. The introduction of state school systems
necessitates decrees on language(s) of instruction, curricula, teacher
preparation, cultures of administration, and pedagogies. The complex of
administrative and substantive regulations necessary for maintaining
education necessarily classifies groups as allied with the dominant majority
or with the subordinate minorities. This division is not necessarily made on
the basis of numbers, but it usually has the consequence of determining
scholastic ranking and, further, post-schooling social status.

An interesting exception can be found in Soviet education. In the Former
Soviet Union, the centralization of Communist power in the Russian
Republic (R.S.F.S.R.) meant that the Russians could dictate the nature of
education in all parts of the Union. Since they proclaimed a commitment to
pluralism, the Russians agreed to schooling in indigenous languages in all
the republics. But they also imposed the teaching of Russian in all schools
and fostered its adoption as the lingua franca (Grant, 1987). In the long run,
these educational policies did not prevent minority groups, whether defined
by religion or by ethno-linguistic affiliation, from achieving educational
success greater than that of the Russians themselves. In 1980, for example,
forty percent of the Jews, 10.5 percent of the Georgians, and 7.5 percent of
the Armenians held academic credentials, by contrast with only 5.9 percent
for the Russians (Kravetz, 1980). This, however, does not represent the
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situation that prevails in the education of minorities in most parts of the
world. This is usually a tale of deprivation, if not of degradation.

From research in the field of comparative education, we learn that in
many areas of the world there is a remarkable consistency in the types of
groups that are taken to be minorities and consequently are deprived of a
good education. These include children in rural areas, born into
impoverished families, indigenous minorities, and women, as well as
diversely categorized immigrants. In most cases there are efforts at
remedying the deprivation.

Across the world, impoverished children in rural areas are relegated to
minority status. According to the UNESCO (1993) report, Education for all:
Status and trends, they are marginalized in regard to schooling in that they
do not have equality of access (probability of getting into the school system
or some particular level of it), equality of [school] survival (probability of
completing the cycle of primary, secondary, and tertiary education), equality
of output (probability of learning content similar to that learnt by the
dominant groups), or equality of outcome (probability that children from
various social groupings will live similar lives) (Farrell, 1999, p. 159).

One example of inequality of access is Thailand where over fifty percent
of urban children had access to preprimary education while only 28.8
percent of the rural children had had that opportunity. Further on,
consequences of the disparities are evident in the gaps in achievement, as
measured by examinations in mathematics and in language (Zhixin Su, 1999,
p- 338). Similar trends are discernible in the Middle East where early
childhood programs are accessible chiefly to urban families (Christina,
Mehran & Mir, 1999, p. 354)."> “To improve educational opportunities for
the rural population” becomes an explicit goal of education in places of this
kind, and that is true of education in El Salvador as well (Ruiz-Esparza,
1988, p. 249).

Other groups, defined as minorities, also suffer from inequity when
measured by access, survival, and output. Writing about education
throughout Latin America, Amove, Franz, Mollis, and Torres (1999, p. 310-
311) assert unconditionally that “Indigenous populations or ‘first peoples’
are the populations most discriminated against with regard to access to
educational services for two reasons. First, they are commonly located in the
most impoverished and underdeveloped regions of their countries and,

2 In this article, the authors explain that the term “Middle East” is used “to refer to the
twenty-one members of the League of Arab States (Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine [West Bank and
Gaza Strip (sic!)], Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab
Emirates, and Yemen — and to the non-Arab countries of Iran and Turkey” (Christina,
Mehran & Mir, 1999, p. 346).
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second, the language of instruction is invariably Spanish (Portuguese in
Brazil)” rather than their mother languages. Bolivia, Peru, and Guatemala,
have the largest indigenous populations in Latin America and predictably the
highest rates of illiteracy. Furthermore even in countries where there is a
relatively low overall rate of illiteracy, the rate among the indigenous
“natives” is much higher. In Peru, for example, overall illiteracy is about
12%, but the rate among the indigenous groups in that country is 63 %.
Similar findings are reported about indigenous Tibetans in China and about
indigenous Malay and Indian minorities in Singapore (Zhixin Su, 1999, p.
340, p. 336).

There have been attempts at remedying the deprivation by attending to
problems of language. On the assumption that there is not only cultural, but
also psychological value in preserving the school child’s mother tongue,
issues in the education of indigenous minorities have, in some countries,
been reduced to a concern with the languages of instruction. Thus, in
Singapore, pupils are required to be bilingual, and minority children can
study some subjects in their mother tongues, Mandarin, or Malay (Thomas,
1988, p. 595). Similarly in Peru, there are efforts to have instruction in both
Spanish and in the Quechua Indian language, a language that is spoken by
several million Peruvians — 2.6 million in 1961. To this end an alphabet
was compiled and materials were produced (Krugmeier, 1988, p. 534).
Rwandan education in the 1980s continued to be conducted in French, the
language used by the colonial Belgians; but materials were also developed in
a Bantu language, Kinyarwanda, in the hope that this could be a lingua
franca (Brady, 1988, p. 578). Measures of this kind were not feasible in
every country. The educational system in Papua New Guinea, with a
population of about three million, is challenged by “a [cultural]
heterogeneity of group identities unmatched by any other nation in the
world.” Distinguished by marked differences in appearance, the many ethnic
types of the young state represent 738 distinct languages or dialects
(McNamara, 1988, p. 542). For the most part the government has had no
alternative but to insist on studies in English.

By contrast, Tunisia enacted laws to the effect that Arabic should be the
only language of instruction beginning with the school year, 1977-78, and
allowed ten hours per week of instruction in French beginning in Grade
Four. Despite efforts to hasten the Arabization of all secondary school
subjects, it was found necessary to equip pupils with the Fench terminology
required in many subjects that could “not ... be Arabized in the immediate
future” (Tibi, 1988, p. 675).

Across different continents, women are probably the most deprived
indigenous minority. An equity index elaborated by UNESCO shows that,
except in Latin America and the Caribbean, girls and women have
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significantly less access to education throughout the educational cycle
(Stromquist, 1999, p. 186). Christina, Mehran and Mir (1999, p. 354) note
that “When reviewing [educational] services for birth to age six, the [gender]
imbalance is 70 percent in favor of males” in the Middle East. Repeating
grades is prevalent among girls in Jordan and in Mauritania. As many as 28
percent of the girls drop out of schools up to Grade 4 in Yemen. In tertiary
education women constitute only 16 percent of the student body in
Mauritania and 17 percent in Yemen (Christina, Mehran & Mir, 1999, p.
357). Popular programs of adult education in Latin America, notably Brazil,
are designed to help women overcome their deprivation. These programs
relate to discriminatory practices in the labor market, domestic violence,
inheritance and family law. Using principles formulated by Freire, some
programs attempt to empower women through “conscientization,” stirring
people’s political awareness through helping them recognize the relevance
of political struggles to their own experience (Arnove, Franz, Mollis, and
Torres, 1999, p. 321). In Asia, the literacy rates for women are about half
those for men (Zhixin Su, 1999, p. 330) and the ratios of women’s
enrollment in schools at every level are consistently lower than those of men
in all the countries of Asia, prosperous or poor (ibid.). Adult illiteracy is high
in Afghanistan (68.5%), Bangladesh (61.9%), Nepal (72.5%), and Pakistan
(62.2%). Of these women’s illiteracy constitutes between 74% and 86%
(ibid., p. 332). In the Arab states of the Middle East, the overall rate of
illiteracy is 42%, but two thirds of these are women (Christina, Mehran &
Mir, 1999, p. 349).

In this connection, remedial steps worthy of note were taken only in
Malaysia. There the policy of affirmative action adopted during the 1980s,
has reversed the trend. In the 1990s it was already found that while 59% of
the girls attended school, only 52% of the boys did so. Research on the
content and experience of schooling has found that although textbooks do
not make derogatory sexist assertions, women are represented reductively
both in terms of personality and in terms of potential roles. In Mexico, for
example, girls were presented as unfit for tasks that require “masculine
force” as well as for roles as school leaders (Stromquist, 1999, p. 190-191).
There are numerous declarations of good intentions that were adopted during
the 1990s. Among them the conclusions drawn up at World Conferences on
Women in Nairobi in 1985, in Beijing in 1995, as well as at the International
Conference on Assistance to the African Child in 1992, the Pan-African
Conference on the Education of Girls in 1993, the “Education for All”
Declaration in Jomtien in 1990, and several regional conferences in Africa.
Still, deliberate organized intervention by the states in different parts of the
world is far from extensive and often relies on support from private donors
(Stromquist, 1999, pp. 196-197).
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In addition to the need to eradicate the deprivation suffered by the types
of groups cited so far, educational institutions are called upon to provide for
the minorities that have formed in many of the more prosperous states
through the on-going pressures of immigration.

2. IMMIGRANT MINORITIES

If only because of the development of relatively inexpensive means of
transportation, migration is, as noted above, steadily on the rise (Castles &
Miller, 1993). With the economic boom that followed World War II many
European states were interested in receiving a limited number of refugees
and asylum seekers; and in inducting temporary workers. The latter often
decided to stay in the receiving country and to bring their families. This was
an unexpected development. According to Zolberg (2000, pp. 62-63), the
immigration of workers remains economically desirable for capitalists
because the competition enables them to lower wages. From a social point of
view, however, as Zolberg notes, groups of temporary-workers-turned-
permanent-settlers constitute a “political and cultural presence” that has
unpredictable impact on social cohesiveness and on the public agenda. With
the general recession that began in the 1980s, many states have deliberately
instituted measures to limit immigration.

Understandably, the tide has not been stemmed. When people come to
the conclusion that their economic, political, or social situation can be
improved in another state, they seek recourse to migration. Their decisions,
however, have to come to terms with the demands of the state they want to
leave and the state they want to enter. Many states forbid emigration or limit
it stringently. Until 1989, leaving the USSR and other countries of the
Eastern Bloc meant risking death. Since the revolution of 1974, Ethiopia has
evidenced great sensitivity to the emigration of large groups. Conditions set
by receiving countries for accepting immigrants vary from welcome on the
basis of interests to strict rejection and these have to be considered by
migrants when they choose their target state.

In a word, despite the power asymmetry of the parties, it is useful overall
to look at migration as a phenomenon that depends on negotiation, covert as
it may be, on several levels. On the one hand, the potential for migration is
the outcome of class relationships and political circumstances in the country
of origin. On the other hand, the likelihood of admittance depends on the
economic and political interests of the desired host. The connections are
particularly clear in the steady increase in the burgeoning migration of
workers. According to Portes & Borocz (1996, p. 161), “physical coercion,
economic inducement and gradual transformation of cultural patterns —
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form part of the progression .... [that has] increase[d] the supply of pliable
labor while decreasing its costs. The process has reached its culmination
today when labor migrants assume the initiative and the full costs of the
journey. ... From the point of view of the population of less developed
countries, labor migration [is] a viable solution to their own societies’
immediately perceptible internal imbalances.” Because migrants are
embedded in social networks, emigration often continues even when the
situation has changed for the better. Migration is interpreted as “a means of
survival and a vehicle for social integration and economic mobility” (Portes
& Borocz, 1996, p. 164).

In the receiving states, incorporation of migrants has many guises. In
some cases, admittance is dependent on conditions of exit. There is a sharp
distinction between migrants whose emigration is understood to be the
outcome of rational choice and migrants forced to flee because of political
upheaval. The latter are recognized as refugees — and as such make known
that return to the country of origin is blocked (Zolberg, Suhrke & Aguayo,
1986). Acceptance by the host country is also differentiated according to
class origins. Characteristically there is a differentiation according as the
migrants are manual laborers, technicians and professionals, or potential
entrepreneurs. Depending on the host state, migrants may be received as
candidates only for menial types of work; some may be permitted to choose
their niches and allowed to fend for themselves in any way they can. In still
other cases, immigrants may enjoy active encouragement and legal aid to
realize their goals within the frameworks available in the receiving state.

Immigration depends, therefore, on how immigrants’ origins are defined
and how the economic and political constraints of the host state classify
them. Among the crucial definitions are the probabilities of authorization for
long-term residence and of opportunities for naturalization, and those
offering residence only for the short-term. In a word, the state decides on
which immigrants to admit, in what status, carrying what benefits, and thus,
in fact, on the speed and nature of immigrants’ incorporation into the host
society.

From the immigrants’ point of view, migration is a personal decision and
the desires of immigrants are in play throughout. Research has shown that
opportunities for more rewarding employment and for access to better
education for oneself or for one’s children are the salient reasons for
migrating. Under these circumstances, systems of education are a crucial
juncture. In educational institutions, immigrant children and their families
are to reap the benefits of their displacement. Basically, the interests of
immigrants are similar to those of minority groups. Distinctions between
pupils who belong to minority groups, and pupils who are the children of
immigrants are rarely made in either the professional or the research
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literature. In educational institutions, minority children are meant to obtain
the kinds of learning that will enable them to participate fully in the majority
society. The literature shows that these aims are unproblematic when
formulated as general professional objectives (Eden & Kalekin-Fishman,
2002). How they are construed and how applied, however, depend on the
interaction of professional perceptions and the socio-economic-political
framework in which educationists work out how to deal with children whose
backgrounds are diverse. This interaction has panned out very differently in
different historical periods and in different countries. In the following we
will cite types of interactions and reactions that have been studied with a few
examples.

3. OVERCOMING DISCRIMINATION AND
DEPRIVATION

One ofthe reasons frequently cited for the deprivation of minority groups
is the inadequate preparation of teachers for dealing with a multicultural
population. A large-scale research project of the International Bureau of
Education of UNESCO, therefore, undertook to examine how teacher
education can integrate training toward (as the model puts it)
multiculturalism/interculturalism (Gagliardi, 1994)." The reports highlight
the fact that there are deprived minority groups among all of the project’s
participants (Bolivia, Czech Republic, Jordan, Lebanon, Mauritius, Mexico,
Pakistan, Poland, Senegal, and Tunis). In almost all the cases, education was
found to be mono-cultural with homogeneous educational objectives for the
entire population. The object of the research reports from the various
countries was, therefore, to outline the basic steps needed to introduce a
recognition of the presence of multiculturalism and a determination to do
something about it. At the time of the project, the object of inculcating a
multicultural consciousness took on rudimentary forms in most of the
countries involved. In Poland, for example, neither in schools nor in
universities was there recognition of the Ukrainian, Belorussian, or German
minorities as groups that required any special attention (Janowski, 1994).
The educational system in Lebanon is described as “a series of pedagogical
islands connected by the official diploma” with private schools of different
denominations or factions each carrying out instruction according to their
own lights (Constantine, 1994, p. 46). Researchers from the Czech Republic
reported on the initiation of courses of study in one or two universities to

" The entire project was “Basic education for participation and democracy: Key issues in
human resources development (teacher training and multicultural/ intercultural education).”
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equip educators with knowledge about Romany culture, and skills to help the
Romany children make progress (Kotasek & Ruzicka, 1994). In Mauritius,
the researchers accept the theory that limited space has forced the different
communities to tolerate one another. Thus, the principle of equity can be
applied to curriculum content and school norms, values, and standards. In
practice, “minority ethnic children [Muslim, 16.6%; Chinese, 13%; and
Francophone, 29%] are not required to study those subjects or participate in
those activities that are against their religious beliefs, alienate them from
their ancestral origin or create a gulf between themselves and their parents”
(Guruvadoo, Kalla, Thancanamootoo & Veerapen, 1994, p. 9). Yet teacher
trainers were found not to have the knowledge or the attitudes that could
promise success for a multicultural teacher education program (Guruvadoo,
Kalla, Thancanamootoo & Veerapen, 1994, p. 42). As the coordinator of the
project, Gagliardi (1994) presents a comprehensive model for ensuring a
truly multicultural orientation — one that requires far-reaching changes in
all the participating countries.

In dealing with school systems that have adopted an explicit orientation
to the presence of children who are either from “other” minority cultures or
were born abroad, Figueroa (1995, p. 779) asserts that it is possible to
discern six distinct approaches. Abstracting from policy documents and
documented practices, he names them as follows: laissez-faire,
assimilationist, integrationist, multicultural/pluralist, antiracist, or
multicultural and antiracist. These approaches are abstracted from diverse
measures designed to enforce policy at different times, among them ‘color-
blind’ education, compensatory education, education for the disadvantaged,
ethnic minority education, and so on. Although the approaches indicate a
kind of evolution, in practice, the policies adopted for teaching immigrant
children and minority children cannot be delineated as a chronological
progression.

The laissez-faire approach indicates that schools have a mandate to
continue “as they were” on the assumption of a principle of universalism,
that is to say that modes of schooling and their content can be defined for all,
and with the understanding that the children of immigrants and the children
of indigenous minorities will be able to meet the requirements presented by
school studies if they apply themselves. Until the twentieth century, this
presumably benign disregard of difference was the overt ethos of schools in
the USA, as in England, Australia and Canada. In Australia there was no
discussion of immigrants’ education until well after World War II, when
successive waves of immigration turned Australia into the most ethnically
varied nation in the world. To this day, Australia has a higher proportion of
residents born overseas than any country except Israel (Allan & Hill, 1995,
p. 764). In the framework of the laissez-faire approach, when immigrant
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children did not do well at school, their failures were explained by the
depravity of their neighborhood surroundings, by poverty, crime, social
disorganization, foreign habits and by the threat of Catholicism in the United
States of America, or of Islam in Australia. Stressing a kind of pan-
Protestant ideology of unity, obedience, restraint, self-sacrifice, schools
appealed to lower class immigrant children to be “just like us”.

The alternative to laissez-faire can be defined as an active
assimilationism, according to which “Schools [are] intended to serve as
culture factories in which polyglot populations [are] to be homogenized”
(Schultz, 1973). Expressing concern with national identity and social
cohesion, American schools adopted programs for immigrants that taught
middle-class manners, diet and food preparation, as well as values, logics,
sensibilities (Olneck, 1995, p. 311). In Germany and in England,
assimilation was promoted by provision for learning the lingua franca of the
state, in special preparatory classes, and betimes by withdrawing children
from their classrooms for periods of time from 30 minutes per day to two
hours (Figueroa, 1995, p. 782). Relying on a special syllabus and distinctive
textbooks, German schools deployed pedagogy for immigrants and
minorities that was based on methods used in special education (Hoff, 1995,
p- 825). As in Germany, USA and UK education policies stressed the
acquisition of the state’s language as the key to full participation in the
culture.

In Australia, the 1901 Immigration Act that institutionalized xenophobia,
ie., preference for white Anglo-Saxon immigrants, heralded an
assimilationist and ethno-centric government policy. The principles guiding
education were derived from the ideology of settlement. According to Allan
and Hill (1995, p.766), the government acted on the assumption that
immigrants were fortunate to have come to a country as democratic,
individualistic, free of class prejudice, generous and open-minded, as
Australia. Thus, it was clear to the authorities that success in assimilating to
Australian society depends not on government policies but on the good will
of individuals, veteran Australians and new immigrants alike. Consequently,
the government could assert that special privileges for immigrants would
actually work against smooth incorporation into the Australian collectivity.

Integrationism was heralded as a new approach in England by the
Minister of Education, Roy Jenkins, in 1966. Actually describing a form of
absorption, he announced that education for integration was to be carried out
“not as a flattening process of assimilation 